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Oral evidence

Taken before the Culture, Media and Sport Committee

on Tuesday 20 November 2007

Members present

Mr John Whittingdale, in the Chair

Philip Davies Alan Keen
Mr Nigel Evans Adam Price
Paul Farrelly Mr Adrian Sanders
Mr Mike Hall Helen Southworth

Memorandum submitted by British Cycling

1. Progress in Preparing Venues

1.1 From our involvement in the appropriate ODA steering group and with LOCOG we believe that all
venues required to host the Olympic disciplines of cycling are being identified, planned and developed in line
with the relevant programmes.

2. Developments in Securing Funding for All Aspects of the Games

2.1 We are not party to any information in this context.

3. Legacy Use of Venues

3.1 In legacy mode the Olympic venues for the track and BMX disciplines will form part of a multi-
discipline Velopark, the final details of which are still under consideration. Through our involvement in the
appropriate ODA steering group we are contributing to the design process and the consultation process
attaching thereto.

3.2 Pending agreement on the final design and specification for the Velopark we have lodged objections
to the relevant outline planning applications in so far as they fail to take proper account of the Olympic Act
and specifically do not provide an adequate or comparable replacement for the road and oV-road facilities
provided to cycling for the past three decades on the Eastway Cycling circuit which has been lost as part of
the Olympic Park.

3.3 We are optimistic that the present consultation process will result in an adequate and comparable
replacement such that our objections can be withdrawn.

4. Impact of the Games upon Grassroots Participation in Sport, Both Before and After the Games

4.1 From a cycling perspective, the impact upon grassroots participation since the closure of the Eastway
Cycling Circuit in 2006 has been negative because no replacement facilities have yet been made available in
close proximity or at all. A temporary replacement facility is being constructed by the LDA in the London
Borough of Redbridge which should become available in 2008 and in the meantime temporary use of a
redundant dockland site has now been made available. Funding has been made available by the LDA to
facilitate the use of other sites further away from the original Eastway site, both in 2007 and 2008.

4.2 After the Games it is anticipated that the Velopark will provide a boost for cycling, particularly in the
South East, and if long-term Revenue funding can be secured for the temporary facility being constructed in
LB Redbridge this could provide a further boost for cycling.

4.3 The sport of cycling has grown in great Britain by 60% in the past 10 years and, with adequate traYc-
free and indoor facilities we expect this growth to continue and accelerate. The London Games, and
particularly success in the Games for our athletes, will contribute strongly to this continued growth.

4.4 British Cycling considers that London 2012 could, and should, be the single biggest catalyst in our
lifetime to lever a change in the nations’ behavioural attitudes towards sport and physical activity. There
must be a collective eVort amongst all agencies and partners to ensure that we capitalise on this opportunity
to accelerate the progress currently being made in getting more people active to ensure that the legacy of
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London 2012 is not simply Olympic and Paralympic Medal success for Team GB, watched by a nation of
armchair fans, but a legacy of the most successful GB Team ever, celebrated by a nation of all ages and
abilities playing more sport and being more physically active.

4.5 We are looking to position all our initiatives from 2009 onwards as an Olympic activation programme
to ensure a pre-and post-Games legacy in terms of more people playing more sport and sustaining and
enhancing our player pathway to ensure continued GB success in 2016, 2020 and beyond.

5. Standards of Performance by UK Participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in
2008 and 2012

5.1 Beijing 2008

5.1.1 The GB Cycling Team secured nine World Championship medals, including four Gold, in Olympic
disciplines in Senior competition in 2007. In our assessment, of the 18 medal opportunities in Beijing we have
genuine prospects in nine and outside chances in four. Our target of six medals therefore appears realistic.

5.1.2 Also in 2007 the GB Paralympic Cycling Team topped the medal table at World Championship
level and will be seeking to repeat that outcome in Beijing next year.

5.1.3 The majority of the track team is now in Australia at the commencement of the series of World Cup
events, culminating in the World Championships in Manchester in March 2008, which will form the basis
for qualification for the 2008 Olympics.

5.1.4 Training and preparation in all disciplines is generally in line with programme and deviations are
considered to be manageable.

5.2 London 2012

5.2.1 It is too early to predict or target medal opportunities in 2012 but we would expect to contend for
medals in all the events where we have established programmes with a history of being competitive at
podium level.

5.2.2 Additionally, programmes to develop athletes in disciplines where we have no record of being in
contention are under way with the target of being competitive by 2012.

5.2.3 As a guide to prospects in 2012, the GB Cycling Team Junior and Under 23 squads dominated the
World Championships at their respective levels in 2006 and 2007.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by UK Athletics (UKA)

1. Executive Summary

1.1 UK Athletics (UKA), Britain’s Governing Body for the premier Olympic sport is responsible for the
preparation and performance of athletes at major international events at all age groups from Junior through
to the elite level. This programme is supported by our funding agency, UK Sport, and is aimed at getting
British athletes to the start line in optimum condition to give them their best opportunity to fulfil their
potential.

1.2 UKA provides strategic direction to the Home Country Athletics Federations on all aspects of
governance and the development of the sport. A new leadership team of Chairman Ed Warner and Niels de
Vos as Chief Executive is now in place at the helm of UK Athletics and they are currently shaping their vision
for the future of the sport with the focus on delivering increased levels of performance, improved quality of
coaching and a clearer performance pathway for all young athletes. Athletics is the foundation of all physical
literacy—running, jumping and throwing form the basis of most other sports. A vibrant athletics scene in
schools and clubs is beneficial for every sport.

1.3 UKA has worked closely with the London 2012 bid team and subsequently with LOCOG and the
ODA since a bid for the Games was first conceived. The legacy concept that has emerged is a testimony to
this collaborative work and the stadium will represent a major boost to athletics in the UK when it is
delivered in full legacy mode as promised by the Olympic Board after the London Games.
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2. Performance

2.1 Athletics is the premier Olympic sport, but we must work hard to sustain its importance in the UK
and medal winning performances are crucial to that. Our world class programme has taken a focused no
compromise approach to performance and this has seen a streamlining of the number of athletes at the very
top level of funding with finite resources targeted at those athletes who have the potential to medal in major
championships. The programme is meticulous in its attention to detail and athletes receive holistic support
that spans sports science and sports medicine.

2.2 UK Athletics has worked closely with UK Sport to deliver this programme and athletes are starting
to reap the performance rewards. The 2007 World Championships in Osaka delivered 5 medals, 17 finalists
(36% of the team reaching finals), 18 personal bests and 17 season’s bests. This exceeded the targets we had
set the young team (almost 70% of whom were under 25) and the attitude and talent of these athletes give
grounds for optimism going forward. This programme is subject to UK Sport’s Mission 2012 assessment
programme, which is now also receiving input from BOA Performance Director Clive (Sir Clive
Woodward). We have some concerns over the integration of Sir Clive Woodward into the programme and
do not want to see a duplication of eVort; however we are heartened by the BOA’s commitment to ensuring
that its involvement is at the discretion of each sport’s Performance Director.

2.3 One of our key performance challenges is the transition of highly successful junior athletes to senior
level. We consistently perform at international junior level; however translation of that success is variable.
The new UKA leadership team are currently developing their strategic vision for the sport and this includes
an improved performance pathway for young athletes to ensure they do not drop out of the sport when they
have potential to succeed at senior level. We do have concerns that Sport England’s brief may be too focused
on health thus creating a funding gap that could see athletes potentially going through the transition un-
funded.

2.4 Athletics is a multi event sport and the funding model invests in areas of medal potential and rightly
success is rewarded. However that leaves athletics in a potentially vulnerable position in some of our weaker
events; there are 47 Olympic Gold medals in athletics and we need to direct funding towards those athletes
and programmes who are in or have the potential to be in the medal zone. The dilemma of this approach
is the amount of resource we invest into our weaker areas without diluting what is being done at the top end.
Strategically it may make sense to focus all our resource on medals, but that is a very narrow point of view
will not necessary benefit the wider sport. We need to balance resource and give time to the development of
the weaker events, without jeopardising medals.

3. Coaching

3.1 Behind every successful athlete is a dedicated coach and UKA is committed to the ongoing
development of coaches at every level. Coach education is a core focus for the organisation as we move
forward and if we are to deliver a sustained increase in participation post-2012, these coaches need to be
in place.

3.2 At the elite level, and with the objective of medals in 2012, we need to explore the advantages and
disadvantages of bringing in overseas coaches or look at alternative options such as sending our most
talented young coaches overseas to learn their trade with those currently at the top of their profession.
However, alongside this we need to ensure that in future years we have suYcient knowledge and facilities
here in the UK and this must be one of the 2012 legacy objectives we seek.

3.3 We have a core of talented coaches employed by UK Athletics on a full-time basis and these coaches
work out of UKA High Performance Centres with groups of athletes supported by a full sports science and
sport medicine team. This development has seen a big reduction in coaches working in isolation and increase
in the exchange of ideas and knowledge which brings big benefits for the athletes.

3.4 Below elite level, continued investment in coaching within clubs and schools is essential to attracting,
retaining and improving young athletes. UKA believe this should be a central element of Sport England’s
future and of its counterparties in the other Home Countries.

3.5 Athletics needs excellent coaches, skilfully guiding athletes through the fun and excitement of early
competition and training, instilling a love of working hard to achieve goals, but avoiding the dangers of over
specialisation, over training and too much pressure. The sport needs coaches who can identify and nurture
talent and guide world class athletes towards international success. We have some excellent coaches, but
there is no doubt we need more. We want to ensure our coaches are eVectively supported, developed and
deployed and that coaches work together for the good of the athletes.

3.6 Athletics relies heavily on its volunteer base and a large proportion of coaches are volunteers. We are
working hard with this group to ensure the recruitment and retention of athletes and the fulfilment of their
potential. A coaching pathway that mirrors the performance pathway has been created so we can target the
right coaches at the right athletes at each level of performance. UKA produce all coach education resources
and distribute them throughout the sport. This provides consistency at every stage of a coach’s development.
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4. Doping

4.1 The issue of doping has been a cloud over the sport of athletics for more than a decade. As testing
programmes have become more sophisticated more cheats are being caught, but with that comes the
negativity that is currently surrounding our sport.

4.2 UK Athletics is proud of its commitment to anti-doping and we were one of the first sports to
introduce out of competition testing back in 2005, whilst many Olympic sports and athletics nations are only
just signing up to this stringent programme.

4.3 However we will not be complacent in our battle against cheats and will continue to work with the
IAAF, UK Sport and WADA to explore ways of keep athletics free of doping. This could include tougher
sanctions, investment in further research, greater transparency in all anti-doping issues and improved
education programmes. Harmonisation across sports and countries is vital if we are to achieve drug free
sport and it is not enough for everyone to sign up to the WADA code; they must abide by it and it must be
strictly enforced.

4.4 It is essential that the anti-doping body in the UK remains independent of the Governing Bodies.
However, it is our view that the anti-doping body must work in partnership with NGBs to ensure full use
is made of “intelligence based testing” targeted at catching any cheats. UKA feel the current system is
perhaps too formulaic in its approach.

4.5 Additionally as the battle against doping in all sports intensifies, it is right that the question over the
need for an independent agency is asked. If we are to collectively stay ahead of the cheats we must be
prepared to ask challenging questions of ourselves and each other.

Olympic Stadium

5. The Stadium Vision

5.1 Attendances at athletics meetings range from 50,000! for Olympics or World Championships to
below 10,000 for the great majority of domestic meetings. Even the biggest event in the British calendar—
the London Grand Prix at Crystal Palace—attracts a crowd of around 20,000.

5.2 Therefore, the initial dilemma that we faced with London 2012 was that of the optimum legacy
stadium capacity. The capacity decision had to weigh up the “once in a generation” London bid for an
Olympics or World Championships against the impact of having a three-quarters empty stadium for all
other events.

5.3 The clear preference of athletes, broadcasters and spectators is for a packed stadium, creating an
inspirational atmosphere (and a backdrop for television). Thus we have promoted the idea of a stadium with
a reduced capacity of c25,000 after the London Games. With a separate warm-up track, this would make
the stadium complex suitable for all events from National Schools Championships up to and including the
European Championships.

5.4 The UK Athletics vision for the stadium was

“aspirational and accessible; inspirational and inclusive—hosting major international
championships and televised events, as well as being the pinnacle of domestic athletics competition
for all age groups and hosting school, club and community events”.

6. The Stadium Brief

6.1 UK Athletics has worked with LOCOG/ODA and their consultants to develop a stadium brief that
can deliver the above vision. We have pushed for and gained a commitment to the retention of a warm up
track in legacy mode, which not only extends the major event potential of the stadium, but also oVers great
benefits to the community use, particularly if the stadium is being shared with field sports where midweek
games would disrupt the athletics use.

6.2 The ODA’s commitment to the legacy needs of athletics means the Olympic Stadium will be the focus
for an annual programme of high quality events, including the London Grand Prix and international bid
events that can maintain the post-2012 profile of the sport with young people, leading to increased
participation and performance in domestic athletics. We can also maximise the prospect of British success
from the time-honoured hometown advantage.

6.3 We would also make the stadium the pinnacle of our domestic competition for all ages of athletes.
Unlike the “hallowed turf” of, for example, Wembley Stadium where only a handful of footballers get to
play each season, competing at the Olympic Stadium can be a realistic aspiration for thousands of athletes
who come through their local and regional competitions. We believe that this will be a major inspiration for
the next generations of athletes who must be a legacy of the London Games. Furthermore, the stadium and
its second track can become a training venue for club and school athletics in the area.
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7. Conclusion

7.1 UK Athletics is grateful for the opportunity to input into and influence the development of the
Olympic Stadium. We will continue to oVer technical assistance as required, and to work with the potential
owner/operators of the stadium to produce a compelling annual programme of athletics events of all levels.
However, we are keen to ensure that there is proper management of the stadium in place in legacy mode.
There are a number of issues around ownership, management, tenancy agreements and other tenants that
are yet to be resolved. These will also aVect the final decisions concerning the stadium in legacy mode and
we would like to see these resolved as soon as possible to ensure an ongoing commitment to full roofing for
spectators and a warm up track post-2012.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by the British Swimming (BS) and Amateur Swimming Association (ASA)

Executive Summary

National Purpose

1. British Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association (BS/ASA) have a clear mission—to get
more people swimming, more often, for enjoyment and for health; and to win more medals in international
competition. London 2012 presents major opportunities—which must not be wasted—to provide the
lasting, national swim facility the sport badly needs; to motivate many more people across the UK to swim
regularly and thus to encourage active, healthy living; and to win national prestige, through medal
performance.

2. Swimming is already Britain’s number one participation sport. Swimming is crucial to the 2012
Games—it’s the launch of competition, it’s the first week, it will be the hottest ticket in town. It will win vital
early medals for the GB Olympic team.

National 2012 Legacy—Facility

3. The planned London Aquatic Centre is the ODA’s responsibility. It is designed to be a key Legacy
facility. BS/ASA consider that it will provide what’s required for the Games themselves, and it will be a
premier swim centre, in the nation’s capital, to meet future needs. Potentially it represents a big step forward
in terms of national, regional and local swim facilities. We believe that it will attract future international
events, it will foster talent, it will be used heavily both for competition and training (at all levels) and also
for leisure and health.

National 2012 Legacy—Participation and Health

4. Herein lies our main concern; we are disappointed with the level of progress toward the national
participation in active sport that was at the core of the Singapore bid. Yet this promised eVort, to use 2012
to boost participation, is also critical to the community’s healthy living, anti-obesity goals. London 2012
has “once in a lifetime” credentials to motivate the population to do more physical activity. We need that
2012 magic to work; but it requires clearer leadership, careful planning and maximum eVort.

5. We know that swimming is the activity most want to try; we know that one in five can’t swim; we know
we have more pool opportunities than ever before, in the public and private sectors. We stand ready to
support the 2012 Legacy eVort in every way possible!

Medals

6. Any Olympic or Paralympic Games will generate the hottest competition and 140 nations have
swimmers, coaches and facilities already in full combat mode. We predict at this stage five or six medals for
the British team (out of the roughly 100 swim medals available). We are fortunate to have the necessary
investment, organisation and culture, the right coaching structure and an eVective talent identification
scheme. We will do our utmost to prepare our swimmers, divers and water polo teams to perform “out of
their skins” for their country.
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Evidence

Introduction

7. This submission is made on behalf of British Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association and
will consider:

— the nature and role of British Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association;

— the facilities to be provided in the London Aquatic Centre and the progress of their development;

— the Legacy use of the London Aquatic Centre;

— impact of the Games upon grass roots participation in swimming before and after the Games; and

— standards of performance by UK participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in
2008 and 2012.

British Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association

8. British Swimming is focussed upon the strategic direction and management of elite athlete
performance, and Olympic and Paralympic medal success in four Olympic sports, However, British
Swimming success is underpinned by the actions of the Amateur Swimming Association, the Scottish
Amateur Swimming Association and the Welsh Amateur Swimming Association who are the respective
National Governing Bodies for the sport of swimming in the Home countries, which also includes the
disciplines of open water swimming, synchronised swimming, diving and water polo. The remit of the Home
country Associations is to ensure the widest participation in the sport and that those people with talent can
make a smooth transition into the elite programmes of British Swimming.

9. The joint vision for British Swimming and the three Associations is:

Swimming is for Life

and the aims are:

— To ensure everyone has the opportunity to learn to swim.

— To ensure everyone has the opportunity to enjoy swimming or water based activities for health and
fun throughout their lifetime.

— To ensure everyone achieves their diVerent personal goals throughout their lifetime.

— To ensure we achieve gold medal success on the world stage.

In short we are about more people swimming more regularly having more fun and more medals.

The Swimming Venues and Progress

10. British Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association have been working closely since 2003 with
various partners, firstly on the bid and then on the delivery of the 2012 Olympics and Paralympic Games.
It has always been the intention of British Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association that the
permanent swimming facility, namely the London Aquatic Centre, will not only meet the specific
competition requirements during the Games to ensure their success but in legacy mode following the Games
and the Paralympics will play an active role in the achievement of the above aims. It has been recognised
for some time by successive governments that we need more 50 metre pools and that London is
underprovided for with major pools. The Aquatic Centre will go some way to improve that position.

The London Aquatic Centre

11. Apart from the Open Water Swimming events, which will take place in Hyde Park, the aquatic events
and supporting training areas are sited in the Olympic Park. The London Aquatic Centre, which will be one
of the major facilities left in the Olympic Park following the Games, will be the premier swimming facility
in the UK and will give London, as befits one of the world’s leading cities, swimming facilities second to
none in Europe.

Legacy Mode

12. Unlike many of the swimming facilities built for previous Olympics, which have been little used after
the games, the design of the Aquatic Centre is based upon the technical swimming and diving requirements
for the games with certain of the other specific requirements for the Games being added as a temporary
“overlay” and being dispensed with after the Games. In summary the Centre in legacy mode will have the
following:

— a 50 metre by 10 lane competition pool with a depth of 3 metres with a moveable floor and
bulkhead and permanent spectator seating for 2,500 with an ability for this to be expanded to 3,500
when required;
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— in the same hall as the competition pool a 25 metre by 21 metre diving pool with a moveable floor
providing a range of platforms and spring boards to Olympic and World Championship
standards;

— a separate 50 metre by 8 lane training pool with a depth of 2 metres and two moveable floors and
bulkheads; and

— ancillary matters including timing, scoreboard with video recording and playback, and areas for
changing, catering, dryland training and provision for sports science and will meet the
requirements of the various swimming disciplines.

13. One important feature of the new pool will be its potential to contribute as the Aquatic Academy to
the training and retention of the Industry workforce as our training centre for coaches and teachers. The
industry has told us that we need over the next five years to double our training provision in this area if we
are to deliver the important growth in participation and achieve the results we all need and this facility can
in due course make a significant contribution to this work.

14. In addition to these swimming facilities, which will support training regimes, competition
programmes and community swimming including the teaching of swimming in Legacy mode the centre will
also include an extension which will be added after the games and provide:

— a large health and fitness area; and

— subject to finance a leisure area including dry as well as wet play facilities.

15. Overall the London Aquatic Centre can play a major role in building a more active and healthier
community in the East end of London.

Olympic and Paralympic Games

16. For the Olympic and Paralympic Games the Centre will be given an “overlay” to provide the
following:

— in the 50 metre by 10 lane competition pool hall an increase in the seating to 17,500 for the
swimming, diving and synchronised swimming competitions and for the semi finals and finals of
the water polo; and

— modifications to meet the enhanced demands for physiotherapy, athletes rooms, media and
hospitality.

17. Additionally, adjacent to the Aquatic Centre, a temporary venue will be built for the water polo
providing:

— a 34 metre by 25 metre competition pool with a depth of 2 metres and seating for 5,000 in which
the preliminary games and play-oV games for final placings in both the men’s and women’s
competitions will be played;

— a 34 metre by 25 metre training pool with a depth of 2 metres; and

— ancillary matters including timing, scoreboards with video recording and playback, and areas for
changing, dryland training, medicine and physiotherapy, athletes rooms, media and hospitality.

18. Also in the north of the Olympic Park a further four temporary 50 metre by 8 lane training pools will
be provided.

19. The design of all the facilities in Legacy and Games modes will be fully compliant with requirements
for disabled athletes, oYcials and spectators.

Post Olympic and Paralympic Games

20. Following the events the temporary structures and seating and other ancillaries, which have been
hired will be dismantled and returned whilst the temporary pools and certain items of competition
equipment will be allocated to various parts of the UK.

Progress

21. Progress in terms of design on the Aquatic Centre and the Water Polo Venue is well advanced
although there are some detailed matters still to be resolved and these are presently being addressed. Work,
however, has commenced on the preparatory clearance and remediation of the site for the Aquatic Centre
and the Water Polo and the Tender for the construction of the Aquatic Centre is due to be submitted shortly.
It is however critical we remain focused on this as the facility must be completed by mid-2011 if we are to
deliver the all important test events prior to the Olympics.
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Legacy Use

22. Whilst it would be an exaggeration to say that there is a Master Plan for the Legacy use of the Aquatic
Centre it should be said that considerable discussion and planning has already taken place centred upon the
need to ensure that the potential of the facility is fully explored and that it becomes a focus for not only the
development of swimming but also an important focus for the population in the East End of London.

23. As befits a building with swimming at its core it is envisaged that the Aquatic Centre will become the
London Region Swimming Centre of Excellence for training and development programmes in swimming,
disabled swimming, diving, synchronised swimming and water polo, forming a central point into which
selected World Class Development Athletes feed from London, East Anglia and the South East of England.

24. Additionally the facilities provided will make the Aquatic Centre a national venue for high level
competition events in all the various disciplines of swimming as well as regional, county and other swimming
competitions and with the spectator seating expanded to 3,500 will be suitable for major international events
including the European Championships and the I P C World Disability Swimming Championships and as
a support venue for the holding of the World Championships.

25. Further we envisage the Aquatic Centre being linked into the Institute of Swimming, which would
have its headquarters there and providing a National Swimming Academy located in the Olympic Park, but
primarily based upon the Aquatic Centre, which will provide a comprehensive coach education and training
programme in swimming and health as well as covering aspects of facility management and linking into the
Advanced Apprenticeship in Sporting Excellence scheme. This Academy would in turn link to the emerging
National Coaching Academy Network and the Sector Skills Academy.

26. Lastly we believe the combination of the various facilities and the activities which make up the ASA
vision of the Aquatic Centre gives the ideal opportunity to develop a National Centre which links the sport
of swimming into the life of the people in the area and into the Government’s agenda in terms of social
inclusion, increasing activity, combating obesity and improving health. Establishing the facility as a Beacon
of excellence for the UK and the World.

London Region Centre of Excellence

27. The London Region, with a population in excess of 7 million, presently lags behind the rest of the
UK in terms of the number of athletes who reach international status in all the swimming disciplines. Whilst
eVorts are already being made to address this, the Aquatic Centre in legacy mode, should ensure that post the
Olympic Games London will have a facility which will ensure that progress is maintained and that London’s
representation at international level will continue to increase.

28. In order to ensure that this will happen we consider the following are the pool time requirements for
the various swimming disciplines which we believe can be linked into an overall swimming and health and
fitness programme for the centre which will benefit the whole of the local community.

29. The combination of pools to be provided and the dry land training facilities will allow the centre to
be the base for the following level of squads in swimming, disability swimming, diving, synchronisd
swimming and water polo:

— Elite—require early morning and afternoon sessions daily.

— Elite youth—require early morning and afternoon sessions daily.

— Feeder clubs and groups—require up to five evenings per week.

— Training Camps—clubs and groups at weekends and during school holidays.

Competition Venue

30. The Aquatic Centre will be used for events over a continuum ranging from those of international
status down to events (designated meets) promoted by clubs at which the times recorded by swimmers are
recognised for entry to Regional and National events. The importance of this latter type of event can be seen
by the fact that it is not unknown for such a meet to receive 10,000 or more applications for entry with some
7,000 having to be turned down because only 3,000 could be accepted for the two day event.

31. However, the use for events will need to be carefully controlled in order that it does not impinge upon
training where interruption in schedules, particularly at certain stages in the year, could have a retrograde
eVect on performance.

Community Use

32. Whilst the London Aquatic Centre has been designed to meet the exacting requirements of staging
the swimming events in the London Olympics, a primary consideration has been to ensure that in Legacy
Mode it not only continues to meet swimming competition and training needs but also becomes an integral
part of community life in the East End of London.
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33. The competition and training pools in the Centre have all been designed with flexibility of use in mind,
providing for many more activities than just swimming alone. The design in Legacy mode also includes the
inclusion of a leisure area with its water areas and water features as well as dry play facilities and this
combination allows the programming of the Centre to cater for the swimming needs of the whole
community.

34. The leisure water is a requirement of the five Olympic Boroughs with Newham, the lead in this matter,
prepared to make a substantial fixed capital contribution towards the development and construction. The
contribution to be subject to an agreement which protects the interest of the Borough with a commitment
for the continuing operation of the leisure facility and the securing of access by Newham residents at
discounted rates.

35. The addition of a health and fitness area which includes studios, exercise and fitness rooms, saunas
and spas is seen to be helping to underpin the viability of the centre by adding further attractions to the
total programme for the centre and has implications for the Government’s Health Agenda. There has been
discussion regarding Health Issues in the Olympic Park and how the Aquatic Centre might figure as a focal
point in relation to healthy activity and this is seen as oVering an opportunity of co-operating with the local
Primary Care Trust in terms of meeting the Governments targets on activity, combating obesity and
improving health.

36. It would be true to say that the centre should be able to provide something of interest through a
continuum from the very young to elderly people, who can either take part as an individual, or as a family
or as a group, and also for persons with a disability or those suVering from illness for whom swimming is
the only form of recreation or activity in which they can take part.

National Swimming Academy

37. The ASA has long held an aim of developing a National Swimming Academy possibly based upon
a 50 metre pool and an academic Institution and linked into the Institute of Swimming. The ASA presently
has some 12,000 candidates embarking on its qualifications as well as over 7,000 attending CPD events each
year but the setting up of an Academy would provide a more comprehensive coach education and training
programme in swimming and associated health issues as well as covering aspects of facility management and
linking into the Advanced Apprenticeship in Sporting Excellence scheme, the emerging National Coaching
Academy Network and the Sector Skills Academy.

38. The London Aquatic Centre would provide an ideal base and discussions have been held with the
University of East London as the potential Aquatic Centre Project sponsor. The discussions have been
fruitful and reached a stage where a Memorandum of Understanding is being considered.

39. The development of the Academy is seen as a major step in the development of swimming and meeting
its long term aims but of equal importance is the role it can play in the development of the London Aquatic
Centre as part of the everyday life in the East End of London.

Impact of the Games on Grass Roots Participation

Before the Games

40. We believe that the award of the 2012 Olympic Games to London gives British sport, as a whole, a
“once-in-a-lifetime” opportunity to make a huge leap forward in performance. However, we also believe
that it provides a catalyst for sport to contribute towards improving health, fighting obesity, improving the
quality of life and helping combat some of the social ills of crime, drug abuse and equity.

41. It is diYcult to be specific about the impact that the success in winning the Games for London has
had on grass roots participation in swimming but what can be said is that the ASA is now involved with a
number of diVerent partners in initiatives which are aimed at getting more people swimming.

42. Initial interest in swimming often comes through school or because of family involvement and
participation is often sustained throughout life. Unlike many sports the cost of equipment, a costume, towel
and perhaps a pair of goggles, is small and for this reason alone swimming is well placed to make a significant
impact on the Government’s objective of promoting activity for all, through its “At least Five A Week”
recommendation. Swimming is already the most popular sports activity with 11.9 million people swimming
regularly and research has shown that 13% of the population who do not have an active lifestyle consider
swimming would be their choice of recreation.

43. The challenge is to transfer this interest into activity but for swimming to make an impact in
increasing participation there needs to be a culture change in the way swimming pools are operated to meet
the diverse needs of both new and existing customers.

44. Indeed the ASA is now involved, with various partners in diVerent parts of the country, with
Department of Health funded schemes in which swimming is being used to encourage people to be more
active and in a pilot project in Plymouth where a free swimming programme providing a mixture of
structured and unstructured pool sessions aimed at young people, and in particular the most hard to reach
and vulnerable, is meeting with success. Also following on from the free swimming initiatives for children
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in London, Wales and Scotland which have all been introduced either just before the Olympic bid was made
or since it was successful the ASA has worked with partners, DCMS and DoH, to produce a good practice
free swimming guide which can be applied to all Local Authorities.

45. However, if a change in culture is to occur firstly there is a cost to be met in providing training and
ongoing professional development for the pool operators, swimming teachers, coaches and pool staV to
equip them with the skills needed to drive the activity and the health agenda. Secondly there is a need to
ensure that the necessary facilities are available to meet an increase in use and the needs stemming from the
broadening of the range of activities and importantly that these facilities will be aVordable and accessible
to all.

46. However, whilst these are positive steps we have concerns about the survival of swimming clubs, the
large majority of whose membership is under 16 years of age. Many lead a precarious existence having
diYculty in obtaining access to appropriate pool time at an aVordable hiring charge. The solution lies in
sympathetic management but in many instances either commercial pressures prevail and/or there is a sad
lack of understanding as to the community service oVered by clubs and we welcome the consideration being
given to making free swimming for children more widely available but we would like to see this consideration
coupled with the role of clubs and how those clubs with a large number of children in their membership
could also benefit from some system of concessions.

47. If further initiatives are to be introduced we believe that there is a need for a strategic approach led
by the Government which will give eVective co-ordination of all parties involved including the private sector.

After the Games

48. For swimming the key after the Games is to continue the impetus, which will have been generated in
the run up to the Games and we would hope to see swimming continuing to:

— maintain and improve upon the competitive standards to which we have aspired during the games;

— hold its number one place as the most popular sports activity; and

— play a major part in sustaining a healthy lifestyle by increasing the numbers of people swimming.

To do so, however, will require the appropriate support which includes facilities and in particular more
50 metre pools, coaching and funding to be able to maintain this level.

Standards of Performance

Beijing 2008

49. Whilst the final medal haul in Athens was disappointing it was an improvement on the Sydney Games
and an in-depth analysis of the results indicated that the team as a whole performed and was more
competitive with more athletes reaching finals.

50. The plans we have put in place since Athens are intended to improve on performance and importantly
provide experience to athletes with the potential to win medals in 2012 and the Appendix provides
information on where we are and our future plans. However, we do not expect a major medal haul in
Beijing—the measures of success will be more swimmers in Olympic finals and performing to their potential.
Our aim is to win four medals, including one Gold medal—our highest performance for some time building
carefully on the work we have done.

London 2012

51. The aim is to ensure British Swimming makes a major contribution to a great Games. We will deliver
the best ever performance by British Swimming in the history of the modern Olympic (top 5 in World) and
Paralympic Games (top 2 in the World). We will present a bigger and better equipped group of athletes than
ever before. We will also present well prepared teams in Diving, Synchronised Swimming and Water Polo
with our divers and synchronised swimmers capable of competing for medals and the men and women’s
water polo teams capable of reaching the quarter finals.

November 2007
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APPENDIX

WORLD CLASS PROGRAMMES

Swimming

Background

The World Class Swimming programme has seen significant developments and growth since its inception
in 1997 and thanks to UK Sport’s financial investment, currently at £4 million per annum, Great Britain
has witnessed its best ever swimming achievements so far at world level.

Current Status

At a technical level, previous National Performance Director Bill Sweetenham has laid the foundations
for future success and the Beijing Olympic preparation plan is now locked in and under way.

A clearly defined performance pathway is in place, with the implementation of Talent and Confirmation
activities, and a Development programme where athletes are assessed and monitored on individualised goals
and targets to support their transition into Podium. Performances at the European Junior Championships
this year saw the best ever results at an event held outside the UK and at senior level in the 2006 European
Championships Great Britain won the Top Team Trophy. The intention is to translate this into the World
Championships where a tally of four medals was achieved this year.

However, there are still challenges ahead if we are to maximise performances in a more structured and
systematic way.

Future Plans

Michael Scott has recently been appointed as the High Performance Consultant and acting NPD and has
initiated a programme review of all areas of the World Class Programme including planning, structure,
management practices and evaluation procedures.

The Swimming World Class Programme has recently established an Executive Team where key
management team members meet on a bi-weekly basis with Michael Scott to discuss specific strategies and
issues associated with their areas of responsibility. These steps will improve the programmes capacity to
implement key strategic directions and monitor progress towards the associated outcomes.

The programme review is also aimed at enhancing the relationship with key stakeholders, including the
Home Countries, and improving communication with these groups going forward. The proposed
framework to achieve this will be to establish a more formal arrangement for these partnerships, which
clearly outlines the roles and responsibilities of the respective parties, any financial contribution and a
process for review aimed at continuous improvement of the relationships and therefore the programme.

A new integrated planning and operation model will be developed and introduced at the earliest possible
opportunity. The plan is based on a quadrennial Olympic Cycle and where possible will be linked to the UK
Sport Mission 2012 approach to evaluating performance.

If it is to achieve its performance targets at the London 2012 Olympic Games, the long-term requirements
for Sports Science and Sports Medicine must also be examined, along with the associated support required
from the three home country institutes.

Furthermore, a strategy is being developed for the establishment of a number of High Performance
Centres with the sole aim of enhancing the daily training environment for British swimmers.

Diving

Background

Within the World Class Diving programme there are four High Performance Centres located in Leeds,
SheYeld, Southampton and Plymouth. These centres cater for 25 funded athletes with a capacity to take a
total of 28 athletes.

Current Status

Over the last two years in particular there has been a growth in the diving technical staV. This includes a
combination of full time and part time professional appointments. In addition to the British Diving coaches
there are two full time Chinese coaches, one located in SheYeld and the other in Plymouth, each bringing
specialist knowledge, that complements the skills of the British staV. To ensure consistency of approach
across the High Performance Centres the High Performance Manager deals with the various operational
issues and the Performance Director provides strategic direction to the programme.
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British Diving’s Talent ID programme is split into two divisions with regards to Talent ID—North and
South. The Development Coaches in conjunction with the ASA’s Diving Regional Development OYcers,
organise, implement, test and analyse school children on mass and feed them into our system if selected.
British Diving’s elite coaches also assist with talent identification and using our experts from China, we can
successfully implement certain aspects of the Chinese Talent ID methods. Former elite gymnasts are also
being trialled and fast tracked at SheYeld.

Future Plans

After its success in Athens, British Diving is in a transition period with younger divers coming through
and older talent finishing their careers. This will have some impact on the 2008 Olympic Games but steps
are being taken to fast-track divers in the field of international competition experience as well as technique
development.

Looking forward to London 2012 and beyond, diving has some exceptional younger talent with
tremendous potential. These divers are being nurtured through the system and all steps are being taken to
ensure their successful development.

Further developments in relation to the technical structure including the appointment of a full time
Fitness Coach and a part time professional Team Manager are taking place. There will be a requirement in
the coming 18 months to further develop the High Performance Centres which will be staVed by
professionals employed by British Diving.

It will be essential for future success that the dry land training facilities, in each of our High Performance
Centres, will be enhanced in order that divers can train at the required volume for success on the
international stage.

Synchronised Swimming

Background

A High Performance Training Centre (HPC) at the Army Garrison in Aldershot has been created for
Synchronised Swimming this year. Careful and detailed planning was a critical factor in the launching of a
World-Class training centre with support from a range of key partners. The transition from part time to full
time athletes has been made with minimal diYculties for athletes and staV due to a well thought out
transition plan under the leadership of the NPD. Training of GB elite athletes in synchronised swimming
had previously taken place in clubs and training camps with mixed results.

Current Status

The leading duet (two) athletes are training to qualify in the duet event for the Beijing Olympics. With
significant improvements in their performances in International competition in 2007 the prospects look very
good for the athletes to qualify for the Olympics and improve upon their current world ranking of 20th.
The team (10) athletes are focused on improving their fitness levels and synchro skills in order to compete
internationally and achieve competitive targets for a world-class performance at the 2012 Olympics.

The junior team (12 athletes and coaches) are partially centralised for European and World Junior
Championships at the training centre where they train alongside the senior athletes in a unique learning and
mentoring opportunity. The talent identified youth athletes train monthly with the centralised athletes and
are monitored with bio/skeletal movement assessments and physiotherapy for injury prevention and injury
management. Specific synchro sports science tests for athletes are currently being developed and tested
for 2007–08.

Future Plans

The current knowledge and skill of the GB synchro coaches is below a World Class standard but training
opportunities with the Spanish national athletes and coach will take place in December for the duet athletes
training for the Olympics. It is important to have opportunities for GB coaches to learn from and be
mentored by Master synchro coaches and in February 2008, British Synchro will hold a clinic for the
education of coaches and athletes and those athletes underpinning World Class. Coach education and the
integration of all training programmes will be a key component along with an opportunity for the athletes
to train under a former Olympic Coach from a leading synchro nation.

The recruitment of a Head Coach for 2008–12 is currently underway and will be completed by December
2007 and in place following Beijing. The domestic competitive structure will be changed to reflect the
Olympic and International competitive programmes. The rapid improvement of the athletes at the HPC
demonstrates a successful start towards World Class performances at the 2008 and 2012 Olympic Games.
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Water Polo

Background

It was 1956 when a British Water Polo Team last played in the Olympic Games finishing in 7th position.

Since September 2006 the World Class Water Polo programme has been funded through UK Sport. This
has seen the restructuring of the national team training and competition programme and the creation of the
Long Term Athlete Development framework. A High Performance Centre for both men’s and women’s
teams has recently been established in Manchester where approximately 50 athletes are located. Water Polo
in the UK is under developed in relation to the full time professional structure that features in many of the
European nations.

Current Status

Significant professionalisation of Water Polo has taken place in the last 12 months. This includes the
appointment of two full time Head Coaches and two full time Assistant Coaches and a Performance
Director, Programme Manager and Team Manager who are now all based in Manchester. A technical oYce
has now been established within the High Performance Centre to improve communication between staV
and athletes.

In addition administrative staV support the programme from the World Class oYce in Loughborough.
A number of appointments have also been made through the EIS including a strength and conditioning
coach, a physiotherapist and a range of other sports science and medicine specialists.

Future Plans

With the recent rapid expansion of Water Polo in the area of professional staV there is now a need to build
an eVective technical team that have clear targets and incremental steps towards London 2012. The current
athletes based at the Manchester performance centre require a combination of support and challenge as they
progress through the World Class programme.

It will be important to further develop the daily training environment if targets and goals are to be
achieved. This will require a progressive increase in training intensity and volume. Parallel with this there
is a need to participate in appropriate and regular international competition.

There is also a need to develop the club and regional infrastructure to ensure there is a constant flow of
potential into the national high performance centre. The long term sustainability of the sport also requires
a future purpose built training and competition centre that meets all the needs and requirements of Water
Polo in a no compromise sporting environment.

Disability Swimming

Background

British Disability Swimming has evolved systematically since 1997 with the support of UK Sport. The
structures to support athletes and coaches have developed with each Paralympic cycle and their success has
been reflected in major international competition performances and results. High Performance Centres
currently exist in Manchester, Stirling and Swansea.

Current Status

The key structures include:

— National Programme staV and project working groups eg High Performance Coach Team and
High Performance Science Team.

— Relationships with UK Sport, the Home Nation Institutes of Sport and many government
organisations contribute to the support package.

— The High Performance Centres oVer elite athletes the optimum training environment along with
strong links within the British Swimming, Home Countries, Regions and Clubs.

A key ingredient for success has been the progressive and transparent Pathway to the Paralympic Podium
encompassing Learn to Swim, Regional Squads, a National Talent programme and the World Class
Pathway (Development and Podium programmes). The blueprint allows swimmers to enter the pathway at
any stage. By meeting performance targets and by achieving targeted incremental improvements year on
year swimmers can progress to the very top of world disability swimming.

The support system put in place runs parallel to the pathway ensuring swimmers and coaches can achieve
their full potential through a combination of research and innovative programmes. These include:
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— Coach Development and Mentoring—“Delivering on Deck” workshops, Handbook, WC
Pathway camps as part of the support package.

— The “Convert to Gold” programme—for athletes on the verge of becoming the world’s best.

Future Plans

British Disability Swimming has three key goals which are ongoing to ensure Great Britain stays at the
forefront of world disability swimming in Beijing and London. These are:

1. Winning gold medals at Paralympic Games (the ultimate result).

2. Develop the standard and number of coaches (coaches lead the athletes).

3. Identify new athletes (build a bigger base of athletes).

The challenges identified to ensure progress is maintained are as follows:

— Development of club coaches within Disability Swimming.

— Identification of appropriate water and dry land training time.

— Identification of future talent.

— The need to rationalise the various regional systems and organisations.

— The challenge of severely impaired being located near High Performance Centres.

Through the British Disability Swimming Reflection and Review process these systems are continually
refined to achieve maximum potential.

Witnesses: Mr Peter King, Chief Executive OYcer, Mr Chris Boardman MBE, Director of Coaching and
Olympic Programmes, British Cycling; Mr Ed Warner, Chairman, UK Athletics; Mr David Sparkes, Chief
Executive and Mr Ian Mason OBE, Director of World Class Operations, British Swimming, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good morning, everybody. This is the
first of several hearings which the Committee is
holding to check up on the progress for the
preparations for the London 2012 Games. I would
like to welcome, first of all, Peter King and Chris
Boardman of British Cycling, Ed Warner of UK
Athletics, and David Sparkes and Ian Mason from
British Swimming.

Q1 Mr Hall: One of the yardsticks we set for a
successful Olympics is the number of medals that we
actually win. On your shoulders, gentlemen, rests a
lot of the national pride—cycling, athletics and
swimming. Do you think it is appropriate we should
use this as a yardstick for a successful Olympics—the
number of medals we actually win?
Mr Boardman: I think it is appropriate that that is
ultimately how we will be judged. If you set out a
stall to achieve something then you are more likely
to achieve that. I think it is probably the only way
that we can ultimately measure our success.

Q2 Mr Hall: The Sydney Olympics were judged a
success and then we got a couple more medals in
Athens. If we are going to be coming fourth in 2012
and we want to be eighth next year in Beijing are
these targets actually achievable?
Mr Boardman: I think they are very challenging. I do
think they are achievable but it is going to be quite
close, frankly. There is perhaps possibly an over-
reliance on three sports at the moment—cycling,
sailing and rowing in particular. There is a lot of
expectation around those sports. That is a particular
challenge for our sport.

Q3 Mr Hall: We are looking for a much better
performance next year in swimming, are we not? Is
that on the cards?

Mr Sparkes: I think the reality is that we are very
much on-track for a substantial performance in
2012, and that remains our long-term goal; but the
reality is that we are facing in Beijing a massive
challenge. Just to give you some idea—we will be
facing about 160 nations in the swimming pool. We
have seen recently at the World Championships a
massive re-emergence of the Americans who got
themselves back organised in the swimming pool.
Any of you who watched Olympics many years ago
will have seen the Americans dominate in the
swimming pool. The Chinese are a massive
swimming nation. The Japanese will not want to be
seen to be stepping back from that. The Koreans are
investing enormous sums of money into the
swimming pool. Swimming is truly a world sport,
and I would guess that, very similar to athletics, we
face a massive challenge, and every medal we win
will be hard-fought for, but we are hopeful. We have
got more youngsters in the medal zone than we have
had for many a year, but getting onto the podium is
extremely diYcult to predict.

Q4 Mr Hall: This year’s World Championships has
41 medals. That gives us quite a good springboard,
does it not, to move forward in Beijing next year, in
Olympic disciplines?
Mr Warner: In all disciplines absolutely. Going back
to your first question there are two things I would
say to you: first of all, you have to realise that the
medals table is very specifically gold-medal ranked.
Looking at it absurdly, you could get 100 silver
medals and no gold medals and appear halfway
down the medal table and you could have done
incredibly well. It is not a very elegant measure.
Fourth in the medal table is fine to aspire to but that
is a very narrow way to judge the success of Olympic
sports. Secondly, will the Olympics be a great



Processed: 24-04-2008 19:36:04 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 386236 Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 15

20 November 2007 Mr Peter King, Mr Chris Boardman MBE, Mr Ed Warner, Mr David Sparkes and
Mr Ian Mason OBE

Olympics? Every summer, as long as it does not rain,
we tend to have a fantastic fortnight at Wimbledon
with hardly any British success and people come
away saying, “That was a great Wimbledon”.
London 2012 will consist of two things; one is, is it a
great show, yes or no? I think it will be. It will be an
even better show if we get British medals as well. I
think it is more than just medal delivery in 2012. We
need medal delivery in a great show.

Q5 Mr Hall: I agree with that. Finally, and this
relates to how we are doing in the Paralympics, we
are extremely successful in the Paralympic Games
yet we are still aiming to be second. Should we not
be a bit more ambitious and aim to overtake China?
Mr Mason: The British Swimming Paralympic
Team were top of the World Championships in
December in South Africa, but the key message
coming away from that event was the emergence of
new countries; because people are now beginning to
wake up to Paralympic sport in terms of investment.
The United States, which was a sleeping giant in
swimming, made tremendous strides forward in
terms of the medal count, and in fact came second to
us by only one gold medal; that is how close it was.
Going forward to Beijing, we anticipate disability
swimming to be in the top three because we see
China as emerging as a country which has previously
not had a record in this area. With the vastness of the
country and the home games, we actually think
China will be the team to beat come Beijing.

Q6 Mr Hall: Is that across the piece—athletics as
well?
Mr Warner: In terms of China, absolutely. Tanni
Grey-Thompson, whom we all know of, is joining
the Board of UK Athletics at my invitation as a non-
executive director, and I was talking to her about
this recently. She had been on a trip to Beijing and
was amazed at, frankly, the number of disabled
athletes that are being brought through the system
there. I think there are specific challenges in the UK,
and one of the things we are very keen to do is to
work, for example, much more closely with the
Armed Forces in converting injured soldiers coming
back from Iraq and from Afghanistan into athletes.
I think there are some challenges there with regard
to the Armed Forces not necessarily wanting to
publicise the number of injured soldiers coming
back, but we have to look for our Paralympians
where we can find them. There is a challenge there of
identification and then of convergence into athletes
and training. I do believe that UK Sport and Lottery
funding gives us suYcient resources to do that work,
but a lot of it is about talent identification.

Q7 Mr Sanders: How do you ensure that the money
(and there is never, ever enough for sport) is directed
into the right areas, and is not directed into
chasing medals?

Mr Boardman: I think that is really about definition
of the goal from the word go. It is actually defining
what you want as a return and then measuring that
particular sporting body against it. That is pretty
much how we have taken it.

Q8 Mr Sanders: Who should define that,
Government, a funding body or the sport itself?
Mr Boardman: Perhaps that is not for me to answer.
I would suggest it is a consultation between both
parties. If I was handing over money I would specify
quite clearly what I wanted in return.
Mr Sparkes: My position on this is quite
straightforward coming from swimming. I believe
that swimming can contribute significantly to the
medal tally. We have a significant number of shots at
the podium in a swimming pool in the Olympics and
in the Paralympics; and I think we have
demonstrated we have the capacity to get onto the
podium, as tough as it is to get there.

Q9 Mr Sanders: Which would you prefer? Would
you prefer one medal winner, or a thousand
swimmers?
Mr Sparkes: The answer is: I want both.

Q10 Mr Sanders: You cannot have both.
Mr Sparkes: At the end of the day, to answer the
question, we also have a responsibility as a sport to
actually deliver more people having more fun in the
swimming pool more often. I think we are working
hard on that agenda. Some of the work we are doing
in terms of the everyday swimming project which we
are doing with Sport England (and reports on where
we have got to on that have been circulated to all
MPs) show considerable success in changing the
culture in the pool, getting more people swimming
and getting more people sticking with swimming. I
think that is really important. To my mind it is not
just about medals and/or; it is about doing both. I see
no diYculty in achieving both. They are not
necessarily in some people’s eyes good bedfellows.
Some people are very focussed on medals and our
coaches are probably in that area; but we have got
an awful lot of people who are focussed on getting
more people swimming more often.
Mr Warner: I agree entirely. We have to aspire to
have both. There are two pots of public funding that
come into all of our sports: one through the National
Sports Council, Sport England and so on; and the
other is Lottery funding for our elite athletes. We
have clearly heard a lot from Sport England about
the risk of funding being cut for our participation
programmes. We have to fight very hard to retain
that or find other sources of income to sustain it. For
us it is jargon but there is an athlete pathway which
starts in the playground and hopefully ends up on
the podium. If you starve that pathway of talent
coming in at the playground level and developing
then you are not going to get your podium athletes
of the future. We talk about a legacy from London
2012, that has to be many more people participating
in sport and for athletics. I want lots of people to go
jogging for health and fitness purposes, sure, but I
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actually want people participating in track and field
in athletics as a sport and not just as a recreational
health discipline. We have to do all we can to take
2012 and make that an inspiration to people to want
to go to a club to throw things, to run, and to jump;
and not just to go for a jog to keep fit.
Mr King: Cycling is a clear example of the fact that
you can have both. We have had success in Sydney
and success in Athens, and during that period of
time the number of people taking part in competitive
cycling has gone up by 60%.
Mr Boardman: We have actually had a programme
of testing in schools as well to bring people into the
sport and then into talent clubs. The last figures I can
recall were 15,000 school children were tested in a
single year. With those rises in cycling participation
we only actually have two feasible tracks, one in
Newport and one in Manchester, to achieve that. We
have a participation part on the disability side which
we think is very important as well. It is an integral
part of what we do. They actually train with the able-
bodied; they use the same equipment by and large.
We are top in the medal table there as well, so I think
it is possible to service all areas.

Q11 Chairman: Looking at swimming, I attended a
launch you had here last week where you brought
along Duncan Goodhew, who plainly is a role model
but he is now a slightly ancient role model. It is a
long time since we had a household name as a British
swimming champion. Why are we not doing better
at swimming?
Mr Sparkes: I want to answer that historically—why
are we not doing better—to be honest with you there
are a number of factors in that. Number one, I think
we certainly did lose our way a little bit. We did not
have adequate funding. We did not have suYcient
50-metre pools, and you have probably heard me say
that a few times. It is very diYcult to train Olympic
champions, and we did not get enough access to the
50-metre pools that we have got at aVordable prices.
The whole thing was a little bit of a mish-mash.
What we have now done is built what I believe is a
very sustainable system, whereby we are now
developing around the new 50-metre pools the
opportunity for aVordable access where we can get
good coaches into that environment so that
youngsters can come through. The last gold
medallist we had was Adrian Moorhouse who came
from Leeds if you recall, a Bradford boy. At the end
of the day what we need are more Adrian
Moorhouses. What we have developed without
doubt is a whole raft of young talent that is very
close to the podium. We now believe that we have
got adequate funding and adequate systems in places
and, I have to say, some exceptional world-class
coaches, and they have now got to convert those
finalists into medallists, which is what we all want.
That takes time and you cannot do it in a day, not
when there are another 160 nations all wanting to do
it at the same time. The trick is that you need the
talent, you need the coaches and you need the pools.
I believe we are on the right road and it just will
take time.

Q12 Chairman: Swimming was the one discipline
where at Athens there did not appear to be a target
for medals at all and yet you actually came back with
two. What is the target for Beijing?
Mr Sparkes: Four.

Q13 Chairman: Are you confident?
Mr Mason: As confident as we can be within the
context that David has set of 160 nations. Just
exemplifying what David has said, in March we were
down at the Australian Institute of Sport specifically
to see the new swimming training centre and this
epitomises what we are up against. This was a
dedicated, high-tech training facility on a no-
compromise basis. No public access; no student
access; a three-metre, ten-lane pool with 26 analysis
cameras purely dedicated to success on the
international stage. This is a country that is
relatively small in comparison to the UK, and they
now reckon that to keep ahead of all other countries
bar America they must invest in quality daily
training facilities in sports science and sports
medicine and that is the bit we have still to get to. Big
improvement because of the vast investment in the
last few years but in swimming terms (and I cannot
speak for other sports) we are a mile oV having
excellent daily training facilities across the board
which is required for international success.

Q14 Alan Keen: Could I ask about cycling. I was at
Herne Hill in 1948 watching Ed Salas beating the
Italians so it goes back a long way with me. I was at
Windsor Great Park watching the road race in 1948
and that was an amazing sight. In those days cycling
was a massive sport as there were not many cars
about. There are not many tracks now, are there?
Mr Boardman: Two. We have numerous outdoor
facilities, but indoor Olympic comparable facilities
we have Newport and Manchester.

Q15 Alan Keen: We have seen a tremendous
upsurge, certainly in central London, with lots of
people cycling who did not use to cycle before. There
cannot be any way that is fed into the competitive
sport, presumably? Where do the young cyclists
come from? I am speaking as somebody who lives in
London and sees no sign of competitive cycling
obviously. How do you get youth fed into
competitive cycling?
Mr King: As you said there about all the people you
see cycling in London that can actually be fed into
the competitive cycling arena. We have a
programme called Everyday Cycling and it is all
about taking people who are already on their bikes
for one reason or another and actually bringing
them into the structured programmes which lead
right the way through as a continuous pathway to
the medal level. That is a programme that has been
funded by Sport England. We are not yet confident
that it will be funded going forward but actually it is
the base of our pyramid in terms of your ordinary
everyday cyclist. In terms of the children coming
through, we have a lot of programmes where we
physically go into the schools; we take the
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equipment with us; and we introduce the schools,
through our coaches, to the joys of cycling; teach
them the skills and transfer them through a
programme called Go Ride into elementary cyclists
and elementary competitive cyclists. Cycling is a
very tough sport and it is a very long road to take
people through from just riding a bike to actually
becoming competitive cyclists.
Mr Boardman: That pathway is in place. We have
talent team coaches who are our talent scouts. They
liaise with those aYliated clubs, the clubs that have
a coach there and they have the facilities to be able
to get that designation as a Go Ride club, so we have
that link from playing field all the way through.

Q16 Alan Keen: Is it a good link between the cycling
clubs and the schools? Is it structured?
Mr King: It is a good link in some areas. We have an
accreditation programme for the clubs and the
better clubs link well with the schools and local
communities. We are trying to expand that as fast as
we can.

Q17 Alan Keen: How important is the Olympics for
cycling? You have, in a way, punched above your
weight in cycling as far as medals go. We have been
very proud of you and others. How important is the
Olympics? Does it inspire a lot of people to get into
competitive cycling?
Mr Boardman: I think it is our advertisement. It is
our shop window and really that shows people what
we can aspire to. Certainly with that level of
success—and we are quite expecting that to increase
at the next Games—success does breed success. It is
an old adage but it is actually true because it shows
the juniors coming up (and because of the limited
facilities we train in Manchester and today the
youngsters are often integrated into senior teams) all
the way through there is genuine belief that if I work
at this I will get where I need to go, and it seems to
be working.

Q18 Alan Keen: What do you really need? As far as
medals are concerned you are one of the top sports,
certainly in the Olympics and World
Championships. What do you need to compete with
swimming, rugby and football really? There is no
reason why the whole population cannot have a
chance to be fed through into competitive cycling.
What else do you need?
Mr Boardman: Perhaps I can answer from one end
and you can answer from the other. From the
performance perspective coaching-wise and
everything else, we have got what we need now.
What we are really short of probably, certainly not
what you want to hear, are facilities. We have got
two facilities, and they are fantastic and working at
capacity but we are competing for space on the
Manchester track with the Olympic team training
and the local schools. You want to serve both and we
cannot do it. We have facilities but they are working
at capacity which is great but that is one thing that
we need.

Mr King: It is facilities all the way down, actually. It
is not just facilities for the elite to train on, but
facilities for people you see riding down the streets
and the kids coming out of the schools, to actually
go and cycle somewhere safely. We have very, very
few closed road circuits, oV-road circuits, even
outdoor tracks. We use all that we have to the full.
Unfortunately we are the one sport that has suVered
because of the London 2012 Games because we have
lost the most heavily-used facility we had which is
now being redeveloped. That is fine because, going
back to your earlier question, for us the Olympic
Games is absolutely fundamental. London 2012 is
the biggest opportunity we will have in our lifetime
to take sport out to the people and change the whole
culture which surrounds it. We are very up for doing
that and we know there are more people riding bikes
today than there are swimming or running, so we
have a bigger pool of available talent than probably
any of the other sports; it is just how we tap that and
bring them into our sphere of influence.

Q19 Mr Evans: How would you best describe our
performance in Athens as far as athletics was
concerned?
Mr Warner: I think one athlete and one amazing
performance by the men’s 4 x 100 relay acted as
something of a fig leaf for overall a disappointing
Games, although clearly I only joined UK Athletics
this year so it is just looking back. Kelly Holmes and
that relay squad did fantastically, but it did not bode
well at that point for the future of British elite
athletics; so we are working oV that base really. I
think that tells you a number of things about all the
sports that we are helping to manage. One of those
things is that the dividing line between what is
perceived to be a success and a failure is incredibly
fine. We go back to the question earlier about medals
tables and so on—it is a very fine dividing line all the
way down. The inheritance of Niels de Vos my Chief
Executive and me when we came in this year is of an
improving sport from a base which I think we would
all agree is unacceptably low.

Q20 Mr Evans: I was wondering whether the word
“dismal” would best describe it, to be honest?
Mr Warner: If you lined up those four relay runners
and Kelly Holmes in front of you I would challenge
you to say “dismal” to their face, because they were
part of that team and they won three gold medals
between them.

Q21 Mr Evans: We are talking about the overall
performance here. There are exceptions to that, but
overall you have to say “disappointing” may be too
soft a word on that. What are you going to do now—
and listening to what David and Ian said earlier on—
about making a diVerence in Beijing but then
making that a springboard for 2012?
Mr Warner: That work is already going on. There is
a new performance director arrived since Athens.
There is a new model for coaching our athletes in
what we call high performance athletic centres, of
which we have four, in Birmingham, two in London
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and Loughborough; and there is an holistic
programme built around each of the athletes to give
them the best of everything, from sports science, to
psychology, coaching, training and so on. It is a
much more focussed programme. Four or five years
ago we had a couple of hundred athletes on high
level funding, now we have just over 40; so we are
focussing our eVorts on those where we really think
that yes, they can achieve medals in the future. It is
a young team, which I am actually quite pleased
about, given we are looking through to 2012. Paula
RadcliVe, our most high profile of athletes, is much
further through her career; but if you look
underneath that at the bulk of the team they are very
young; they are in their late teens and early 20s,
which is great. There is a no stone left unturned
philosophy. If you look at elite sport—whether it is
the Olympic sports or the non-Olympic sports—that
is what is required today in a very competitive
environment. Just like with swimming, the IAAF
has a couple of hundred members and medals can
come from anywhere. In Osaka in the World
Championships this summer the men’s high jump
was won by someone from the Bahamas who had
not been a high-jumper until a year ago; he came out
of basketball. He did fantastically and there was one
man who won a gold medal for the Bahamas. We are
up against 200 Bahamas all the way through to
America, China and Russia at the top end. Every
medal is hard won; you cannot leave stones
unturned and we are focussing athletes into high
performance centres, much like the velodrome in
Manchester, and we are focussing attention on every
single aspect of their development, rather than
spraying money across a wide range of athletes
hoping that some of it sticks.

Q22 Mr Evans: David, you mentioned Australia. I
have been to look at their institute in Canberra too,
and I was hugely impressed with what they have got
there. What the Australians have done in swimming
is just amazing considering their population as well.
I know they are sport crazy but it has actually
delivered for them. Do you think that that is the
answer, to have some sort of specialised centre where
we are investing lots of money in targets?
Mr Warner: We do do that. If you are talking about
dismal, the dismal performance of Government re
the bid for the 2005 Athletics Championships which
ended up with a fantastic indoor facility at Picketts
Lock; it is not a bad consolation prize; it was not the
top prize. I can take you there and show you athletes
in action in a concentrated environment with
everything on the spot, including sports science,
medicine and physiotherapy from the English
Institute of Sport and you would say, “I’ll back
that”. We have still got to put the right athletes and
the right coaches in there in the right programmes;
but to my mind, I am more relaxed about facilities in
athletics than I am about our talent pool. We have a
very, very thin layer of young athletic talent that
does not go very deep. We went to Osaka with one
male 1500 metre runner in the team, one male 800
metre runner in the team; but you go back ten, 20 or

30 years to the great days of British long-distance
running and that just tells you we are working with
a very small squad of talent. I am comfortable that
UK Sport are funding us to have the right amount
of resource and the right locations to do the work
that we have to do; but what I am concerned about
is we have not got a lot of talent to do it. We have to
find a pearl inside every oyster. We do not have
many opportunities to get lucky across a broad
range of athletes.

Q23 Mr Evans: I used the word “dismal” quite
rightly to try and find out whose fault it was and how
we could make a change and how we could make a
diVerence?
Mr Warner: If you are going back to whose fault it
was, I think there is a whole range of things including
poor management of UK Athletics for a number of
years—which may sound like I am palming blame
oV onto my predecessors but it is what I believe from
what I have inherited: a degree of under-funding;
and some substantial societal problems, including
the fantastic allure of football, for example. If you
are a very fast 15-year-old lad over 100 metres and
you can do that with a ball at your feet you know
which sport you are going down. It is very diYcult
for us to compete against that. Money reaches a very
long way down the tiers of some of the other major
sports, football particularly; and money reaches
down to dozens of athletes not hundreds of
thousands of footballers. That is very diYcult, so it
is no surprise to me, for example, when I look at the
team we took to Osaka that our women did much
better than our men. Just as I said we only had one
male 800 metre runner, we took three women 800
metre runners this summer. It is a reflection of the
relative pulls on time, the attraction of the sports to
young kids, and we are working against that at all
times. It is a society in which your leisure time is used
in very, very diVerent ways from 20 or 30 years ago.

Q24 Mr Evans: I want to come to you, David. This
bit about the picture of what makes an elite athlete
and the sacrifices they have to make to get where
they are, has the picture changed completely,
particularly in swimming? Some people having to
get up at five in the morning, being driven many
miles to a swimming pool to swim at odd times in
order to get the practice in, has it changed now?
Mr Sparkes: If anything, it has got tougher. That is
the reality. May I just go back to your earlier
question which you posed to UK Athletics, because
I think it is really important you understand that if
we are to have an extrusion press of talent in this
country what we have to do is make sure that the
club base is sound. That is really important, because
the club base is where the young talented Adrian
Moorhouses and Duncan Goodhews come from;
that is where they first appear. What we have to do
then is make sure that the talent is picked up in that
club base and is nurtured through good coaching.
Investment in coaching is critical to making this
country a great sporting nation. One thing that the
Australians have done really well is make sure that
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young elite athletes get appropriate access,
aVordable access and great coaching. Once they get
on the path of becoming an elite athlete for sure I can
see a real benefit in getting that athlete into what I
call a high performance training environment, where
the training environment is about surrounding the
athlete with all the tools they need to become world-
class. There is no doubt they have to have fantastic
commitment; they have to make some massive
sacrifices and decisions and have to commit to the
task. There can be no short-cut now to the podium.
The days of the guy putting his pumps on and
winning the gold medal have just gone. You have to
now commit. In my view, in swimming it takes
round about eight years to prepare an athlete for the
Olympic podium, and there is no guarantee because
somebody could pop up, like Ian Thorpe, and just
swim you out of the pool. At the end of the day that
is the sort of commitment youngsters are making up
and down this country. Yes, it does involve early
morning training; yes, it does involve early evening
training; but it is about working in an environment
where we can get youngsters into the right training
environment. If I can give you one message: we need
to invest in coaching, not just at the elite end but also
at every end; whether that youngster pops up in
some small town in Wales, where there is only a 25-
metre pool, they need to be faced with a coach who
knows how to handle that talent. What we can do is
we can provide the training, and we can provide the
background to that but we need that investment;
because many of those coaches today are still
volunteers; we have got an awful lot of professional
coaches in swimming, and that is good news for us,
but there are still an awful lot of volunteers our
there. One message I would give to you is: you can
build all the facilities—and I want more pools, I
want more 50-metre pools, that goes without saying,
and that will come in time—but we need great
coaches in those pools to make those pools work. I
guess that is true of every facility you build. The
facility on its own will not work without great
coaches.

Q25 Mr Evans: Have we got suYcient great coaches?
Mr Sparkes: The quick answer to that is no, but that
is not because we have not tried. What we are trying
to do now, through working through the UK
coaching certificate programme, working through
the new UK coaching framework, we are actually
trying to make sure that we are building a generation
of great coaches now. Part of that is bringing foreign
coaches in so that we can fast-track some of the great
coaches. We have got some world-class coaches; we
have not got enough of them. That has been under-
investment over years, and a lack of commitment;
but, if we are focussed and we really mean it, it is
people who will make the diVerence.

Q26 Mr Evans: You talked about eight years in prep,
I do not know if that is the same for athletics as well,
but it is a long lead-time, is it not? How are we going
to bring on youngsters in schools now, because it is
sacrifices they are making to become elite athletes?

Mr Warner: You have to go and capture their
imagination on the ground in the schools. We have
got a programme called Elevating Athletics which is
a teacher resource. We have a lot of support from
our major sponsor Norwich Union behind that, and
behind things like summer camps and so. You have
to take your inspiration to them. Kelly Holmes who
is an ambassador for our sport goes up and down the
country meeting phenomenal numbers of school
children every year. That has not happened because
they are looking at role models in other areas of their
life. Yes, they need to be inspired by what they see.
We are very conscious in UK Athletics that it is a
virtuous circle that could easily become a vicious one
of you do not have your icons of today as opposed
to the past, which is what you were getting at with
swimming. We need to get that flywheel working on
our behalf. You have to go to them; you cannot
expect them in today’s society to come to you just
because they might have seen something on the
television.

Q27 Mr Evans: Paula RadcliVe had a stunning
victory in New York recently. I am sure she would
have inspired a lot of youngsters to start running, if
they are not already running. It is amazing. Looking
at Beijing coming up, obviously you have all been
out to Beijing and you know the problems that are
there, is there anything we should be told about now
as far as either acclimatisation or any logistical
diYculties about the Games being held in Beijing?
Mr Warner: I am not going to make any excuses in
advance for you, absolutely none. It is the same for
every athlete from every country. I think if you
spoke to any of our athletes they would sit there and
shrug their shoulders and say, “It’s the job we’re
going to go and do”. It is for others to sit back and
say, “The climate will be this, that and the other”.
They will go out there and compete—the same for
everybody.
Mr Sparkes: I will say on the plus side, the swimming
pool will be fantastic. It is probably the most
stunning swimming pool I have ever seen in the
world. It is enormous. It has got 4,000 square feet of
leisure water which, by any stretch of the
imagination, is awesome. It has got two 50-metre
pools, both 25 metres wide, and they have not spared
any cash on the pool; they have just got on and built
it and it will be awesome. There are challenges with
the environment but everybody who goes to the pool
will face the same challenges. My biggest concern is
the 160 nations; I could do with 159 of them staying
away. That is my biggest challenge!

Q28 Mr Sanders: I am just wondering how you are
going to achieve that?
Mr Warner: That is why we are here talking to you!
Mr Sparkes: We are working with the French!

Q29 Mr Sanders: Each of you receives World Class
Pathway funding from UK Sport, can you give us a
breakdown of how you spend that funding?
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Mr Mason: I will attempt to address that complex
question. Before I answer in detail just to emphasise
that British Swimming is a governing body that
looks after five disciplines—swimming, diving,
syncro, water polo and disability swimming—so we
are quite unique in terms of five strings to our bow;
therefore, when you add up the funding package it is
quite substantial. If I give you a flavour of the
funding: I have to say, this is a good news story
because funding in the last couple of years in
particular really does give us a chance to compete
with the best in the world. There are no excuses in
due course—we need to be held accountable for the
public money that is invested. If I take British
Swimming globally with all of the disciplines, in
2005–06, which was the first year of the Olympic
cycle, we received £6.5 million of public money
globally, and I do not mean we got all of the money,
some was top-sliced for athletes, some was top-sliced
for sports science monies etc; but in terms of
investment into the sport £6.5 million. Due to the
success of the London bid and the uplift in funding
in 2006–07, which has just finished, it went up to £9.7
million, so a substantial uplift. This current year it
was £10.7 million; and in the last competitive year,
which is Beijing, £11.26 million; making a global
investment of £38 million in total, not money that we
necessarily have in our bank but in terms of
investment in the sport. That has enabled a number
of strategies to be started—not fully developed but
started: first of all, the professionalisation of our
sport in terms of coaches and technical staV. If I take
up a fairly kind of basic example: water polo, which
has not competed in the Olympic Games since 1957,
had no professional staV, operated on a shoestring,
run by volunteers, went onto funding in September
2006, just over a year, now has seven professional
staV and a developing infrastructure. A long way oV
achieving success on the world stage, but you can see
from that element of funding what has happened in
terms of at least giving it a chance to be successful.
The other big strand of investment has been in
athlete support through the APA awards operated
by UK Sport. It does not make swimmers or athletes
professional, but it gives them assistance in terms of
daily expenses in terms of living, competing, training
and so on. That has been very helpful. I think the
other area I would highlight is the transformation in
terms of the sports science and sports medicine
infrastructure. There are still issues to be grasped but
it is a quantum leap in terms of where we were two,
three or four years ago. We are pleased with the
funding. However, the challenge is the funding has
only seriously kicked in in the last two years and the
last year in particular. What we need to do is invest
through to London because other nations will
continue to do so. The pace of investment in the
serious sporting nations will not slow down. We are
picking up so I have to say, all in all, I think it is a
good news story in terms of financial support.

Q30 Mr Sanders: A wonderful comprehensive
answer. Is it possible to be a little shorter with
cycling and athletics?

Mr King: I can give you a very short answer: I cannot
actually give you the information you ask me for. It
does not bother me that I cannot give you the answer
because actually we look at our programme in a very
holistic way. We agree with UK Sport, what the
funding package is going to be over a four-year
period and we need to be able to retain the flexibility
to invest—

Q31 Mr Sanders: You had £6 million from the
World Class Pathway fund and you do not know
how it broke down?
Mr King: Yes, we do know how it breaks down.
What I am saying to you is I do not have that
information to give to you now because we like to
retain the flexibility to move that investment to
wherever in the pathway we think it is most
appropriate to deliver the success that we aspire to.

Q32 Mr Sanders: Is it possible to give us a written
answer?
Mr King: I can give you a written answer to that,
certainly.
Chairman: I think that might be the answer, if all
three of you could perhaps give us a little more
information on how your individual allocations
have been spent.1

Q33 Mr Sanders: How does it compare to funding
received by competitors in other countries?
Mr Sparkes: I can probably answer that better
because I am probably aware of what is going on in
my sport in most countries, and the answer is that it
is probably less than is being invested in some of the
leading nations, particularly Australia, obviously;
Japan have recently stepped up their investment
significantly; Germany, France, Spain and Italy
have all stepped up their investment as well. I would
say that we are probably comparable with some of
those, and some of those we fall short of. I will say
this because Ian has already said it, I believe as we
are at the moment the level of investment is about
right. I am not here asking for more. I would like to
see more investment in other areas. I would like to
see more swimming pools. I would like to see more
coaches at all levels. I think at the elite end the level
of investment is appropriate to the job we have to do
for 2012. My only warning would be, I think we have
to keep this on the agenda, because I think there will
be more money coming in. There are nations now
investing significantly into sport and we have to keep
our eye on the ball, and we have to be smarter.
Mr Warner: I think it is very diYcult to make a
comparison. For example, America, clearly the
leading athletics and track and field nation in the
world, has really built its entire sport around the
college system, so it is not government money but
they have a strength which comes from a completely
diVerent structure. Each country is its own specific
case. I would say we feel relatively well funded
compared to most of our competitors because of
2012. If you gave me a lot more money I am not

1 Ev 25–28
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saying I would not know what to do with it, I am
sure I could find some things, but if you gave it to me
specifically within the elite programme it would be
hard to work out how to spend it to make a big
diVerence in the next five years. If you gave us money
unencumbered that would go into facilities, it would
go into the grass roots and it would go into the
coaching development programmes which really
could make a diVerence long-term. When we look at
our income the UK Sport income, Lottery funding
for the World Class programme, is ring-fenced.
There are very clear constraints on what we can do
with that. No doubt you can ask Sue Campbell
about that afterwards. A lot of what we do in
running the organisation is trying to build the
amount of unencumbered income we can bring in
that we can really do what we want to do with for the
long-term future of the sport.
Mr Boardman: It may be an overly simplistic
response but we have not given any considered
thought to what other countries get. We have what
we have got to work with and that is what we have
worked with. Likewise we are limited by
imagination and it is a fantastic problem to have.
With pretty much everything we have generally
needed and asked for and justified in advance we are
perfectly comfortable with where we are.

Q34 Adam Price: Could I ask you about Sir Clive
Woodward, obviously a formidable force in the
world of rugby as we know in Wales to our
considerable cost! He was appointed just over a year
ago as the British Olympic Association’s Elite
Performance Director with much fanfare, and there
have been some interesting ideas about the
advantages of teaching golfers to juggle and such
like. I would like to ask you what involvement or
impact he has had so far on the training programmes
within your individual sports?
Mr Boardman: I think we were the first to invite him
along. We just thought we would pick the phone up
and invite him along. He presented at our staV
conference just over a year ago, and spent two or
three days on the ground with us; but at this time we
do not see anything that he has to oVer cycling that
we are not already getting. To be honest, UK Sport
would be in serious diYculty if he could oVer things
that they did not already do. We are quite
comfortable. We looked and we listened; we did not
look at anything he oVered that we were not already
in receipt of.

Q35 Adam Price: He said that coaches come in two
types: sponges who are receptive to new ideas, and
rocks that are not. So you are a rock in British
Cycling?
Mr Boardman: I think that is a bit unfair because we
actually invited him along and he came and spent
time on the ground with us. As I said, we were the
first sport to ask him along to come and spend some
time with us, have a look around; and to be fair to
him, he looked at what we had going and said
basically, “There’s not a great deal we can do here”.
Specifically for cycling we are comfortable. We are

glad we had that consultation, but we are
comfortable with where we are at. I think if you
asked Clive he would feel the same way.
Mr Warner: The critical thing he said there was “new
ideas”. There are those of us who say there are not
many new ideas with the programme. It has not had
any impact on athletics as yet; it might do in the
future possibly, provided we are able to dictate what
elements of his programme we can use to improve
our athletic chances. As you know, and no doubt
you will talk to BOA and UK Sport shortly, there
has been quite a political hot potato between those
two organisations. My concern for athletics, and I
am sure I share it across Olympic sports, is that there
has been a risk we have caught a backlash of two
organisations that have been locking horns around
the existence of potentially rival programmes. They
have reached a situation now where there is a
compromise or a truce, call it whatever you like,
which is based around the performance director of
each individual sport being able to call upon Sir
Clive’s programme. Provided that remains the case,
provided there is no question of BOA approaching
athletes directly and oVering their services around
the back of performance directors, that will be fine.
There is no monopoly on good ideas; I am sure there
are some good ideas in the programme, just as I
think there are some fantastic ideas in our
programme and all the other Olympic sports
programmes. As long as everybody works to mutual
benefit that is fine, but it can only be controlled in
one place. To my mind it is not about UK Sport
controlling it; they control our funding; it is not
about the BOA controlling any individual athletes
or a programme; it is about the individual sports
having their own programme, taking whatever input
they feel they need, taking in the funding which is
granted to them. If they fail then no doubt
management will be changed; but otherwise you
have got to leave the individual sports to get on and
manage themselves because a confusion of ideas, a
confusion of politics, will only hold the sports back.

Q36 Adam Price: When you say there is no
monopoly on new ideas, is there a mechanism for
actually sharing best practice and transferring that
from discipline to discipline?
Mr Warner: UK Sport acts as that clearing house in
many regards, and a lot of our performance
directors do interact with each other often through
the umbrella of UK Sport’s own congresses but on a
bilateral basis also. I think one of the things (coming
new to this sports management, if you like) that I
have been impressed by is that one way in which UK
Sport fulfils its purpose is to bring ideas together.
Again I go back to what I said, however, it is not just
about the Clive Woodward programme, or a UK
Sport programme, ultimately it has to be down to
the performance director in each individual sport to
do what he or she thinks is best and stand or fall by
that. What you do not want to get to is a situation in
which a performance director fails and after the
event they say, “That BOA initiative got in my way,
or UK Sport got in my way”. You need a no excuses
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environment, so you have to give people clear and
personal accountability and hold them to account
for their success. That is the way we will run UK
Athletics, and we will take what input we can where
we can find it but we are determined not to be
dictated to, because otherwise you only give people
excuses for failure and that cannot be allowed.

Q37 Adam Price: Do you share these concerns in
swimming?
Mr Sparkes: Our position is basically obviously Sir
Clive brings a wealth of experience and talent from
the high performance arena. What we are interested
in is winning and getting gold medals. We are
interested to listen to Clive’s ideas because clearly he
may have something that is worth listening to. What
we have done is undertaken a series of meetings.
Clive is now meeting with our performance directors
to work out how his ideas might be transferred into
reality. We have got a particularly precocious talent
in diving down in Plymouth. We have just brought
a Chinese diving coach in to work with that diver
alongside their existing coach and we are very
hopeful. He is a 14 year-old lad performing
incredibly diYcult dives, far more than I would do,
and he is potentially someone who could be a world-
beater in London. Clearly to win a diving medal in
London would be something spectacular. We are
excited by that and we are interested to see how Sir
Clive’s ideas might work in that environment. We
have to also temper that and ask ourselves how that
impacts on other divers training in Southampton,
SheYeld and so on; so it is working that out.
Certainly our performance director who is leading
the swimming programme is interested to see how
Clive’s ideas might work in the scenario of a relay
team as opposed to working with individuals. That
is a diVerent twist on the story. I think at this stage
we are a bit like athletics—we are prepared to listen
to anyone who has got some ideas but, at the end of
the day, the buck stops with us; you would hold us
accountable for what we deliver; and, at the end of
the day, our performance director has to be
accountable for the medals they put on the table. We
do not take any prisoners on that; we accept that;
that is where we are.

Q38 Mr Evans: You were glowing in your
admiration for the Chinese swimming centre.
We are going to at least have something that you will
be proud of too. Looking at the venues, for those
who are going to survive the Olympics are you
happy that there is suYcient legacy either at the elite
end or indeed for those communities where facilities
are going to remain?
Mr Sparkes: For swimming you are quite right. We
are going to have what for us will be our Wembley.
It will be a truly fantastic facility. There is no
question that it could revolutionise not only
swimming in the East End of London, but across
London, and its impact will be felt around the
nation. We believe that this is a unique opportunity
to actually demonstrate that community swimming
and elite training could work hand in hand. We also

feel that it can be a beacon of good practice and can
demonstrate how we can train coaches of tomorrow
by having eVectively our university of coaching
based in the East End of London. We will be training
people on distance learning to become world-class
coaches from that centre. We want to see the elite
there. We want to see the five London Olympic
boroughs, the community, using that facility. We
want to see it driving participation. We want to see
it engaging with the young children through school.
We see it as a totally holistic pool in the true sense of
the world. We have had massive discussions with the
ODA, with LOCOG and with potential operators of
the pool. The important thing for us, once the
operator of the pool is identified, is to work with
them and to come up with a model that is
sustainable; because at the end of the day there is a
cost to running a swimming pool. We are quite
enthusiastic about that. We believe some of the
lessons that the Chairman referred to that we have
learnt from everyday swimming can be brought into
that environment. Some of the lessons we have
learnt to date on developing elite athletes can be
brought into that environment. We are very anxious
to see that built-up on the Olympic site. I believe it
will be a massive legacy potentially. If I could give
the Committee a warning: if we achieve this it will be
the first Olympic pool that I am aware of where it has
been done, so it is a massive challenge. That is why
we have started talking now about legacy issues; and
that is why we have been absolutely in everybody’s
face on the whole question of legacy; because if you
do not start talking legacy before you start digging
the ground you are going to get into trouble in 2013.
The problem with Sydney was they did not start
thinking about legacy until the Games had gone out
of town. We are engaged; there are some issues as
inevitably you would expect in a multi-million
pound project. We are talking through those issues,
but we are working with a community in the
boroughs; we are working with Sport England; we
are working with the ODA; we are working with
LOCOG; and legacy is very much in our minds.
Equally, we have to deliver a fabulous Olympic
Games. There is a bit of a balancing act there to be
had. Be assured we are fully engaged in that process
and I am very confident we will deliver, providing
everybody works with us the way they have been up-
to-date.
Mr Warner: Again, going back to the aborted World
2005 Athletic Championships, those in athletics are
only going to believe there is going to be a great
25,000-seater legacy stadium with a roof, with a
warm-up track, with adequate parking for people
using it for community use on the day it opens. We
have had to lobby very hard to date to ensure there
is, for example, a roof afterwards by using what I
would consider to be some pretty powerful but very
simple arguments such as, can you expect to get a
football club to ask their fans to stand or sit in the
pouring rain all winter when there is not a roof on
the stadium? Very, very last minute before the
stadium was unveiled a couple of weeks ago it
became clear to us there would be a roof in legacy;
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that a place had been found to keep a warm-up
track, which is critical for community use and for us
to bid for future major championships. To my mind
it is still a number of years out before that opens,
potentially a change in the political landscape
between now and then with a General Election to get
through, and potentially some key budgetary
discussions to be had which have been very topical
in the last few weeks and will no doubt remain so for
the next five years. We will continue to lobby and
work hard on that basis. We have yet to discover
who the landlord will be, which is going to be
absolutely critical. We will do all we can to work
with the ODA to find the right landlord and to find
the right co-tenants. As you know, the great promise
to the IOC was that there would be an athletics
legacy in the East End of London, and that promise
was a strong one and we have been working behind
that very hard, but we think we are going to have to
continue to do so; and we will not be convinced of
that until it is open. Our view is that is necessary in
London. Crystal Palace is crumbling and very
inaccessible and there is an opportunity here for
something which is neither of those things, which
would be fantastic for athletics.

Q39 Mr Evans: You see Crystal Palace as going?
Mr Warner: I think that is to be debated as well; but
it is not a great facility; it does not even have a warm-
up track; people warm-up on the plastic hockey
pitch, which is not ideal behind the scenes. It looks
great on television because it is well dressed but it
needs an awful lot spending on it. I would say a
conurbation with 12 million people in it deserves
more than one great athletics facility. For us it is not
an either/or; we will work on it being a “both”; but
we would be very concerned that we might not get
the right thing in Stratford; and that would be, to my
mind, a massive waste and an opportunity missed if
that was allowed to happen. That has to be our top
priority. For us Crystal Palace should remain an
athletic centre of some sort to be defined.
Mr King: The cycling has the potential to be
absolutely world-class. It should be the very best
anywhere in the world. As I said earlier, it does have
to replace the facility which was there before the
Olympics came along which was our most heavily
used facility. Although the Olympic venues
themselves, the velodrome and BMX track, will be
absolutely first-class, we did feel obliged to lodge an
objection to the outline planning application,
insofar as it indicated what the legacy facilities
would be, because actually we did not feel they were
adequate. We are in ongoing consultation and
negotiation with the ODA about that, and I am
optimistic that at the end of the day we will actually
be able to see that there is a world-class facility there.
Hopefully we would then be able to withdraw our
objections and see a lot of people getting a lot of
cycling activity on the site. We are confident about
that. The Lee Valley Authority are the intended
landlords; they are the intended managers; they are
very enthusiastic about cycling, and we see a great
future for it.

Q40 Philip Davies: You have talked a lot about the
legacy and that was one of the key parts of our bid
for the Olympics, that there would be a massive
sporting legacy. I think, David, you touched on this
and basically said this has never happened before,
that an Olympic Games has led to a huge sporting
legacy in other countries. Why can we be confident
that in London 2012 it is going to be diVerent and it
will have a huge sporting legacy in your sports,
rather than the Wimbledon syndrome, where
everybody plays tennis for three weeks while
Wimbledon is on and then everybody goes back to
watching football and playing football again
afterwards? Why is it going to be diVerent this time?
Mr Sparkes: I was in Singapore and I can tell you I
sat down and listened to the bid team making the
presentation and the hairs on the back of my neck
went up and I really believed there was an
opportunity here and it was a once in a lifetime
opportunity to really get legacy all round the nation
and get everybody excited about the Olympic
Games. I believe there is some fantastic work going
on. The Chairman referred to the work we are doing
in terms of everyday swimming, which is about
changing the culture of swimming in this country,
and about inspiring more people, diVerent markets,
to go swimming more often and to use the Olympics
as part of that mix. We believe that is a massive
opportunity and we are already in discussions with
Sport England about everyday swimming too which
is about trying to get that rolled out so it gets into
every corner of the country. My concern, and this is
just my personal concern, is I do not believe yet there
is anybody who has actually picked up the legacy
ball for sport. I say “sport”. We are doing our bit for
swimming and I guess others, you will hear, will be
doing their bit for their sport; but I do not believe
there is anybody yet who is joining up the dots of all
this work. I ask the question: where is the driver that
is knitting this together? I do believe the promise we
gave in Singapore was that we would use this as an
inspirational tool to inspire the young people of this
nation, and to inspire the young people of the world,
if my memory is correct, to actually re-engage with
sport. I think it is incumbent upon us to make sure
that this Olympics is an inspirational Olympics and
does drive the participation agenda. Make no bones
about it—that is a really tough call. That is as tough
as getting on to the top of the podium and if we are
going to do that properly someone has to pick up
that legacy ball for sport.

Q41 Philip Davies: Who should it be?
Mr Sparkes: I could throw that back at you and say
that is a decision for Government. In my view, and
I will be quite blunt about it, the ball should firmly
sit with Sport England because sport is a devolved
responsibility; whether I enjoy that is another
matter; we could probably spend an hour talking
about that, but with a Scotsman next to me I will be
careful! Seriously, at the end of the day, someone has
to be the person shouting for sport, and that should
be Sport England, and they should be given the
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responsibility of using the Olympics to drive forward
the enthusiasm of the young people in this country
for sport, and there is no question about that.

Q42 Philip Davies: It is not just a question of
inspiring young people to take up sport, because the
Association of British Athletics Clubs have been
reporting that volunteers at club level are
disappearing at an alarming rate. In order to have a
sporting legacy you cannot just have the young
people, you need the volunteers, so how are you
going to inspire the volunteers.
Mr Warner: If you have got time for a 20 second
anecdote. Early in my time at UK Athletics I
addressed a conference of 200 oYcials at the
National Motorcycle Museum and I gave the usual
ra-ra speech thanking them for their volunteer work
etc etc, and in passing said that 2012 would be a great
opportunity for them because London 2012 was
going to need people raking up long-jump pits,
measuring javelin throws etc etc. Over coVee
afterwards a chap came to me and said, “Thanks
very much for the speech, Ed. Thank for coming
along. No-one ever does in this organisation. We are
very grateful to you. However, you have got to
understand that London 2012 is a major disincentive
for all of us in this room”. I said, “Why is that?” He
said, “Because we’ve all worked out we’re going to
be too old then to do the job that’s required of us as
oYcials”. If you looked across the room it was
typically a pretty elderly collection of people. We are
convinced that 2012 can bring through technical
oYcials, coaches, volunteers at all levels but the
work for that has to be in the grass roots. As UK
Athletics we can set a strategic framework within
which those things can happen, but actually it is the
money that comes from Sport England, Scotland,
the Welsh Sports Council and goes into the locality
that must be activated at club level. Clubs are at the
fabric of our grass root sport. They are entirely
volunteer-based; and we need to work hard to
convert what are typically parents or retired athletes
to remain in the sport or get active in a sport to fulfil
those roles. You could be at the moment a teenager,
in your early 20s or whatever it might be, and there
is an Olympic dream for you and it might be raking
the sandpit in the stadium, and that could be a
fantastic life experience for you. We need to work
out a way to connect with those people. As you
know, hundreds of thousands of people, maybe
millions by now, have registered on the LOCOG
website to be volunteers at 2012. Those who deserve
to be chosen when it comes to the time should be
those who have worked in grassroots sports in the
intervening five or six years. We will work with Sport
England to do that. We will work with England
athletics; Scottish athletics etc etc. You cannot
dictate those things from on high; they have to
happen at a local level. You asked earlier whose
responsibility is it to ensure this legacy, I am not
passing the ball to Sport England; I want to work
with Sport England for them to have a participation
agenda in the sport and not purely a health and
fitness regime. While I know that an active nation, a

sporting nation, makes for a lower health service
budget, that is not necessarily in the interests of UK
Athletics and the future of track and field. We need
people participating in the sport, and I am sure the
same is true of the sports either side of me.

Q43 Philip Davies: Chris, could I just bring in cycling
because you seemed to have mentioned earlier and I
got the impression that you were partly pinning your
hopes on better facilities leading to more
participation in cycling. We have been round
diVerent places that have hosted the Olympics and
seen some fantastic facilities which are like Dodge
City, where nobody uses them and they have just
become huge financial white elephants. Why should
it be any diVerent in this country providing great
facilities where nobody uses them? Providing
facilities does not seem in itself to provide a legacy of
participation in sport.
Mr Boardman: There are a couple of aspects to this.
I actually reviewed our talent process in 2004 and
one of the things I identified as part of the six-month
study was right at the bottom end, the people we are
talking about trying to attract here, there had to be
something in it for them. To be involved in a child’s
life at the time they start to form peer groups you
have to have an activity that is at least once a week,
preferably three times a week to be part of their
social structure, and their parents. We cannot do
that with two facilities in the country. If you want to
look specifically at facilities, those two facilities are
working at capacity so that is the best advert you can
have really for saying that we need another one. It is
a great problem to have. There are 500 metres of
Olympic standard cycle track in this country and
that is it for everybody to use. There are outdoor
facilities and we make the absolute most of those,
but it is very, very diVerent. There are a number of
diVerent strands. Really I could throw it back to
Government and say that the one thing our sport
needs that is fairly unique is we need roads to ride on
that are safe to do so, and ones where you would say
to your kids, “Yes, that’s fine, you go down the shop
through the local village on your bike”. That is going
to be an increasing challenge. I feel we are doing our
part. We have actually created some great club links
now, we have those things and they are working. We
have actually got really good people for the first time
as well all the way throughout who can actually
work with the clubs, and that part is working, but we
still need to use the roads.

Q44 Paul Farrelly: Firstly, Mr Sparkes, I am very
glad you said what you did because this is something
we need to follow up with Sport England. In this
country in terms of legacy and infrastructure there is
already concern because of the raid on the Lottery
that areas that would have qualified, for instance, for
Lottery grants for swimming pools are just not
qualifying any more. There is a concern about the
eVect on non-Olympic sports such as rugby outside
London. In London, given the pitch that we made,
it is remarkable to see that actually there is nothing
in place at the moment in schools in London as a
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starting point to get people excited. Many of the
schools in Lambeth and Hackney do not have a
blade of grass there; they do not have access to
athletics tracks; they cannot play football; kids are
not being taught to swim until the age of nine or ten.
In terms of what UK Sport’s role in this is, has
anyone from UK Sport come to you to say, “This is
what we want you to do starting with, say, the
schools in London, the boroughs involved in the
Olympics. This is what we are going to do, and this
is what we want you to do”? Has nothing like that
happened here?
Mr Sparkes: There are a number of things. First of
all, it is not UK Sport’s remit. UK Sport is dealing
with the elite.

Q45 Paul Farrelly: Sport England?
Mr Sparkes: There are a number of agencies we are
working with. We are working with the DCSF, the
Department for Children, Schools and Families, on
a project which is about top-up school swimming
which works again with the Youth Sport Trust and
works through the schools network. Basically, that
is about making sure that every youngster gets an
opportunity to learn to swim and that those who
have not learned to swim through the normal school
swimming actually get swimming through a top-ups
programme. Interestingly, a report which was
produced I think this week by Ofsted suggests that
83% of children are learning to swim through school.
It also suggests that, of those children are coming
through the top-ups programme, more than 50% are
learning to swim. For some of them, that is the first
thing they have ever achieved in school. There are
some green shoots. What the report also highlights
is that we still are not getting to some of the
communities out there. We need to learn that we
have to go out and reach into the community to get
them into the swimming pool. What we do know in
London is we need more swimming pools. We know

Supplementary memorandum submitted by British Cycling

World Class Programmes Budget Summary 2007–08

Summary

WCPP Budgeted Income 5,463,023

WCPP Budgeted Expenditure 5,337,685

Deficit B/fwd 06/07 "125,338

Talent Team

Budget

Grant Income 712,492
Other Income 15,000

Talent Team Expenditure
Employment Costs 456,792
Clothing 10,000
CPD 2,000
Administration 20,500
Training & Competition 180,000

that we need better swimming pools. If I can just ask
the Committee to reflect on when they learned to
swim, it is really important that that learning to
swim is a magic moment because that is what follows
you for the rest of your life. That is what inspires you
to swim, to run, to be a sportsman. Learning to swim
is like learning to ride a bike. It is like learning to
walk. It has to be really important. Having great
coaches at that moment is really important. Are we
working with the communities? Yes, we are but is it
all joined up? No, it is not. That is the point I think
you are making. You are right. There needs to be a
total, joined up strategy. I believe that there should
be a sporting strategy across London which says
what facilities do we need; how are we going to get
people in London doing more sport more often; how
are we going to get the clubs to be vibrant within the
London area. I am frustrated by nobody joining up
the dots. I think that is the area that needs attention.
I would pass the ball to Sport England, maybe
unfairly, but it is the only organisation I can see that
can really deliver in that area. I have tried to answer
your question by saying there is some good work
going on. What we need to be doing now is to make
sure that it is across London and everybody feels it.

Q46 Paul Farrelly: The Aquatics Centre is going to
be the Wembley for swimming.
Mr Sparkes: Yes.

Q47 Paul Farrelly: Why only one or potentially no
bidders?
Mr Sparkes: To build it?

Q48 Paul Farrelly: Yes.
Mr Sparkes: You had better put that question to the
ODA because I am not in the construction business.
I do not know enough about it. The answer is I do
not know.
Chairman: Thank you all very much indeed.
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Casual BMX Coaches 5,000
Direct Rider Support / TASS 20,000
Casual StaV 21,200
Equipment 12,000

Total Expenditure 727,492
Talent Team Nett Surp / Def 0

ODP
Budget

Grant Income 694,345
Other Income 46,250

ODP Expenditure
Employment Costs 365,240
Administration 145,400
Rider Grants 0
Sports Medicine 0
Sports Science 0
Race Supplies 0
Insurance 0
Training Programmes 0
International Competition 229,955

Total Expenditure 740,595

ODP Nett Surp / Def 0

Excellence

Budget

Grant Income 3,479,660
Other Income 169,776

Excellence Expenditure
Employment Costs 1,559,828
Team Vehicles 38,720
Administration 140,000
StaV & Athlete Development 116,160
Race Supplies 406,976
Sports Science 35,900
Sports Medicine 12,500
Insurance 55,000
Training Programmes 0
International Competition 925,764
Bike/Wheel Project 250,000
World Cup Classic / Revolution Series 0

Total Expenditure 3,540,848

Excellence Nett Surp / Def 108,588**
** To cancel deficit b/fwd

Disability

Budget

Grant Income 345,500
Other Income 0

Disability Expenditure
Employment Costs 138,870
CPD 600
Administration 1,000
Sports Medicine 0
Sports Science 0
Race Supplies 46,200
Insurance 4,080
Training Programmes 0
International Competition 138,000

Total Expenditure 328,750

Disability Nett Surp / Def 16,750**
** To cancel deficit b/fwd

January 2008
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by UK Athletics

DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF UK ATHLETICS EXPENDITURE ON PERFORMANCE

UK SPORT WORLD CLASS PERFORMANCE PATHWAY AWARD: CASHFLOW FORECAST

Sport: Athletics Able Bodied

URN:

Year: 2007–08

ANNUAL QUARTER 1 QUARTER 2 QUARTER 3 QUARTER 4 TOTAL VALIDATION
BUDGET

Income

World Class Income

Olympic Podium Programme £1,766,666 £441,667 £441,667 £441,667 £441,667 £1,766,666 OK
Olympic Development £1,431,000 £355,500 £355,500 £355,500 £364,500 £1,431,000 OK
Programme
2012 Additional Award £616,666 £154,167 £154,167 £154,167 £154,167 £616,666 OK
TASS Redirect £85,000 £21,250 £21,250 £21,250 £21,250 £85,000 OK
Sponsorship £492,576 £123,144 £123,144 £123,144 £123,144 £492,576 OK
Other £1,017,974 £319,372 £232,867 £232,867 £232,867 £1,017,974 OK
Brought Forward Income £772,934 £772,934 £" £" £" £772,934 OK

TOTAL £6,182,816 £2,188,033 £1,328,594 £1,328,594 £1,337,594 £6,182,816

Expenditure

CORE STAFF
Performance Director / Senior £344,291 £86,073 £86,073 £86,073 £86,073 £344,291 OK
Performance Management StaV
HiPAC Drs £152,614 £24,233 £42,794 £42,794 £42,794 £152,614 OK
Performance Managers £349,176 £100,192 £82,995 £82,995 £82,995 £349,176 OK
Talent Development Managers £242,707 £60,677 £60,677 £60,677 £60,677 £242,707 OK
Coaches £898,769 £224,692 £224,692 £224,692 £224,692 £898,769 OK

SUPPORT STAFF
Doctors & Physiotherapists £570,554 £142,639 £142,639 £142,639 £142,639 £570,554 OK
Sport Scientists £" £" OK
Technical StaV £64,214 £16,054 £16,054 £16,054 £16,054 £64,214 OK
Administration StaV £297,501 £74,375 £74,375 £74,375 £74,375 £297,501 OK
Other £" £" OK

PROGRAMME
Domestic / UK Based Training £219,100 £56,275 £48,275 £59,525 £55,025 £219,100 OK
Overseas Training £60,000 £" £" £30,000 £30,000 £60,000 OK
Competition Costs £630,000 £75,655 £504,345 £" £50,000 £630,000 OK
Sports Science £148,200 £19,005 £21,380 £50,220 £57,595 £148,200 OK
Sports Medicine £313,300 £70,137 £115,887 £60,137 £67,139 £313,300 OK
Research & Development £19,000 £4,750 £4,750 £4,750 £4,750 £19,000 OK
Training & Continuous £61,200 £15,300 £15,300 £15,300 £15,300 £61,200 OK
Professional Development for
staV / coaches
Talent Id / Fast Track £87,000 £21,750 £21,750 £21,750 £21,750 £87,000 OK
Initiatives
Athlete Support Awards £267,238 £70,310 £66,310 £63,809 £66,809 £267,238 OK
Coaching Support £169,250 £25,666 £70,458 £54,708 £18,418 £169,250 OK
Programme Administration £998,782 £245,659 £249,309 £244,409 £259,405 £998,782 OK

EQUIPMENT
Clothing £249,920 £62,480 £62,480 £62,480 £62,480 £249,920 OK
Sport Specific Equipment £40,000 £1,500 £5,000 £30,000 £3,500 £40,000 OK

TOTAL £6,182,816 £1,397,421 £1,915,541 £1,427,385 £1,442,468 £6,182,816 OK

BALANCE £" £790,612 "£586,947 "£98,791 "£104,874 £"

January 2008

Supplementary memorandum submitted by British Swimming

Further to our oral evidence at the Select Committee for Culture, Media and Sport on Tuesday 20
November 2007, please find attached further information in relation to UK Sport funding to British
Swimming and how these funds have been allocated.

I have taken the most recent complete financial year of 2006–07 and provided a breakdown of key areas
of expenditure for the year against the five disciplines which come under the jurisdiction of British
Swimming. As permitted by UK Sport regulations, surpluses can be carried forward from one year end to
the next to allow for variations in activity over the four year Olympic cycle.
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In addition, I have provided a four year overview for the Olympic cycle 2005–09 across each of our
Olympic and Paralympic disciplines.

December 2007

FINANCIAL REPORT TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE

Summary of Expenditure 2006–07

Item Swimming Diving Disability Synchronised Water
Swimming Swimming Polo

£ £ £ £ £
Salaries 1,199,963 282,871 308,743 41,760 87,100
StaV Expenses 336,440 58,936 57,206 24,572 40,829
Training UK & High 301,551 113,708 236,208 49,638 149,956
Performance Centres
Training Overseas 472,867 32,725 20,788 91,340
Competitions 553,669 271,523 169,460 79,577 72,399
Sports Science 435,785 337,180 96,243 300 41,358
Continuing Professional 113,648 8,652 3,251 3,370
Development
Podium Athletes Personal 553,000 179,000 586,600
Allowances
Development Athletes Personal 68,851 34,005 40,399 24,000 55,500
Allowances
Programme Administration 185,732 70,000 26,401 23,433 39,692
Clothing and Equipment 31,234 3,535 2,219 694

Open Water 86,780
TASS/TASS 2012 116,000 39,000 31,000 14,000
Total Expenditure 4,455,520 1,431,135 1,545,299 276,499 596,238
Total Direct & Indirect Funding 5,403,000 1,484,000 1,691,900 523,000 622,000
Received
Carried Forward to 2007–08 947,480 52,865 146,601 246,501 25,762

2005–09 Yearly Funding Breakdown

2005–06 2006–07 2007–08 2008–09 Total
£ £ £ £ £

Swimming 3,960,000 5,403,000 5,565,000 5,731,000 20,659,000
Diving 1,287,000 1,484,000 1,528,000 1,574,000 5,873,000
Disabillity Swimming 1,211,896 1,691,900 1,889,300 2,132,100 6,925,196
Water Polo 14,000 622,000 1,237,000 1,274,000 3,147,000
Synchronised Swimming 31,000 523,000 538,000 555,000 1,647,000

6,503,896 9,723,900 10,757,300 11,266,100 38,251,196

All funding received in the financial year ended 31 March 2007, which was not used, was carried forward
for use in the following two financial years as funding is received to cover the four year Olympic Cycle
2005–09.

This allows sports to respond to the variations in activity over the Olympic cycle.

Memorandam submitted by UK Sport

Summary

— UK Sport is the Government’s lead strategic agency for high performance sport, investing around
£100 million per year in our Olympic and Paralympic ambitions.

— The past two years have seen significant positive change to the high performance landscape in the
UK, and results are improving fast: 41 Olympic discipline medals, 11 of them gold, won in this
year’s World Championships. 46 medals won in equivalent Paralympic events.
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— We therefore believe that standards of performance are improving, but there is still much to be
done. UK Sport has this year launched “Mission 2012”, its major new monitoring and evaluation
system, to ensure that we and our partners remain on track to achieve our collective ambitions in
2008 and 2012.

— What is needed now is a period of continued stability and clarity of roles and responsibilities, to
ensure that every opportunity from our significant public investment in Olympic and Paralympic
sport is maximised.

About UK Sport

UK Sport is the agency charged by the Government with “leading sport in the UK to world class success”.
Principally this means working with the Olympic and Paralympic National Governing Bodies, and other
partner sporting bodies, to deliver success at European and World Championships and the Olympic and
Paralympic Games.

UK Sport also has responsibility for those activities best delivered at a UK level—such as the nation’s
Anti-Doping programme; bidding for and staging World Class Sporting Events; and increasing our sporting
activity and influence overseas.

Our strategic lead role in high performance is based around our investment of both Exchequer and
National Lottery funding, supported by expert advice and the delivery of services such as our Elite Coach,
Talent Identification and Research and Innovation programmes. Following the additional funding for 2012
secured by UK Sport in the March 2006 Budget, we are now planning to invest an average of £100 million
every year between 2006 and 2012 in the UK’s Olympic and Paralympic ambitions. £216.4 million of this is
currently being invested in the “Beijing Cycle”—supporting approximately 1,500 athletes across 24 Summer
Olympic and 20 Summer Paralympic sports.

UK Sport maximises the impact of its investment through a “no compromise” strategy, targeting
resources and activity primarily at those sports and athletes capable of delivering medal-winning
performances. Individual sports are allocated funding through the World Class Performance Programme,
the amount determined by a formula that includes results from the last Games and current rankings as well
as future medal potential.

This investment is complemented by Athlete Personal Awards, supporting directly our elite athletes in
their sporting and personal living costs from the moment their talent is identified and confirmed through to
the Podium.

As the strategic lead body for high performance success, UK Sport recognises it cannot deliver alone. Key
partnerships are with the National Governing Bodies of the Olympic and Paralympic sports, as well as with
the Home Country Sports Councils and Sports Institutes and organisations such as sportscoachUK and the
British Athletes Commission. As we move towards Games time in 2008 and 2012, the partnership with the
British Olympic Association and British Paralympic Association becomes central, as those two
organisations are responsible for the final preparation and delivery of the athletes in the Games
environment.

The Current Situation

The past two years have seen considerable positive change to the high performance landscape in the UK.
Following the “Transfer of Responsibilities” announced by the Government in 2005, UK Sport is now
responsible for all Olympic and Paralympic high performance funding in England and the UK, as well as
for the strategic direction of the English Institute of Sport and the Talented Athlete Scholarship Scheme.
This has led to a significant clarification in terms of funding, and improved our ability to deliver meaningful
support to athletes.

Alongside this our successful submission to the Treasury in 2005 led to the announcement of a further
£300 million for our Olympic and Paralympic ambitions (£200 million exchequer, with a further £100 million
to be raised by Government from private investment). As a result. UK Sport has a planned total of £600
million to invest through to March 2013.

Following the success of Sydney 2000 and Athens 2004, where the British teams finished 10th in the medal
table in the Olympics and 2nd in the Paralympics, UK Sport is now targeting 8th place in Beijing for the
Olympics and the retention of second place in the Paralympics. Eighth place in the Olympics is likely to
require a total of around 35 medals, 12 gold (based on detailed analysis of previous Olympic Medals Tables).

For London 2012, UK Sport achieved the additional funding on the basis of an ambition of reaching 4th
in the medal table for the Olympics, and maintaining 2nd in the Paralympics whilst aiming for the top spot.
Fourth in the 2012 Olympic Medal Table will require around 60 medals, around 16–18 gold. These
ambitions do not constitute formal targets and will be reviewed after Beijing. Formal medal targets for 2012
will be set in the year preceding the Games.
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To achieve these ambitions will require a step change in performance from our sports and athletes. The
evidence is that this is already starting to occur. Olympic and Paralympic sports have grasped the unique
opportunity that the challenge of a home games presents and this, together with the increased funding and
support they are receiving, is starting already to pay dividends.

Athlete Performance

Britain’s athletes have had a very good year in 2007:

— A total of 41 medals have been won in Olympic disciplines at World Championships. Eleven of
these have been gold (excluding that won by Christine Ohuruogu, as she currently does not qualify
for Olympic competition). The most recent of these was won by Boxer Frankie Gavin, the first ever
British gold medal at this level. Gavin has said that UK Sport’s funding and support was a big
factor in his success.

— While much of the success has been achieved by our traditional high performing sports—cycling,
sailing, rowing—the year has been notable for the results achieved by some newer emerging sports,
eg: Boxing (one gold, two bronze) Archery (silver and two bronze) and those returning after a
period without success, eg: Judo (one silver, one bronze).

— Many more medals have been won by “class of 2012” at World and European youth and junior
events, and a number of young athletes performed highly creditably at World senior level.

— In addition there has been greatly encouraging performances from sports either achieving early
2008 Olympic qualification—such as Women’s Hockey—or making huge strides towards
qualification for London 2012—such as men’s and women’s Basketball and Water Polo.

— In a year in which many major Paralympic sports do not have a World Championship, British
athletes have still won 46 medals. Example of Paralympic success include Cycling, with 17 medals,
and Equestrian, with 13.

— This summer of success in 2007 built on previous good performances the year before. In 2006, eight
of the ten sports competing in World Championships won medals in Olympic disciplines, seven of
them gold, while our Paralympic sports won over 100 medals, the highlight being the 52 won by
the Paralympic swimmers as they topped the World Championship medal table (24 gold).

Driving Standards of Performance—“Mission 2012”

We believe that the improved results highlighted above are evidence that the high performance system in
this country is improving. UK Sport’s goal is to ensure that in addition to winning medals, we achieve
lasting, sustainable change to this system, meaning our athletes will continue to win medals and succeed on
the world stage well beyond London 2012.

To drive this process, and ensure there is no complacency, UK Sport is currently introducing a major new
Monitoring and Evaluation programme designed to help sports analyse their performance on a quarterly
basis, and capture the most accurate picture available of the challenges faced and any barriers to success.

Mission 2012 seeks to evaluate that progress in three dimensions:

The Athletes—their performance, development, health and wellbeing.

The System—the places, structures, processes, people and expertise that deliver the programme.

The Climate—the feel, functionality and culture experienced by athletes and staV.

Sports will allocate an overall “traYc light” colour status for their World Class programme that most
accurately reflects the conclusions drawn from the three dimensions, and will develop an action plan for
dealing with any issues that threaten their ability to deliver. Each quarter their report will be analysed by UK
Sport, and any issues or disagreements will be flagged up to the Mission 2012 Expert Performance Panels for
Olympic and Paralympic sport. These are Chaired by John Steele, UK Sport CEO, and include Steve Cram,
Sir Clive Woodward and Rod Carr (CEO, RYA) on the Olympic side, and Dame Tanni Grey Thompson,
Sue Wolstenholme (Disability Tennis) and Chris Holmes (GB’s most successful ever Paralympic swimmer)
on the Paralympic. The Panels will determine the final traYc light outcome for each sport. These will be
placed on a dedicated Mission 2012 Tracker Board so that progress can be analysed in an immediate and
visual way.

Launched in May 2008, “Mission 2012” represents a step change for British Olympic and Paralympic
support, and cultural shift for an organisation like UK Sport. It is dedicated not just to ensuring public
accountability for our significant public investment, but also driving up standards across the board. Where
a sport is performing well, UK Sport will operate a light touch. But we are not afraid actively to intervene
if we think significant change is necessary to protect our investment.

A good example of this is Basketball, where UK Sport refused to invest in existing NGB structures until
the sport was united behind the goal and they could demonstrate they are “fit for purpose” at elite level.
Instead UK Sport created its own temporary organisation—British Performance Basketball—to kick-start
the high performance programme. The result has been startling, with both the men’s and women’s teams
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being promoted to the top division of the “Eurobasket” league at the first attempt, significantly improving
their chances of Olympic qualification. UK Sport is now considering ways in which to hand back this
programme to the sport’s Governing Body, without compromising success.

A fuller explanation of what Mission 2012 involves is contained within a three page document attached
as Annex A.1

Driving Standards of Performance—Other Initiatives

In addition to Mission 2012, UK Sport is also seeking to facilitate the development of a network of “Elite
Training Centres” across the UK. The concept reflects the conclusion that the UK’s athletes need to have
a clearer sense of location for their world class ambitions than is often currently the case. Such Centres will
oVer an environment in which athletes can experience a seamless integration of world-class coaching and
training in appropriate facilities together with scientific and medical support, all backed-up with lifestyle
and educational support systems that ensure their wider development. A full explanation of what the Elite
Training Centre concept involves is contained within a two page document attached as Annex B.2

UK Sport also continues to operate dedicated programmes to support its World Class Performance
Programme investment. Three examples are:

Elite Coach

A major initiative designed to ensure that a new generation of world-class British coaches will be available
to pick up the baton and ensure long term success for our athletes post-London. The scheme provides
dedicated programme support to up to a total of 50 coaches over a three year programme, helping them to
develop their technical skills and understanding through both residential and individual learnings. There
are currently 34 coaches on the programme across 18 sports, with the first year graduating at the UK Sport
World Class Coaching Conference on 12–15 November 2007.

Talent Identification

In partnership with NGBs and the English Institute of Sport, UK Sport runs a number of successful
Talent Identification programmes for Olympic sport. For example in March 2007 it launched the “Sporting
Giants” campaign, seeking to unearth tall young athletes for the newly funded sports of Handball and
Volleyball, as well as potential athletes for Rowing. The programme’s high profile media launch received
nearly 5,000 applications from tall 16–25 year olds across the country, and a series of dedicated sessions has
whittled that down to those most likely to become involved.

Handball now has a pool of over 40 new talented players, Volleyball is currently testing around 165 men
and women, while Rowing has tested around 2,000 potential future Olympic rowers across five weekends.
Peter Shakespear, Manager of the GB Rowing World Class Start Scheme, said: “If the early indications of
the standard of athletes are accurate, then this could be the most powerful single identification tool any
country has ever seen to recruit outstanding rowers”.

Research and Innovation

UK Sport currently runs a Technology Research and Innovation programme to help sports develop
cutting-edge research solutions to support their medal ambitions. It works with partners in the industrial
and academic world to deliver programmes that can maximise athlete performance and find fractional
improvements that can make the diVerence between first and second. The programme has been running since
2004 with a budget of £1.5 million per year. It has already proved to be very successful with a number of
equipment-based sports, including Sailing, Cycling, Rowing, Canoeing and Bob Skeleton.

Conclusion

Overall therefore, UK Sport believes that major progress is being made in terms of the standards of
performance of our Olympic and Paralympic hopefuls. Sports have grasped the opportunity presented by
this unique event, and the increased funding available, coupled to a more focused and integrated high
performance system, is having real eVect. UK Sport believes that Mission 2012 is a critical further piece of
the jigsaw, a truly athlete-centred means to ensure public investment is maximised.

As it rolls out over the coming months and years, it is vital that British sport enjoys a period of stability
and clarity and that we see purposeful improvement rather than upheaval in the way programmes are
delivered. We are seeking not just medal success but the true transformation of the system, so that success
is maintained and even enhanced.

We believe we owe it to the potential champions of Beijing and London, and beyond, to ensure everything
is in place to deliver it.

November 2007

1 Not printed.
2 Not printed.



Processed: 24-04-2008 19:36:04 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 386236 Unit: PAG1

Ev 32 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Witnesses: Ms Sue Campbell, Chair, and Mr Peter Keen, Head of Performance, UK Sport, gave evidence.

Q49 Chairman: For our final session this morning,
can I welcome Sue Campbell, chairman of UK
Sport, and Peter Keen, head of performance? My
apologies for keeping you waiting. You will have
heard the discussion we had earlier with the sporting
bodies about their prospects in the medal table. The
target of fourth that was set clearly is an extremely
ambitious one. Was there a certain element of setting
a high target and hoping that might lever out a bit
more money from the Treasury, or are you confident
that it is realistic?
Ms Campbell: It was a realistic goal that we set in
terms of looking at the existing medal tables and
looking at what we felt, with the kind of resources
and with the right kind of support, we could achieve.
We then used that aspirational goal to develop a
business plan based on that which showed the
number of athletes, the number of development
athletes, the way the system would have to be
developed in order for us to achieve that target. Yes,
it is a stretch target and a stretch goal but it is one we
are very confident that we are on course to achieve
still.

Q50 Chairman: The target of eighth at Beijing you
are also hopeful of achieving?
Ms Campbell: Yes. You heard David and Ed say
that China will be a challenge that will be very
significant for all of us. Certainly if we look at where
we have been this summer, the indicators are all very
good. We are making good improvements across the
board. We have seen exceptional performances in
cycling, rowing and sailing again this year, but we
have also seen the green shoots of athletics. We have
seen some changes in swimming and other sports, so
yes, that is still a goal that we believe is achievable.
Of course, China will be China and what we do not
know is what we are going to face in terms of the
opposition in China.

Q51 Chairman: What you do know is how we are
doing in terms of the number of competitors
qualifying. How are we doing at the moment and
how does that compare with the equivalent state
before Athens?
Ms Campbell: We have 125 qualified at this point
plus four named individuals. That is because there
are some changes in the quota and who goes. It is
compared to between 60–70 pre-Athens at the same
time. However, the competitions that have been
there this time have been slightly diVerent to the pre-
Athens year, so it is not like for like, but it is very
positive and very optimistic that we are getting more
people in that medal zone.

Q52 Chairman: Clearly the diVerence is huge so that
there is a significant improvement this time
compared to Athens.
Ms Campbell: Yes, it is a good improvement.
Mr Keen: It is a very positive message. It is
dangerous to just try and extrapolate directly from
one year to the next on the basis of medals but,
looking at the Olympic disciplines in sports where
they had a world championship in the year before
and the year we are in, we have won 41 medals. The

best estimate of what would be required to finish
eighth in Beijing is 35 so we are where we should be
going into an Olympic year. I think it is a very
positive scenario and obviously it is always diVerent
in an Olympic environment but compared to pre-
Athens we are considerably stronger and indeed
seeing some rising profiles in sports that are now
starting to come to the fore.

Q53 Chairman: Can you tell us a bit more about how
you decide to allocate resources between particular
sports? If a sport performs poorly, such as swimming
previously, would you see that as a reason for cutting
back and concentrating on where there is clearly a
better chance or would you see it as a reason for
putting more money in to try and develop people
who could win medals?
Mr Keen: What we try to do through the investment
strategy is really look at where a sport can be within
four years. We are looking to invest rather than to
reward, but that process starts with an analysis of
what we have now. Have we athletes that can
podium who have reached the podium? Are they
likely to stay around? Who is following behind
them? I think the simple answer to the question is not
necessarily. If a sport can evidence that things are in
place, that good development investment is coming
through, that there are legitimate and well presented
cases for why things did not succeed in the way they
should have, then it will get continued support.
Indeed, there is evidence of that historically already
in sports like the triathlon. In the two Olympic
Games where the sport has been included, they have
not delivered the medals that they promised going
in. When I say “promised”, they had existing world
champions, people who were clearly capable of
winning. In the intervening years, in the previous
two Olympic cycles, they have continued to produce
world championship gold medallists at all levels of
international competition. They continue to benefit
from our support and our investment but
increasingly questions are asked. What is it stopping
you delivering at the highest level in the Olympic
arena? It is not as simple as: if you win, you are
rewarded; if you do not, you are cut.

Q54 Chairman: You would concentrate therefore
more on the number of individuals who showed a
pretty good chance of winning rather than actually
winning a medal?
Ms Campbell: That has been one of the defining
diVerences over the last few years. We focus down on
people who really have a potential to succeed.
Initially when lottery money first came in, in 1997,
there was a tendency to try and spread lottery money
as widely as possible but we have really, I think,
taken a much stronger business approach which has
let us invest in those athletes that have a real
potential and a real chance to succeed at the
highest level.

Q55 Alan Keen: This is a challenge for you. Sporting
Giants? It sounds like some story. It sounds mad to
me. Convince me that it is not.
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20 November 2007 Ms Sue Campbell and Mr Peter Keen

Ms Campbell: Yes, I can understand why you might
think that but it has been very successful. It has been
one strategy. We had to find some short term talent
identification strategies whilst in the medium and
long term building better talent identification
systems throughout sport, because that is a long
term process. The Sporting Giants idea was to get
tall people who had athletic ability and who had an
aspiration to perhaps take part in the Olympics to
come along. 5,000 people signed up for that. We
have held some sifting days for handball and
basketball and rowing and we have found some
potential, some very, very strong individuals who
potentially will make it. We found a lot of what I
suppose you would call dormant talent, people who
had performed in lots of diVerent sports but had not
really picked up on one particular sport. We have
found some talent. We have found some people that
are now in our Olympic development squads. The
other thing we have done is we have had a really
good look at people who perhaps had aspirations in
a particular sport—for example, gymnastics—
followed it to the point where they did not feel they
were going to make it, and we have given them a
chance to have a look at whether they might transfer
to something for example like diving. We are
looking for talent, I suppose, in a myriad of ways to
try and give anybody who has the potential to
succeed an opportunity to do so, whilst at the same
time systematically working with sports to improve
their talent identification processes for the future.

Q56 Alan Keen: The principle I could not disagree
with but when you listened to the last people giving
evidence it is absolutely crucial that they have
facilities. It seems that would have been a much
better way to spend this money. How much money
is being spent on the Sporting Giants?
Ms Campbell: I do not know but can I come back to
you on that?

Q57 Alan Keen: Is it a few millions though?
Ms Campbell: I do not think it was that much but I
will come back to you on it.2

Q58 Alan Keen: It is not an idea that sounds
abhorrent to me because there are lots of people who
never get into sport. This came from this morning.
Ms Campbell: I am still limping from my hockey
injury on Saturday so we are a great advert
between us.

Q59 Alan Keen: If I had a preference, I would put
more money into grass roots than sporting
excellence and elite sports. We all like to see someone
win an Olympic medal but if we only win one,
usually, and suddenly at one Olympics we win two,
we are not being really fair. If we are going to win
seven or eight—
Ms Campbell: It would be wrong to get out of
perspective. Whilst we are here as UK Sport and our
role is elite sport, we are spending on average 100
million a year on the excellence investment. We

2 Ev 37

should not forget that 300 million a year is going into
school sport and Sport England, Sport Scotland, the
Sports Council for Wales and the Sports Council for
Northern Ireland are spending between them well
over 300 million in community sport. This 100
million we are spending on excellence is not the only
money being spent on the development of gestation.
If you were to look at the proportions of investment
in Australia, you would see they are much greater on
excellence than on grass roots so in overall terms we
are investing, I think, across the board.

Q60 Alan Keen: These sports that are Olympic sports
but sports which we do not really have any
background in at all: what is the point in spending a
lot of money on them instead of putting it into the
additional sports? I remember going to Greece and
asking the Greeks what they thought, just before the
Olympics started there. We saw a softball game and
the Greeks had no idea what it was all about. Why
would they even build a stadium for the sport? Is the
Olympics much too broad? Do we not listen to the
IOC too much instead of having more influence
ourselves on these things?
Ms Campbell: They are really good questions. The
opportunity, being a home nation, of being allowed
to enter a team into every sport that is there is a
unique one and I think it comes back to a question
that was asked earlier. Does that showcase really
drive mass participation? It is a showcase
opportunity for all of those sports and to help us
widen the base of young people taking part in sport
and seeing that there are alternative sports to the
more traditional oVer that they presently have.
When we took our model to the Treasury, it was
based obviously on medal success but it was also
based on those sports achieving a credible level in
performance at the Olympics, so showcasing sport
very eVectively and hopefully being able to build
mass participation oV the back of that. That was the
investment model we took, but the long term
objective for us as an organisation is not just medals.
The long term objective for UK Sport is to work
with the governing bodies to ensure that we develop
a world class system that lives long beyond 2012,
long beyond the medal count, where people look at
it from around the world and say, “That is one of the
best systems in the world, if not the best system in the
world”, because that is what this investment is
doing. It is not just about medals for us. It is about
building a world class system.

Q61 Alan Keen: I must say I am amazed you
persuaded the Treasury to spend the money. We
know that women’s football—the proof is in the
United States—can become immensely popular and
we can get a million or two million women into
active sport, putting money into women’s football.
They are short of facilities, coaches and that sort of
thing. There is great potential. I would put it to you
that it has 25 million times more chance of bringing
people into sport than trying to convince people to
play softball for instance. I am still not convinced.
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Ms Campbell: First of all, can I just separate out that
UK Sport does not invest in facilities. The facilities
strategy, which includes the comments that David
made about velodromes and so on, is a strategy that
is managed by Sport England. They do the capital
investment. Ours is revenue. It is the people and the
systems that will drive elite sport, so it is investment
in the athlete, the coach, the performance director
and all of the sports science and sports medicine
people that surround that. We are not the facility
people. Your argument about better facilities, more
facilities, I would be very happy to discuss with you
but it is not our responsibility. To give handball an
opportunity to demonstrate whether or not in this
time that we are working with them now they can get
to a level where they will be able to showcase
handball eVectively and relatively successfully—it
will not be a medal—will mean that they will be able
to show to a sporting nation a sport that perhaps
some young people will find both interesting,
exciting and inspirational. It is an opportunity to
inspire participation across a much wider range of
sports.
Alan Keen: Certainly curling would be the proof,
would it not? We are all excited over curling. We had
never heard of it before. Thanks ever so much.

Q62 Paul Farrelly: This is only slightly tongue in
cheek. Does your Sporting Giants programme mean
that rugby union is going to be short of second row
forwards in the future?
Ms Campbell: No, I doubt it. Most of these young
people that came to us were people who have not
taken a particular sport route. They were playing
lots of diVerent sports. Quite a lot of them were at
university doing a number of sports but had not
excelled in one particular sport. They were quite
athletic and when we did the profiling on them and
brought in the world class coaches to look at them
they were amazed at the quality of physical skills of
some of these young people. We are quite excited by
the programme. It has given some people who would
not have dreamed of having an opportunity of going
to an Olympic Games an opportunity to do so.

Q63 Paul Farrelly: It is expansionist; it is not
coaching because the money is there?
Ms Campbell: No, it is not.

Q64 Chairman: Can I touch on one other aspect of
the search for potential medal winners? There has
been some controversy about the way in which we
seem to be scouring the world to try and find people
who have a very distant link to this country who
might therefore somehow qualify as British if they
show the slightest potential for winning a medal. Do
you think that that is a sensible strategy?
Ms Campbell: It is certainly a strategy other
countries have used to their best eVect. We have
certainly kept to a very clear line. If those people
legitimately are British citizens and are living
somewhere else or have the potential to be British
citizens and wish to compete for this country, then
yes.

Q65 Chairman: Or could be fast tracked into
becoming British citizens?
Ms Campbell: I am not sure the Home OYce would
like that statement so I will say that people who have
the potential to legitimately be British citizens we
would welcome to be involved. If we believe that the
Olympics is an aspirational goal for any person in
sport—and it is; it is one of the greatest shows in the
world in sport terms—then of course people are
going to try very hard to take part in the Olympics.

Q66 Chairman: Would you not accept that support
in the country for somebody who has been born and
brought up here and quite plainly whose roots are
here is going to be greater than for somebody who
probably has not set foot in Britain until just a few
months before the Games?
Ms Campbell: It is unlikely that anybody who has set
foot in the country a few months before the Games
would be in the squad or have qualified eVectively,
so they would have to be here an awful lot longer
than that. No. The approach we have taken—I do
not think this is going to apply to many people at all;
I think you are talking about a very, very small
number of people—is that, if they qualify for a
British passport and they are of the right standard
and have the world class aspirations, yes, we will
include them.

Q67 Philip Davies: In terms of this minority sport
point that Alan was making, I am interested to know
about whether there is a hierarchy of sports within
the Olympic field for UK Sport. For example, if two
people had a good chance of winning a gold medal in
synchronised swimming, would they get exactly the
same level of support that they needed in the same
way that somebody who had a chance of winning the
100 metres would, or do you take the view that,
because very few people would take up synchronised
swimming or whatever, they will be slightly short
changed and you will put lots more money into the
100 metres chap? How does that work?
Mr Keen: Our approach to the whole investment
strategy and indeed the funding that is now in place
is, I guess in principle, that there is no diVerence
between a synchronised swimming medal and a 100
metres medal. It is going to cost, broadly speaking,
the same amount of time and eVort, dedication,
training and everything else required to achieve that.
The debate you are alluding to is one of many that
have been rehearsed over many years over funding
within the sports along the lines of: “We are more
important than them” or “Our result would be more
prized by the nation”, etc. On the continuum of
where these sports sit is also a parallel continuum of
the commercial and financial attractions that they
have. Sports that have a very low profile that may be
able to win medals often need, they will argue, more
funding because they cannot attract the kind of
commercial interest or economic support that would
come to sport that has a very high TV profile and a
very large participation base. At the other extreme,
those sports tend to argue that they are the ones
people are interested in; therefore, they should
receive more funding. What we have managed to do
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through our approach is to balance all those
arguments to the point where the focus within the
sports is can we medal or not; is this the right athlete;
are these the right people to give support. The real
costs of preparing to compete at the highest level in
the Olympic arena are remarkably consistent in
terms of the core elements. They are about time and
travelling the world. They are about the support
people you need in place.

Q68 Philip Davies: Surely in terms of the sporting
legacy that we are all trying to see delivered, there is
more chance of that being inspired by a 100 metres
champion than there is by two people winning gold
in synchronised swimming? Would you not accept
that in terms of long term sporting legacy and
participation there is a diVerence between those
sports?
Mr Keen: Quite possibly but I think the answer we
got from UK Athletics earlier was in fact they have
the finance they need to succeed. The investment we
make in them is not limiting what they can achieve
there. Their problem is that there are 200 nations
competing for the same title, I guess, so in a sense we
can tick that box and say the investment is secure.
Indeed, the benefits to that sport of winning that
would be a huge increase in participation maybe,
maybe more increase in commercial investment in
their sport, which incidentally tends to feed the grass
roots, which is an interesting twist to the benefits of
investing in elite sport. When you get those
successes, you attract the major corporations. They
are usually interested in marketing to mums and
children and people who are about participation
initiatives rather than putting more money into the
elite preparation programmes. There is a cause and
eVect there.

Q69 Chairman: I am afraid I have to host a lunch
downstairs so I am going to have to disappear. Alan
Keen is going to take over the chair for the
remainder of this session. I am sorry to have to
leave you.
(In the absence of the Chairman, Alan Keen was
called to the Chair)
Mr Keen: At the other extreme, the opportunities we
do have to medal in the Olympic arena are in a whole
range of diverse sports that many people know very
little about. We had evidence from somebody I
coached for 13 years, who sat here, Chris Boardman,
who probably many people still now recall. Prior to
his win in 1992, very few people had heard of him,
his event or indeed track cycling. Over the course of
some three Olympic cycles now, it has grown into a
sport which is starting to attract more of a
participation base. I do not think we can rule out
minority sports or individuals breaking through in
the Olympic arena and creating momentum. The
cost remains the same and I think that has been the
logic all along.

Q70 Mr Evans: Is there enough funding going into
the elite sports or do you think that extra funding
could get us that medal tally that we are looking for
in London 2012?

Ms Campbell: When we presented the business plan
to the Treasury, I think we had researched that;
Peter had researched that really thoroughly and we
thought that the aspirational goal of fourth place
was achievable if we got a certain amount of income.
That income is there. I think you have heard the
sports say themselves they feel they have enough
resource. I think it is now about making that money
work very hard. One of the ways that we are trying,
in partnership with the governing bodies, to manage
keeping us all on task is that we have introduced a
thing called Mission 2012, which on a quarterly basis
will allow us to meet with David and his staV and Ed
and Peter to make sure that we really are on task and
that, if there are red issues, if there are concerns
about something that has happened, we all put our
best eVort into resolving those. We have enough
resource. We still have the outstanding 100 million
because if you recall we asked for 300 million from
the Treasury and it was announced that the
government would give us 200 million and there
would be 100 million from the private sector, which
is the responsibility of the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport. If that 600 million is forthcoming,
we have enough resource and our job is to make
that work.

Q71 Mr Evans: I was going to ask you about the
private sector because the Government in 2006 said
that £100 million could be raised from the private
sector for elite sports. You commissioned a report
into that, I understand.
Ms Campbell: It is the responsibility of the DCMS
to get that money. Our job obviously is to support
that the very best way we can. It is fundamentally
critical to our mission and it is certainly important to
the mission of the governing bodies and our
aspirations for 2012. We have made progress on
that. We have had long discussions with LOCOG
because, as everybody was aware, it became a very
busy market place and Paul Deighton and Lord Coe
had a big enough job without us bumping into them,
walking out of the same oYces. We have listened and
respectfully worked in partnership with them. They
are now very supportive of the direction we are
taking and we will support the Department to try to
begin to raise that money in the new year. We have
a strategy in place which we are all agreed on.

Q72 Mr Evans: It has not begun yet?
Ms Campbell: No.

Q73 Mr Evans: You are confident though that the
100 million can be raised?
Ms Campbell: I would like to sit here and say I am
highly confident. I would like to think that it will be
raised. It is absolutely critical to the mission that we
have that 100 million. Without that 100 million
many of the ambitions we are talking about will be
diYcult to achieve, but we are working very hard
with the Department and we hope that we have a
strategy in place that will begin to make inroads into
that very rapidly in 2009.
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Mr Keen: With the obvious caveat that the 100
million needs to be in place, one of the critical
debates around the adequacy of funding is about
balance. There is now, not just from the three sports
you heard from today, but probably a really
consistent message now across all the sports we fund
that the funding for the elite part of their world is
adequate. If we were to add more and more to that,
it is getting too top heavy. Where they would put it,
given a choice, is below. Like in a lot of sports, being
lean and light is an advantage. The funding that is in
place is enough to keep some quite lean operations
with relatively few athletes doing it properly. The
real opportunity with more investment is below and
I think that is a very important message that sports
themselves are now putting back to us. It is around
facilities. It is around more club activities, building a
presence in communities for sports development and
the pathways leading into excellence.

Q74 Mr Evans: As far as the National Lottery is
concerned as part of your business plan as well, is
that all on stream? Are you confident that the money
will be coming in and there will not be any shortfalls?
Ms Campbell: We have some shortfall at the
moment because there is a dip in lottery income.
However, that does tend to happen towards the end.
The cycle does tend to go up and down. It does
fluctuate. The new contract begins in 2009 with
Camelot and we believe there will be a very
significant drive and push there. We hope that that
fluctuation will be able to be managed. It will be
challenging for us but we have strategies in place and
we are managing that very tightly through our
business unit.

Q75 Mr Evans: What is the shortfall at the moment?
Ms Campbell: We are down about three million.

Q76 Mr Evans: What is the strategy you have in
place in case it does not iron itself out and there is not
a boost?
Ms Campbell: We have always taken what we have
called a no compromise approach which means that
the athletes are the most important part of this whole
strategy, making sure that we have the resources
around the athlete to do the job we need to do. It is
looking at the ways of cutting other elements of
programmes before we get to that part. Ultimately,
if the projected downturn or the 100 million is not
forthcoming, we would have some tough decisions
to make about where our existing investment goes.
That is true of any business, is it not?

Q77 Mr Evans: Absolutely. When will those
decisions come forward?
Ms Campbell: We like to give indicative figures
running into the 2008 Games because quite clearly,
if you are funding a four year programme and you
are wanting to employ the best coaches, best
performance directors and best technical experts in
the world, you do not want to be left until March,

not finding out whether you have a four year
contract or not. Those decisions are going to have to
be made within the next year certainly.

Q78 Paul Farrelly: I keep coming in these sessions
and previously to what we are doing to realise a
legacy for sport and to realise the very foundation on
which the bid was made. The bid in Singapore was
not quite raggedy arsed children in the East End in
cloth caps with small braces, chewing Blackjacks,
but it was in that vein. I am familiar with Hackney,
for instance, and I do not see anything on the ground
which is there to tell children not only that the
Olympics are coming soon to a great stadium near
them; but this is what it means for you now in terms
of your access to opportunities to do sport. We
heard previously that Sport England has been
collared as the body that should take us by the scruV
of the neck and join up the dots. What are you
doing? Do you agree with that assessment that Sport
England should be the body to encourage youth for
instance to get the athletes like Kelly Holmes and
Steve Redgrave out into the schools and the
community to make sure that we realise what we set
out to achieve in the bid, rather than it just simply
being hollow words to win the Olympics?
Ms Campbell: That is a really important question
and one I am personally very passionate about. The
role of UK Sport, other than world class
performance, and our responsibility is the anti-
doping programme and international work. As part
of our international framework we are leading a
consortium of partners to deliver the international
aspect of the legacy. We will be working with
UNICEF, Right to Play, a charity which is
recognised by the IOC, the Youth Sport Trust, the
British Council and UK Sport is leading that
consortium. We are all working together. We have
some initial investment to commence work in five
countries and our ambition is to reach 20 countries
around the world. To do that we are hoping to get
money from DFID and so on.

Q79 Paul Farrelly: What about here?
Ms Campbell: You asked me what was UK Sport
doing so our job is to lead the international legacy.
That is our role. Here, wearing a completely diVerent
hat, I am chair of the Youth Sport Trust, which is the
organisation that is helping to support the £300
million a year investment into physical education
and school sport. We do have Kelly Holmes as our
national school sport champion. There is an
unprecedented amount of investment in schools.
This is in England now, I have to say very quickly,
not in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. I am
not saying there is no investment but I do not know
about that. In England there is an unprecedented
amount of investment. There are people now in
every primary and secondary school responsible for
increasing out of school activity, inter-school sport,
competitive school sport. Kelly Holmes is going
round, doing fantastic work. She has been an
outstanding role model. She is also very interested in
making a diVerence, not just appearing but really
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making a diVerence. We also have Darren
Campbell, Denise Lewis, Tanni Grey-Thompson all
working with us, going around schools. Connecting
that into the London dream, into the London vision,
into the Olympic dream, David is right, that
connection has not been made yet. LOCOG are
working and do have an education team working
out a strategy which will embrace everything I am
saying and other things. That strategy which will I
hope join up some of the dots has not been launched
yet. Once it is, we will all—that is, we, everybody in

Supplementary memorandum submitted by UK Sport

I greatly appreciated the opportunity to attend the evidence session on 20 November for your enquiry
into “The London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games”, and for Peter Keen and myself to answer the
questions you had about the support we provide for our athletes in their pursuit of medal success. In the
course of questioning we were asked for further information regarding our Sporting Giants talent
identification project, with specific reference to the costs involved. I am therefore writing to provide you and
your colleagues with the information you sought.

It is now some nine months since UK Sport and the English Institute of Sport (EIS) launched the Sporting
Giants campaign in Trafalgar Square. The campaign oVered tall and talented athletes a one-oV opportunity
to taste Olympic competition in London in five years time. While unique in its approach the Committee of
course should be aware that it formed part of a much wider strategic programme of talent identification and
development within Olympic and Paralympic sport, and should not be considered in isolation or as the only
eVort being made to target new young athletes for 2012.

Following the launch and the publicity that surrounded it, an incredible number of aspiring Olympians
rose to the opportunity, with around 5,000 applying and just under 4,000 eVectively making the starting line
by satisfying our initial range of criteria.

December has seen the conclusion of the first phase of the project, with mass testing completed in the
principal sports of Handball, Rowing and Volleyball.

The Sporting Giants concept was developed in recognition that London 2012 presented sport in the UK
with a once in a lifetime opportunity. For sports like Handball and Volleyball which until now did not have
either a tradition of Olympic competition, it was an opportunity to unlock hidden talent and provide a kick
start to their high-performance programmes. For British Rowing, it was a chance to access the biggest talent
pool ever assembled in the UK to boost the sport’s strong tradition of delivering medals at the highest levels.

And for UK Sport and the EIS it was an exciting opportunity to discover the extent of Olympic ambition
and ability within the wider population. For everyone involved, the Sporting Giants story was an incredible
success and surpassed any expectations they might have had of it. Handball was the first sport oV the blocks
in May, with three days of assessment in Nottingham, with Rowing touring the country in the early autumn
and Volleyball sessions currently underway.

Here is a summary of what happened in each sport:

Handball

The sport was keen to target talented athletes with a team sport background with similar playing strategies
and tactics, who above all had height as a defining characteristic. 280 Giants applicants were shortlisted for
testing and put through their paces in a variety of sport-specific drills and position-specific physical and
physiological tests.

From the initial assessment, 91 athletes advanced to the second round of more rigorous testing which put
their ability to “read the game” and decision-making ability under the microscope. As a result, 19 women
and 24 men were then invited to attend week-long camps in Denmark and Germany respectively, to get a
closer look at what life in high-performance sport entailed, before the final selection hurdle—an eight week
talent confirmation camp.

The men are now completing their Talent Confirmation Phase and we expect that between 8 and 15 will
probably be oVered scholarships in Denmark for next year. About five women have been selected for
Denmark, again departing early next year.

schools, we at UK Sport and the governing bodies—
be able to drive the message through to the grass
roots.

Q80 Alan Keen: Thank you so much for your
contribution and I am really sorry we kept you
waiting such a long time. Good luck with everything.
Obviously you will be back again before the
Olympics. Thank you very much indeed.
Ms Campbell: I am afraid we probably will, yes.
Thank you very much indeed for your time.
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Rowing

With a successful talent identification programme already in place—World Class Start—the Amateur
Rowing Association (ARA) looked to Sporting Giants to provide the biggest potential athlete pool the sport
had ever accessed in the UK. 1,500 Giants were shortlisted for testing at five centres across the nation.

The raw material in the form of prospective Giants delighted the ARA who saw more people of their
target height and physical attributes in five weeks than they had seen in the previous five years. The purpose
of the testing exercise was to identify—through a series of tests including arm/leg bike endurance, timed ergo
sessions and physical measurements—30 men and 30 women to progress to a further set of trials.

Following the second phase, the final cut identified the top 40 athletes to be selected for formal training
within the World Class Start programme

Volleyball

As another beneficiary of extended funding in the run-up to London 2012, Volleyball was also keen to
boost its high-performance athlete base—both for indoor and beach disciplines—through Sporting Giants.
Whilst height was a key factor in all of the sports involved in the Giants campaign, it is probably even more
of a critical factor in Volleyball if Great Britain is to compete eVectively on the world stage.

So, selecting from the tallest applicants (the Sporting Giants minimum height criteria was six feet for
women and 6ft 3” for men), Volleyball shortlisted 150 for testing. The assessment sessions, led by a panel
of elite Volleyball coaches and EIS sports scientists, included areas such as physical and physiological
attributes, the ability to acquire new sport specific skills and game intelligence.

So, in summary, of the 3,800 applications that satisfied our initial criteria, just under 2,000 Giants were
asked to come forward for testing. The numbers ultimately making it on sports talent programmes are small,
but Sporting Giants has given a much greater percentage a glimpse of the high-performance sports’ world
and what it takes to become an Olympian.

We will also, from time-to-time, look to support our Olympic sports in their eVorts to fill very specific
gaps in their talent pool and the database of talented young athletes generated from Sporting Giants will
be a starting point for us in that process.

Sporting Giants was an extremely cost eVective programme. Ultimately, apart from staYng costs relating
principally to three members of staV over a limited period, the only cost to UK Sport was the initial media
drive to create awareness of the campaign, with Steve Redgrave as its figurehead. These costs amounted to
around £15,000. In addition the sports involved have funded the talent assessment sessions, but these
amounted to little more than the hire of a sports hall for the day, with the equipment and staV involved either
being their own or loaned by the EIS.

Sporting Giants was a first for UK Sport. As far as we are aware, there has never been a recruitment drive
like it and the results surpassed all our expectations. For some the journey could still end in the opportunity
to be part of Team GB in five years time. For others, it could just mean an introduction to a new sport that
opens new avenues for them. For us it has proved that there is considerable talent out there still waiting to
be discovered.

December 2007
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Memorandum submitted by the London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and
Paralympic Games Ltd (LOCOG)

1. Introduction

The Games in 2012 are an opportunity to change lives on and oV the sporting field—and this opportunity
must be seized. Our vision is to use the power of the Games to inspire change.

We will do this by:

— delivering memorable Games that provide experiences of a lifetime;

— capturing the imagination of young people all over the world; and

— creating physical, social and sporting legacies that meet the long-term needs of people and their
communities.

We are working closely in partnership with DCMS, the Mayor of London, the BOA and BPA, local
government and other bodies to ensure that the Games inspire real change in our communities—sport
participation, skills and jobs, volunteering as well as the physical investment in east London and other parts
of the UK.

At the end of the IOC’s Annual Coordination Commission in June 2007 Denis Oswald, Chairman of the
Commission said “the IOC has been very impressed with what we have seen this week. There is an excellent
team in place, who work together with real spirit. Across the board [ . . .] we see that the work is thoroughly
thought through. Operationally and financially they are on track [ . . .] All this has progressed without any
deviation from the vision that was laid out in Singapore.”

We continue to put sport at the heart of our plans for the Games. We are delivering land and venues for
the Games. Our commercial partnership programme has great momentum, and we have outlined our
cultural plans and the legacy benefits we want to deliver long after the Games.

With less than five years to go to the Opening Ceremony there are significant challenges ahead, as would
be expected with a project of this scale and complexity.

The next year will be extremely important for us. LOCOG will focus on securing our remaining Tier 1
partners; developing our venue designs and operational plans; working closely with the ODA as
construction picks up momentum on the Olympic Park; preparing for and ensuring that we make the most
of the learning opportunities presented by Beijing; launching the Cultural Olympiad; publishing our guide
of Pre-Games Training facilities; celebrating the centenary of the 1908 London Games; working closely with
our stakeholders to make sure we are on track for the Games and Legacy; and specifically concentrating on
identifying what will make a truly memorable Games and how we deliver this.

This submission provides an over view of progress made in 2007 and outlines the key objectives that the
Organising Committee will focus upon between now and Beijing 2008.

2. Progress Overview 2007

As we outlined in our submission for last year’s Select Committee inquiry the Organising Committee’s
work over the past 12 months has focussed upon four major work streams:

— detailed planning to deliver the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games (Paragraphs 2.1–2.8);

— financing the Games through private revenue (Paragraph 3);

— creating/facilitating a lasting legacy throughout the UK (Paragraph 4); and

— building a world class organisation to stage inspirational Games (Paragraph 5).
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2.1 Detailed planning to deliver the Games

Planning and staging the London 2012 Olympic Games and Paralympic Games is the biggest and most
complex peace time logistical operation that the UK will have undertaken. The size, scale and complexity
of these events require precision in planning and execution—9 million tickets, 10,500 athletes, 7,000 oYcials,
up to 70,000 volunteers, 500,000 spectators a day and 20,000 media for the Olympic Games and 16,000
accredited athletes, oYcials and IPC staV for the Paralympics.

The planning that we are undertaking now both for Games time and Legacy is an absolute necessity, we
are committed to transparency and openness in this area—we must be confident that the detail we present
to our stakeholders and the public is accurate.

We have made progress in a number of key planning stages over the course of the last year which were
endorsed by two successful project reviews by the IOC and IPC in 2007.

2.2 Sport and Venues

— The London 2012 Sport Advisory Group, chaired by Jonathan Edwards, has been set and will
meet four times a year to advise LOCOG on matters ranging from athlete facilities to the Games’
sporting legacy.

— Training camp applications have been received from across the UK and a steering group set up to
oVer expert assessment. Training camp facilities are due to be selected by January 2008 and
published in advance of the Beijing 2008 Games.

— Detailed discussions have been held with international and national sports bodies about venue
design and operations.

— Doping Control Manager recruited in October 2007 to put in place anti-doping infrastructure and
processes for the IOC in collaboration with core anti-doping stakeholders and agencies.

— Achieved Planning Permission for Olympic Park.

— Continued to develop overlay block plans and venue requirement documents (LVR’s) across all
competition venues. Completed surveys of priority venues.

— Worked closely with ODA to articulate venue operational requirements and to ensure that venues
briefs/designs meet Games time needs. Managed proposed changes and supported ODA’s drive
for value engineering initiatives.

— Worked with ODA to determine and agree broad scope, budget and delivery responsibilities.

— Outline Olympic Stadium design concept in Games mode finalised and launched. Detailed design
continues in preparation for a start on site in the spring.

— Outline Aquatics Centre design concept finalised and launched. Detailed design and procurement
is continuing.

— Provided support and advice to ODA on the tender design proposals for the main media centre,
with coordinated input from OBS.

— Developed revised masterplan, including bed numbers, for the Olympic Village alongside the IOC,
IPC, BOA and BPA. LOCOG chairs the Olympic Villages Steering Group and has also
undertaken detailed consultation with athletes, the IOC, IPC, BOA and BPA on the design and
development of the Villages.

— Commenced design of the Velopark.

— Developed design for Olympic Park common domain in partnership with the ODA including
rationalisation of bridge widths and agreement of utilities strategies.

— Worked alongside ODA on the procurement of designers for the Basketball, Handball and Eton
Manor venues.

— Weymouth—planning consent has been granted and contractors are due to begin work on site in
January 2008.

— Broxbourne—alternative venue under review after site examination revealed contamination at the
original site.

— Commenced strategic operational planning for venues.

— Recruited key members of staV and consultants to support venue delivery programme.

2.3 Commercial and Marketing

— LOCOG has to date successfully signed up a number of Tier One sponsors and has a number of
other deals in the pipeline.
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— In the last 12 months three Tier 1 deals have been signed:

(a) Lloyds TSB—Banking and Insurance partner,

(b) EDF Energy—Utilities partner and Sustainability partner, and

(c) Adidas—Sports Apparel partner.

— Our commercial team are currently in advanced stages of negotiation in the categories of airline,
telecoms, clothing and home ware, automotive and oil and gas. We are on track to complete the
majority of our Tier 1 partnerships in advance of Beijing.

— In June, we launched the new London 2012 Games emblems—with a distinctive version for the
Paralympic Games. This is the first time an organising committee has integrated the emblems for
the two events into the same core shape. We did this to demonstrate the two separate Games
coming together as London 2012 and raise the profile of the Paralympic Games.

— Company name changes from London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games ltd to
“London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games Ltd” to recognise
the integrated approach we are taking to staging the Paralympic Games.

— Further development of component elements of the non-commercial brand.

2.4 Operations (Transport, Security, Technology, Sustainability)

Transport

— Transport Plan published in October 2007.

— LOCOG has issued detailed transport requirements to the ODA for athletes, National Olympic
Committees and IOC.

— Ongoing Arrivals/Departures consultation process stakeholders.

Security

— The multi-agency Olympic Security Directorate has been formed and is now located in Stratford.

— IOC Security Planning workshop hosted by LOCOG with all core stakeholders.

Technology

— Strengthened technology senior management team and key relationships built with technology
stakeholders including OfCom, Olympic Broadcasting Service, and technology partners.

— Developed Back OYce Systems for LOCOG.

— Development of strategic telecommunications requirements in collaboration with commercial
team as part of the tender for a London 2012 telecommunications partner.

Sustainability

— London 2012 Sustainability Plan launched November 2007.

— The first Sustainability Partner—EDF Energy announced.

— The development of specific sustainability policies and criteria (relating to procurement, materials
and waste management, and ethical trading), which are set out in the invitations to tender and
subsequently incorporated into all oYcial partner agreements.

2.5 Culture, Ceremonies and Education

— Vision and framework for the Cultural Olympiad outlined to culture sector stakeholders in June.

— Detailed feasibility studies undertaken on all major cultural projects for Tier 2 of the Cultural
Olympiad.

— Feasibility study on Live Sites undertaken.

— Recruitment of core creative and delivery team for Beijing Handover Ceremonies.

— Working with the newly appointed Regional Creative Programmers, appointed by DCMS and
cultural sector partners, to deliver the regional dimensions of the Cultural Olympiad.

— Following the appointment of our Head of Education, the Education team have been undertaking
detailed consultation with the education sector, Government and its agencies on the core elements
of a London 2012 Education Programme.
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2.6 Communications and Engagement

— The London 2012 Nationwide Roadshow visited 27 locations around the UK over a 10-week
period. 17 sports partnerships organised over 200 demonstrations and taster sessions of 68
sporting activities to encourage public sport participation. The Roadshow was joined by 63
Olympians, Paralympians and sporting champions.

— On-line brand campaign around brand launch—There were 1.5 million page views and over
500,000 unique visitors from over 185 diVerent countries viewed the brand pages in the days
immediately after launch. A third of the website visitors were from overseas.

— Nations and Regions visits—In the last year LOCOG Chair Sebastian Coe visited towns and cities
across the East Midlands, East of England, North East, North West, Northern Ireland, Scotland,
South East, South West, Wales, West Midlands and Yorkshire.

— Email communication nationwide—LOCOG emails nearly a quarter of a million people on a
quarterly basis to update them on London 2012 activities and progress.

— Community Relations active engagement at over 100 events in London and direct communication
with approximately 600 representative community groups.

— Local Government Engagement through the Local Government Association, Welsh LGA,
Convention of Scottish Local Authorities and Northern Irish LGA to communicate and engage
with Local Government across the UK.

— The London 2012 team, including the Chairman, Chief Executive and senior management
undertake on average 10 speaking events each month, ranging from community group events
through to national platforms reaching distinct audiences.

— The London 2012 Forum where 150 representatives from London’s political and community
constituency groups meet on a quarterly basis to be informed and updated on the project as well as
having opportunities to input into the development of our engagement policies and opportunities.

2.7 Games Workforce Planning

— Main first stage recruitment completed.

— School leavers programme “Starting Blocks” commenced with recruitment of 10 school leavers
from London and the UK on development programmes.

— Diversity strategy drafted and currently under final review prior to communication.

— Detailed planning, consultation and briefing to core volunteering sector stakeholders on draft
volunteer strategy in September.

2.8 Nations and Regions

— The Nations and Regions Group has been reviewed and the Secretariat is now shared by LOCOG
and DCMS. The main areas of achievement for the Nations and Regions Group in 2007–08 have
been in the two areas of managing nationwide submissions for Pre-Games Training Camps and
developing the Business Opportunities Network.

— In terms of Pre-Games Training Camps, over 700 facilities across the UK submitted an application
to feature in the London 2012 pre-Games Training Camp Guide. A final selection of facilities
which meet the technical sporting guidelines will be made in January 2008.

— Via the Business Opportunities Network, details of contracts being let across the UK are available
on the London 2012 website (www.london2012.com/business). Businesses have been encouraged
to sign up for business e-alerts and the ODA has set up an e-tendering system to assist companies
compete for upwards of 2000 contracts which will be available throughout the delivery of the
Games. The Business Opportunities Network will be launched in full in 2008.

3. Financing the Games through Private Revenue

We have continued to make significant progress in our commercial programme raising the £2 billion
private finance we require to host and stage the Games.

In September we announced our third tier one domestic partner, adidas—our OYcial Sportswear Partner.
Our other tier one partners are Lloyds TSB—our oYcial banking and insurance partner—and EDF
Energy—our oYcial utilities partner and first sustainability partner. We plan to sign another four partners
before Beijing.

We are the first Organising Committee to go to its preceding Games with most of their Tier 1 partners
signed up in advance. This will allow our commercial team to focus on securing more partnership finance
and value in kind from Tier 2 and Tier 3 companies in the run up to our Games—opportunities that have
often not been maximised to the full because other Organising Committee’s have been securing Tier 1 deals
during the same period.
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4. Supporting Our Stakeholders to Deliver a Lasting Legacy throughout the UK

We recognise that our partners in Government, central, local and devolved, and their agencies are
responsible for leading on the delivery of programmes and activities to help deliver the 2012 legacy.

The Organising Committee’s biggest role is to harness the inspiration and excitement of the Games to
assist these bodies in delivering the legacies we have jointly agreed upon. One of the key mechanisms we use
to do this is the London 2012 Nations and Regions Group.

This group, chaired by Charles Allen, has been strengthened in the past year. The Secretariat is now
shared with DCMS to reflect the dual areas the Group are focussing upon—Games time involvement and
leveraging legacy in the long term.

Over the last year both the DCMS and GLA have published their legacy objectives and they are now
developing detailed action plans.

We will work closely with them to help them lever the change the Games can inspire.

4.1 Sport

— London 2012 is committed to working in partnership with those organisations that have
responsibility for grass roots and community sport participation. These organisations include the
Home Country Sports Councils, the National Governing Bodies of Sport and Local Authorities.
We are working with them to help them deliver programmes across the UK—like the GLA’s
Summer of Sport and through future activity in the Cultural Olympiad to increase physical
activity, and to boost participation in sports and physical activity.

— This partnership approach includes a secondee from Sport England to LOCOG to work as Sport
Participation and Legacy Manager to work closely with these organisations as well as National
Governing Bodies to support the work being planned to deliver a sustained increase in sport
participation.

4.2 Culture

— One of the three core values of the Cultural Olympiad is Legacy. Our Culture, Ceremonies and
Education team are collaborating on the work in this area with DCMS and the Mayor’s OYce to
define and measure legacy outcomes.

— In the last year a team of Regional Creative Programmers, funded by DCMS and the cultural
sector have been appointed. Our Culture team is working closely with the Regional Creative
Programmer on plans to deliver a four year UK wide festival for the Cultural Olympiad.

— It remains our ambition that the inspiration of hosting the Games and our intention to deliver a
Cultural Olympiad which fuses sport and art and the Olympic values, will leave a legacy of new
and vibrant networks and partnerships across the country, as well as a new generation of young
people who have been introduced to cultural opportunities that they may not have otherwise come
into contact with.

— The Culture team have built a good working relationship with the Legacy Trust and they envisage
working closely with them going forward to help Legacy Trust funded projects integrate the values
and spirit of the Cultural Olympiad.

4.3 Sustainability

— We will be creating a group of Sustainability Partners who will work with LOCOG to create and
implement a number of sustainability projects that will be integral to the delivery of the Games.

— These will include the London 2012 Carbon Footprint evaluation project, carbon emission
reduction projects, oVset projects and a range of biodiversity conservation initiatives. Further,
Sustainability Partners will contribute to the London 2012 sustainability vision by providing such
products that deliver sustainability benefits for London 2012.

4.4 Volunteering

— Our Human Resources team has been working closely over the course of the last year with the
GLA and LDA to develop and input into the pilot Pre-Volunteer Programme, “Personal Best”
which uses the prospect of participating as a volunteer in the Games to encourage workless and
socially excluded individuals to gain new skills, lifting their aspirations and creating new career
choices.

— Personal Best was trailed in 11 London Boroughs this year with over 500 Londoners taking part.
The 11 areas in the pilot phase include Newham, Hackney, Waltham Forest, Greenwich and
Tower Hamlets, Brent, Westminster, Southwark, Lambeth, and Haringey.
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— 374 people graduated from the Personal Best programme in October this year at a ceremony
hosted by the Mayor of London and Chairman of LOCOG, Seb Coe. So far, 15% of those who
took up the programme have moved into jobs, 42% have taken up further training and 33% have
opted for volunteering opportunities.

— Our HR team will now continue to work with Government and its agencies to develop a suitable
“Personal Best” programme model which can roll out across the country through Government
agencies and the Nations and Regions Group. LOCOG has agreed that closer to the time;
graduates will be oVered an interview to become a volunteer at the London 2012 Games. LOCOG
aims to recruit 10% of its Games Time Volunteer Work Force from graduates of Personal Best
programmes across the country.

4.5 Education

— Our Education Team is developing the London 2012 Education Programme in consultation with
the education sector and Government and its agencies. The Education Team will be briefing the
education sector on progress on 6th December this year. They will continue to develop the delivery
of this programme in the run up to Beijing so that the programme can be launched at the start of
our four year Olympiad.

— The Education Programme legacy objective is to enhance young people’s understanding of the
Olympic values of respect, friendship and excellence and the Paralympic values of inspiration,
courage, determination and equality. Working with Government and our partners we want to use
education and learning to maximise children and young people’s engagement with the London
2012 Games, inspiring them, and helping them to fulfil their potential.

4.6 London 2012 Nations and Regions Group

— All Nations and Regions have produced individual plans for delivering Games benefits in their
respective areas. These describe clearly what they will achieve and how they will do it. All plans
are publicly available on www.London2012.com.

— The Nations and Regions Group is now supported by a joint LOCOG and DCMS Secretariat
allowing the Group to focus clearly on its two complementary activities—facilitating nationwide
engagement in the London 2012 Games and delivering a lasting legacy.

5. Establishing a World Class Organisation to Stage Inspirational Games

— LOCOG has continued to build up a world class team of professionals, with the right experience
and specialist skills to deliver great Olympic and Paralympic Games.

— In the last year these are just some of the key members of staV recruited into post:

Chief Medical OYcer Creative Director
Director of Strategy and Programme Management Head of Procurement
Head of Client Services Head of Education
Head of Venues Technology Head of Programme Solutions
Head of Workforce Planning Head of Accommodation
Head of Sport Policy Head of Culture
Head of Telecommunications Head of Ceremonies
Head of Administrative IT Head of Live Site
Head of Venue Management Head of Ticketing

— We now have in place the core components required to undertake the detailed planning for the
Games. The team however remains small, at just under 200 people and our recruitment is planned
carefully on the basis of the core work that needs to be undertaken now.

— By 2012 the total workforce for the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games will be up to 200,000
people. This will comprise 2,500 members of staV and up to 70,000 volunteers, with the remainder
made up of contractors.

— Part of the detailed work that our HR, Finance and Administration teams is now embarking upon
is how we put in place appropriate systems to recruit and manage this rapid up-scaling in our work
force between 2010–12.

6. Our Key Priorities November 2007 until Beijing 2008

6.1 Sport and Venues

— Providing operational advice and support to ODA to ensure that all venue designs continue to
meet Games needs. Monitoring and reporting on construction compliance.
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— Ensuring key milestones are achieved in the delivery of specific venues (eg Olympic Stadium
Planning Application and Contractor appointment, Main Media Centre Developer appointment,
design development of Velopark, Basketball, Handball, Eton Manor etc).

— Finalising production of LOCOG Venue Requirements for all venues and completing the review
of all competition venue overlay block plans.

— Undertaking property search/assessment for key non-competition venues including warehouse
and technology space.

— Developing strategy for achieving planning consents.

— Ongoing venue management discussions with key stakeholders including hosting a venue
operations seminar.

— Finalising Olympic Village contracts and ensuring LOCOG operational and technical
requirements are embedded.

— Publishing and promoting Training Camp Guide to National Olympic and Paralympic
Committees.

— Determining Sporting Test Event Schedule.

6.2 Games Work Force Planning

— Scoping high-level contractor workforce numbers for the Games.

— Putting Volunteer Strategy in place.

— Publishing Inclusion and Diversity strategy.

— Strategic Beijing secondment and observer programme for key staV and partners to maximise
learning.

— Reviewing organisation structure and capability requirements through to 2012.

— Communicating our organisation’s values and embedding them in our leadership and wider
organisation.

6.3 Culture, Ceremonies and Education

— Cultural Olympiad progressing with partnership projects—on course for roll out from Beijing
onwards.

— Launching the Cultural Olympiad.

— Designing Beijing handover Ceremony and UK-wide celebrations.

— Finalising opportunities for UK-wide celebration of handover.

— Further development of Education programme, with stakeholders, for roll out after Beijing.

6.4 Operations and Programme Management

— Aligning programme plans with Olympic Security Department plans.

— Finalising requirements from transport working groups.

— Launching the Sustainable Sourcing Code.

— Further development of the Carbon Management programme.

— Completing and delivering the strategy for Beijing with HMG and other stakeholders.

— Preparing Beijing Operation Manuals.

— Finalising accommodation audit and transport hubs for media.

— Developing logistics strategy.

— Redesigning programme reporting systems and putting in place detailed roadmap for programme
management.

6.5 Communications, Nations and Regions and Marketing

— Conduction UK-wide communications around Beijing Handover and UK celebrations.

— Running the UK-wide road show and London road show.

— Unveiling Web based programmes.

— Launching Business Opportunities Network with support from Nations and Regions.

— First phase of integrated marketing / communications plan to be developed to support key 2008
milestones.
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6.6 Technology

— Selecting the Telecommunications partner.

— Developing the Technology Road Map.

— Implementation and roll out across LOCOG of key back oYce systems to assist and support
London 2012 planning.

— Integrating technology systems of LOCOG and ODA to execute a joint systems strategy.

— Media planning of 20,000 broadcast, print and photographic media requirements.

6.7 Commercial, Financial and Legal

— Securing additional tier 1 sponsors prior to Beijing.

— Continuing review of budgets and costs across functional streams.

— Scoping preliminary ticketing strategy and technology requirements.

— Scoping merchandising strategy.

— Plans for non-commercial use of the brand finalised.

— Producing the procurement spend plan.

— Legal advice and support on sponsorship and licensing and brand usage.

November 2007

Witnesses: Lord Coe, a Member of the House of Lords, Chair, and Mr Paul Deighton, Chief Executive
OYcer, London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games, and Mr John Armitt, Chairman, and Mr
David Higgins, Chief Executive, Olympic Delivery Authority, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good morning. This is a further session
of the Committee’s examination of preparations for
the London 2012 Games, and we are pleased to
welcome this morning the Chairman and Chief
Executive of LOCOG, Lord Coe and Paul
Deighton, and the Chairman and Chief Executive of
the Olympic Delivery Authority, John Armitt and
David Higgins. Adrian Sanders is going to start.

Q81 Mr Sanders: We are now almost a third of the
way from winning the bid in 2005 to the Olympic
Opening Ceremony in 2012. Are you where you
intended to be at this stage in the proceedings?
Lord Coe: Chairman, thank you for the opportunity
to bring you up to speed with all these issues. The
bold answer to that is yes. We have had the
International Olympic Committee to London on
three separate occasions, a fourth for the
Paralympics, and on each one of those occasions,
both as a co-ordination committee and as a review
committee, a smaller group of executive oYcers, we
have had four very clean bills of health. That is not
said with a vestige of complacency because, as you
will be fully aware, this is a very complex project but
at both LOCOG, and I know John Armitt would
echo these sentiments, and at the ODA we work
extremely closely together and we are exactly where
we would want to be and, if I may so, probably
marginally ahead.

Q82 Mr Sanders: Do you see any risks at all to your
timetable?
Lord Coe: As I said, this is the most complex piece of
project management that any city undertakes. There
will be challenges right the way through to the
opening ceremony, but the quality of the people in
both the teams and the forensic detail and planning
four years, eight months away from the opening

ceremony I think will stand us in very good stead,
but, of course, we go forward with our eyes wide
open. This is complex.

Q83 Mr Sanders: Beijing will obviously be the
perfect opportunity to see where things go right or
go wrong. Is there anything in particular that each of
you will be looking at?
Lord Coe: I will leave that with the Chief Executive.
Mr Deighton: From LOCOG’s point of view there
are actually two formal programmes to make sure
we get the most out of the learning opportunities in
Beijing: what we call a secondee programme, where
we will have something like 25, 26 people who go and
work in Beijing for three months or so doing the jobs
they will then do in London, so that is a very precise
experience, and obviously we target the jobs which
are most directly transferable to what happens in
London; and then at Games time itself we will have
what is described as an observer programme for
about 140 people, is the current plan, two-thirds of
whom will come from the organising committee with
a third coming from our various partners who are
also involved in delivery, such as TfL, the GLA,
DCMS, the ODA, et cetera, and that comprises a
range of programmes covering arrivals and
departures, security, transport—all the technical,
functional, operational things you need to do in a
games—so we can download directly the Beijing
experience. We will go into Beijing with operational
manuals of here are the things we want to observe
and learn, we will come back with that learning
experience and that will provide the basis for the
next level of operational planning at the end of 2008
beginning of 2009. So the Beijing experience is not
just turning up and looking around and saying, “Is
not this big and interesting?”, it is very specific, very
operational and it is part of the building block which
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takes us from a high level of strategic planning into
more day-to-day operational planning. It is very
important for us.

Q84 Mr Sanders: What area in particular are you
going to look at?
Lord Coe: When I say “operational areas”, it is
really about running big events. We are looking at
each of the sports events themselves, how those are
run, because, of course, the Olympic Games is
typically in each sport the biggest and most complex
event for that sport in terms of numbers—the
numbers of media involved, the amount of TV and
press coverage—so watching how all those things
interact and the challenges, the scale that those
interdependencies create are really what we are
trying to understand and accomplish.

Q85 Mr Sanders: I will ask down the line of others?
Mr Armitt: As far as we are concerned, we have
taken on board the experience of not only Beijing
but Sydney and Athens in terms of the design of
stadia and the needs of the athletes, because by the
time of Beijing to a large extent we will have largely
completed the overall design concepts of the main
stadia. There is then the operational aspect of those
stadia, which Paul has just talked about, and, again,
we will want to observe the degree of what is called
the overlay, which is essentially the installations
which LOCOG put in place on top of our permanent
facilities. Again, we have already been to Beijing and
looked at that and we draw all the time upon the
experience of other games, not just Beijing, to
understand the needs of athletes, how it works from
an operational point of view, so that in designing the
stadia, which we are making progress on now, we
have got that experience understood, but clearly the
most recent one is always worth looking at as well to
see what happens on the ground and so, equally, we
will have our staV on the ground during the Beijing
Games.

Q86 Mr Sanders: Maybe you can reassure me. It is
just an observation. We were very fortunate to go to
Athens and see the fantastic campus there of
facilities that now lies pretty much empty and
certainly not properly used. It sounds to me like you
are falling into the same trap of focusing everything
on the three or four weeks of the two games rather
than actually looking at: let us build something and
the games can fit into it. What we are talking about
here is something that is going to cost us lots of
money—at the moment it is costing us now and will
cost us every year up to the games—and it will last
for many, many years after the games, so, in my
view, you should be focusing on the athletes and the
event fitting in to a much wider plan.
Lord Coe: If I may say so, I was in Athens working,
obviously, with the bid team. I think that a great
chunk of our thinking going forward is based on the
Athens experience. I am vice-president of my
international federation. I was there just a year ago
for a World Cup in that same stadium and, you are
right, there are large parts of that stadium and that

Olympic park that are now struggling for, not a day-
to-day existence, but even to find one or two events
per year. All our thinking in terms of design of
facilities is predicated on what we use them for
afterwards. The world has changed—we know this
from the Olympic movement, we know this from the
bidding process—and leaving facilities in a
community that, frankly, cannot use them in any
credible way afterwards is not what this games is
about. We went to Singapore to bid for 16 days of
spectacular sport but what nudged us across the line,
in my view, was the International Olympic
Committee’s recognition that the regeneration and
the solid legacy that we recognise that a games has
to leave was very much at the centre of our thinking,
and I think we have demonstrated that in pretty
much everything that we have done since we came
back from Singapore, both in the delivery of our
programmes at LOCOG and through the Olympic
Delivery Authority.

Q87 Mr Sanders: Can I come back to Mr Armitt and
ask that question again? What are you going to be
looking at in Beijing in relation to what you can
learn for London 2012 and beyond?
Mr Armitt: I think to a certain extent you should not
assume that what Beijing sees as its future
requirements, picking up your point about legacy,
and ours are necessarily the same. The point has just
been made that every single time we look at a venue
we are looking at what is that venue going to be used
for in the future or at the legacy expectations for the
future as much as for the games and it is under
constant discussion: how do we think about legacy,
how do we reflect what is needed for that stadia, how
can we best use it in the future to ensure that it does
not become a white elephant but at same time meets
the needs of the games? The stadium we have now
essentially fixed the design of in terms of 80,000,
reducing to 25,000 after the games. At the velodrome
we have got the basic concept design agreed and
fixed and the aquatic centre similarly, and so we have
made a lot of progress on those three very large
facilities. To be frank, I would not see us changing
those designs as a consequence of Beijing in the
overall concept. What we will see in Beijing is the
movement of people in and out of the stadium, the
positioning of turnstiles, entrances, all these sort of
detailed issues which we can pick up in Beijing and
then bring back and reflect on what we have
designed and see whether there is tweaking which
needs to be made, but I would not see us changing
our basic concepts as a consequence of Beijing. It is
very much looking at how it works in operation.

Q88 Mr Sanders: A final question to yourself. We
know that one of your predecessors resigned, citing
frustration at the political environment. I wonder,
coming from Network Rail, do you find the political
environment more or less marked?
Mr Armitt: Everybody says, “How do I find it?”, and
I always answer that this is more political than
Network Rail. I thought the railways were political;
the Olympics are considerably more political.
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Q89 Paul Farrelly: I want to ask a few questions
about your income and sponsorship. Before that,
just picking up on the previous points and the way
the bid was won on participation and regeneration.
This is a point that I made with you, Lord Coe, last
week on our visit and I have made with Mr Deighton
when we have met and in front of the Committee. I
do not get any sense when I travel around the
London Boroughs that are going to host these
Olympics of any expectation at all so far. Driving
across Hackney, for instance, it would be wonderful
to have “The Olympic Borough of Hackney”, “The
Olympic Borough of Newham”, and clear road
signage. It is a very big building site but very discreet;
there is no trumpeting of the fact that the Olympics
is going to be there. Then, if you get into schools,
which is where we had lots of pictures of children
where you won the bid, under-privileged East End
children—I have made this point before—one of the
easiest things, surely, with your power for
sponsorship, would be to identify all those schools in
those inner city London boroughs that do not have
a single blade of grass and make sure the legacy
starts now, that at the very least they get a rubberised
surface where they can actually participate in sport,
because at the moment it is pretty woeful.
Lord Coe: I spend a lot of time in schools the length
and breadth of this country and we have a very clear
programme of engagement in London, particularly
in the London Boroughs but more broadly. I
actually slightly disagree. I see a lot of activity going
on in schools both in driving in some of the
educational, the cultural and the sporting values of
the Olympic Games. We are still five years away and,
as you know from your visit the other day, we are
dealing with a huge building site at the moment and
so issues of signage and colourways and all the other
things will take place, but we are also one year away
from a preceding Olympic Games. I think in all
those areas, yes, of course, you are right, it is very
important that we drive those values in those
boroughs. I witness things that are happening on the
ground, both in London boroughs and more
broadly throughout the UK, that I know simply
would not be happening had we come back empty
handed from Singapore, but, you are right, we need
to continue to make sure that people understand
what we are doing, particularly the participation,
not just in sport but through the cultural platforms
that we have, the issues of regeneration are all
properly understood, and that is one of the
challenges going forward, to communicate that
properly.

Q90 Paul Farrelly: Given that participation was a
fundamental part of the way you pitched the bid and
won the bid, who should be in the driving seat and
making sure that that is delivered from now? Who
should co-ordinate the activities?
Lord Coe: I think we have to look at this as two very
clear and diVerent strands of sport. You have the
elite level programme. We have an ambitious target
set by the British Olympic Association, by UK
Sport, of a fourth place in the medals table and a
second, hopefully first, place in the Paralympics

medals table. The funding that has come through
into elite level sport is now unprecedented. I was
Chairman of the Sports Council back in the mid
eighties. I had a budget available to me of 41.5
million that was supposed to deal with participation,
elite level funding and ability provision, so we are in
a completely diVerent landscape. The elite level
project work is going extremely well. The broader
implication of participation, which is very clearly
what we talked about in Singapore, is driven
ostensibly by government, the agencies for sport,
Sport England, and through any number of local
authority initiatives as well. We should not overlook
the impact that local authorities have on this
programme. Let us be clear about what we can do
and what we are doing as a local organising
committee. I think we see our role here as having
provided the inspiration and, frankly, the
opportunity. The broader driving of participation
into sport is clearly those sporting agencies at arms’
length from government, and some autonomous,
that need coherent and structured programmes
going forward. For instance, in the last year as an
organising committee, we have secured a road show
that took the Olympics message and sport into 27
diVerent venues, not just simply exciting youngsters
to pick up sport but providing aptitude testing.
Waltham Forest was a very good example. We took
a road show there where we had some of our top
rowing coaches identifying young talent in the local
community. We can do that. We can use the brand
in any number of creative ways to drive this issue as
well, but it is eVectively as an organisation
inspiration and opportunity. We look to
government and Sport England and those agencies
out there to actually build on that inspiration.

Q91 Paul Farrelly: One final question on this point
before I move on to sponsorship, Chairman. Clearly
there are lots of quangos involved in sport—there is
yourselves now tasked with the Olympics, the
Department for Education, Culture, Media and
Sport is responsible for sport—but at the bottom
level, to make sure this works for that part of
London at the bottom, is there an eVective leaders
group at the local authorities that you deal with day
in day out?
Lord Coe: Let me make just one point clear. I think
we see ourselves very diVerently from being a
quango, but, yes, there are structures now
developing, four and a half, five years out, that I
think will deliver and will drive this and that is very
clear and that needs to be the case. We have to be
very open about this. The participation legacy is not
simply going to fall into our laps because we have the
inspiration and the opportunity of an Olympic
Games. You will need to have properly structured
programmes, properly resourced, to make sure that
we can tap into all that. The history of Olympic
Games providing a once and for all increase in
participation is not good unless that planning and
that thinking is taking place now. Barcelona was a
good example. In Barcelona, before the games,
something like 20,000 people in the city were
attached to sports clubs, were regular members of
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sports clubs. That figure has now risen to nearly
200,000, but that did not take place simply because
the games came to Barcelona. There was some
serious thinking behind that to go on driving that,
and that is what is important.

Q92 Paul Farrelly: Can I just come to questions
regarding LOCOG’s income. You initially, if I
remember, saw expressions of interest from tier one
sponsors in six categories. How many do you expect
now and how many have you signed up?
Lord Coe: I am going to ask our Chief Executive to
take you through our income projections.
Mr Deighton: Let me tell you where we are on
sponsorship. Our target for sponsorship is £650
million. We have approximately £170 million
already raised from three existing sponsors that have
come on board—that is Lloyd’s, TSB, EDF and
Adidas. In five minutes we will be announcing
another one, a tier two sponsor, Deloittes, in the
professional services category. We have brought
forward that particular tier two category because the
services and value in kind they oVer us are actually
valuable to us now, at this stage in our development,
so it was to our advantage to secure that relationship
now. We expect to complete another three
sponsorships by March this year, two tier one and
one tier two. So, by March this year, I would
anticipate something like, let us say, 40% of our total
already raised—that is both in cash and in value in
kind. As you will understand, with some of the
sponsorship arrangements some people give us cash,
some give us the things that we need to put on the
games.

Q93 Paul Farrelly: In terms of numbers of tier one
sponsors you expect, would that make it seven?
Mr Deighton: We would have—. No, by March I
would expect us to have five tier one and two tier
two.

Q94 Paul Farrelly: But in total over the—
Mr Deighton: By the time we have finished, the
maximum number of tier one sponsors we have
stipulated is ten, and we do it that way because part
of the attraction of being a tier one sponsor is a
degree of exclusivity, so you cannot have too many
of them. My expectation, frankly, is there will be six
or seven. What determines how many tier one
sponsors there are is, frankly, how many people are
prepared to pay the threshold price of entry, which
is £40 million. So, I would have ten if I could get ten
people to pay £40 million or more. My expectation
is there will be another one or two after the deals we
have done up to March.

Q95 Paul Farrelly: Was not the threshold £50
million?
Mr Deighton: No, I think the expectation was that,
on average, the tier one partners would pay 50, and,
as you can tell, if I have done three and got 170, we
are exceeding that. The entry price is 40, so let us call
the average 50. It is really set by the market
essentially. Obviously our objective is to maximise
income so we can put on the spectacular games we

are planning and the way we approach it is to take a
category, talk to the participants in that industry, get
them as excited as possible about what an
association with the games can do for their business,
how it can improve sales, get their customers excited,
what it can do for their colleagues, their own
workforce, also how it can motivate them, how
eVective a platform it can be for their various
community initiatives, and then to essentially have a
competitive auction where they bid for the right to
be our sponsor. So, ultimately, the market
determines the price. We do it in a way to maximise
the return that we can get from the level of interest
that we generate.

Q96 Paul Farrelly: As things stand, if you get your
seven tier one sponsorships you are expecting a
minimum of 330 million and that might rise to 450 if
you get ten?
Mr Deighton: From the tier ones, yes, and then the
rest are filled in by the tier two and tier three. The tier
two sponsors threshold entry price is 20 million and
then tier three, in the main, are suppliers who will
provide us with goods and services in the ten to 20
million pound price bracket. So, what we are doing
at the moment is to identify what it is we require to
stage the games in terms of goods and services and
concentrating those into groups which allow us to go
to certain companies and say, “Okay, here is an
opportunity for you to essentially provide us with
those goods and services in return for which you get
a supplier designation as a supporter of the games.”

Q97 Paul Farrelly: Do you how much Beijing has
raised in sponsorship?
Mr Deighton: Yes. I do not have an exact number,
but it is something like a billion and a half dollars.
That would translate on a simple exchange rate to
750, so a little bit above our target. There are two
very significant diVerences in the case of Beijing. The
most significant one is nearly all the sponsors are
state-owned companies, so they do not quite go
through the same process of persuasion as ours do,
and, secondly, of course it is a significantly larger
economy.

Q98 Paul Farrelly: There was some concern—UK
Sport is looking to raise its own money—that you
might be fishing in the same pond, which might
make it more diYcult for one or the other. Sue
Campbell, after discussions with you, said she had
listened and respectfully worked in partnership with
you and that you, LOCOG, were now very
supportive of the direction that UK Sport are
taking. Is that accurate?
Mr Deighton: Yes, we work very closely with UK
Sport. You are absolutely right, there is clearly the
potential for sponsors to be confused in these related
opportunities and, therefore, UK Sport has been
extremely helpful in consulting us every step of the
way. In fact I think they are currently interviewing
prospective advisers to help them with this task, and
one of my staV members is sitting on that panel to
make sure that the terms of reference for those
advisers and the on-going process for that adviser is
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managed in a way to ensure that there is no
competition in the market place which could
damage our respective fund-raising eVorts.

Q99 Chairman: On that particular point, you attach
great significance to exclusivity of your top level
sponsors. Might that exclusivity be diminished if
UK Sport were to sign up a sponsor in the same area
as one of your tier one sponsors?
Mr Deighton: Only if the relationship with UK Sport
or, frankly, anybody else who was looking for those
sponsors, gave the sponsor an association with
London 2012.

Q100 Chairman: So the sponsor of UK Sport is not
going to be able to say that they are associated with
London 2012?
Mr Deighton: No.

Q101 Chairman: That might make it harder to
attract a sponsor.
Mr Deighton: The challenge for UK Sport, in my
view (and this is where the adviser will be working
very hard) will be to define precisely what it is they
are eVectively selling to the sponsor.

Q102 Chairman: Is it not a little bit strange?
Essentially they are sponsoring our ambition to rise
up the medal table to fourth in 2012 and yet they are
not allowed to talk about that.
Mr Deighton: They are allowed to talk about the
development of the lead athletes but not in the
context of London 2012; and that is why this is a
challenging proposition, I agree.

Q103 Paul Farrelly: Inscrutability might be allowed
in some measure still in China, but events in politics
continue to demonstrate the importance of
transparency, particularly with big, high profile and
very political projects such as this. It would be remiss
of me not to ask a couple of questions at least to give
you the opportunity to put your views on record
about the recent Dispatches programme on Channel
4. Mr Deighton first, could you tell the Committee
why it took a Freedom of Information Act request
by Dispatches to get you to disclose your accounts
to them?
Mr Deighton: It did not. The accounts that were
disclosed to them were ones which had not even been
approved by our board. I think what they
particularly wanted was executive salaries. Those
executive salaries were in the accounts. The accounts
had not yet been approved by our board. As soon as
they were approved by our board they were released
for everybody to have a look at. I think that was
merely a timing issue.

Q104 Paul Farrelly: It was a red herring. You will be
forthcoming. Whichever way you are constituted,
you are seen as a public body.
Mr Deighton: As I hope comes across when I talk
about our revenue raising, and it is quite a sensitive
subject because, of course, there is some information
in there, if I am too granular, which is quite useful to
the people who we are trying to be sponsors, and, as

I hope has come across, our objective is to be as
transparent as we possibly can be without
compromising our commercial objectives, and we
absolutely accept that that is the position that we
hold, as stewards. I see us eVectively as stewards of
the games on behalf of the UK public, and that is the
way we plan to behave.

Q105 Paul Farrelly: Lord Coe, my briefing notes
here, the first paragraph talks about your
phenomenal sporting achievements, the second your
considerable political achievements and the third
mentions that you are a controlling shareholder in
the Complete Leisure Group Plc, and, of course,
that relationship was the subject of the Dispatches
programme as well. I think in the programme they
made reference to a draft fund raising prospectus for
the Complete Leisure Group which contained a
reference to the intention to cement a strategic
business relationship which would involve
consultancy payments with Anschutz
Entertainment Group, which, of course, owns the
Dome, which is an Olympic site. Could you tell us a
bit more about that intended relationship and what
has come of it?
Lord Coe: Yes, very happily. It is a relationship that
never actually took place. It was a series of thinking
that we had in the development of the company and
we never actually went down that road—so it is as
simple as that—and that was a draft document.

Q106 Paul Farrelly: Because there could be the
perception of a conflict of interest with your role as
Chairman of LOCOG if that sort of relationship
were to be intended or cemented by your private
business interests.
Lord Coe: Yes, it is a relationship that was not
pursued.

Q107 Paul Farrelly: Did you declare those intentions
to the board of LOCOG in the usual and
acceptable fashion?
Lord Coe: Absolutely, and also to DCMS and to the
International Olympic Committee.

Q108 Paul Farrelly: As things stand, because you did
not get the opportunity or did not comment on the
programme, you can categorically say you have no
business relationships via your companies or
associates that would lead to any conflict of interest
with your current position as the Chairman of
LOCOG.
Lord Coe: Absolutely, yes.

Q109 Philip Davies: Do we take it from the answers
that you have given that your income from
sponsorship is on target to where you expected it to
be at this stage?
Mr Deighton: Yes. Of course the last £200 million is
likely to be more diYcult to raise than the first 200
million. The best benchmark I can give is that, as I
have already said, we will, before the Beijing games,
have a minimum of seven sponsorship contracts
fully signed. As far as I am aware, no previous
Olympic Games has ever had one contract signed
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before the previous edition of the games; so, in terms
of getting it done fast, we are considerably ahead of
where anybody has ever been before and that oVers,
I think, a couple of important advantages. One is
that the sponsors we are putting in place really do
have a significant amount of time to get the most out
of their investment, which is obviously a very good
thing for them, but it is also a very good thing for us
because they are putting in place what we describe as
activation plans which involve community
investment, involve cultural investments, involve
things that we all want to happen, and they have the
time and money to do that eVectively. So, having the
sponsors in place early means they can have very
significant, eVective activation strategies. The
second reason it is very helpful to have things in
place early is that there is a lot of detail that needs to
go into what I would describe as the secondary and
tertiary levels of sponsorship, and because when we
get to 2009–2010 we will still not be trying to land the
big sponsorships, we can really focus on the detail in
the smaller sponsorships and you can save a
significant amount of money and make the games
significantly more eYcient if you have been able to
give those secondary and tertiary sponsorships that
kind of attention. So getting things done early is not
just nice because it demonstrates commercial
momentum, it gives you some real practical
advantages as well which will translate into benefits
for us.

Q110 Philip Davies: What is your assessment of
where public opinion is on the Olympic Games and
how things have been going up to the present?
Lord Coe: We have a 76% approval rating which,
given the predominant profession in this building, I
think is probably a pretty reasonable figure to be
working on.

Q111 Philip Davies: Do you not think that the public
have any reservations at all about the way that the
preparations for the Olympics have been going?
Lord Coe: No, I think the real challenge going
forward is to be open and transparent and very clear
about what it is we are doing and why we are doing
it, when we will be doing it and making sure, for
instance, through our engagement programmes,
through Nations and Regions, which is a structure
that aVects all your constituencies and has moves
and shakers in any number of spheres helping us
drive local opportunities, that we use that as the
vehicle as well. Actually we have had levels of
approval for the project and the overall vision that
have varied very little certainly since the bidding
process started.

Q112 Philip Davies: Is there not a danger that when
you go round, because it is your job and therefore all
you see is all the activity that is going on, you get a
slightly false view of everybody’s enthusiasm for it?
Has anybody said to you what the straw poll that I
asked before here has said to me about the Olympics,
which is that as far as they could tell it was costing

an absolute fortune and the biggest thing they could
remember was that an astronomical amount of
money had been spent on a logo?
Lord Coe: No, those are not the kind of
conversations I have, and actually going around
various parts of the country witnessing all the things
that are happening on the ground is not a bad way
to start the day. We have very grown up discussions
with all sorts of community groups. We have
probably spoken to 650 diVerent organisations the
length and breadth of this country. We know there
is a huge challenge ahead to make this a project that
is as relevant to young people in the north of
Scotland as it is in Cornwall and, as I said a few
moments ago, what I am witnessing on the ground
is frankly staggering and I am witnessing it in all
parts of the country. I went to Belfast just a few
weeks ago where, during the bidding process, there
was discussion about having a centre of gymnastics
excellence. I went to a club where they were working
on mattresses and equipment which probably would
not have been out of place in the average gym in the
1950s. This is a club that had coached to
Commonwealth Games standard 20 diVerent
competitors. Two weeks ago I went to open a new
centre that simply would not have been there had the
games gone somewhere else, and I see this all the
time, both at local and at national level. So I am
satisfied that the task that we set ourselves in
Singapore, which was to provide the once in a
lifetime opportunity to inspire and then provide that
opportunity, is coming together very well.

Q113 Philip Davies: We are looking forward to
welcoming you in Shipley as well. Out of those 650
groups, how many thought that the money spent on
the logo was well spent?
Lord Coe: The logo is a hardworking logo. It was
absolutely designed to connect with young people. It
was designed also to confront some of the challenges
going forward. You know as well as I do that it is
harder every year to engage young people,
particularly in sport. The motivations that probably
got most of the content of this room into sport have
dramatically altered. The average age of people
watching Olympic sport has risen quite dramatically
in the last ten, 12, 15 years. We have to be very
creative, we have to be very diVerent in our approach
and for some we knew that this would be a challenge,
but this is going to be a hardworking brand and, if
you look at the way that our partners that Paul
Deighton spoke about a few moments are now
enshrined creatively in their own marketing
programmes, the way that we are working together
with the London boroughs particularly to make sure
that this has a really important focus, this is coming
together extremely well.
Philip Davies: I will take that as being that not many
have said it was money well spent.

Q114 Chairman: Can we turn quickly to the ODA in
terms of your funding. Obviously a significant
proportion of that is intended to come from the



Processed: 24-04-2008 19:40:33 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 389317 Unit: PAG1

Ev 52 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

4 December 2007 Lord Coe, Mr Paul Deighton, Mr John Armitt and Mr David Higgins

Lottery. Revenue from the Lottery has begun to
turn down in comparison to previous years. If that
were to continue, do you have contingency plan?
Mr Armitt: At the end of the day the funding which
comes to the ODA is funding which is organised one
way or another by government. The Government
would deal with that if that were to be an issue. I
think all we could say in response to your comment
on the Lottery is what the Lottery themselves said in
the newspaper reports, which was that they were
confident that, with the future games and the
changes which they are bringing in, they will be able
to meet the obligations which they have met in terms
of the amount of funding they will make available
for funding the games.

Q115 Chairman: If it turned out they could not, that
would be the Government’s problem?
Mr Armitt: As I say, as the ODA we are not
responsible for raising the funds which we need; they
are organised by government.

Q116 Chairman: The Olympic Lottery Distributor
has said that you should repay lottery grant if it
creates or enhances assets. Can you perhaps clarify
how and when that might happen?
Mr Armitt: I will ask David to talk about that since
he has been dealing with it.
Mr Higgins: There is agreement that surplus profits
from land sales that the LDA own would go to repay
the Lottery; so that is what that refers to.

Q117 Chairman: I had understood this was diVerent
to the requirement to enable repayment of lottery
contributions via the LDA. This relates specifically
to the assets rather than the land.
Mr Higgins: If there are assets to be sold or realised,
obviously the receipts will be dealt back to the
funders, which will obviously include lottery.

Q118 Chairman: The Olympic Lottery Distributor
maintains a distinction between this requirement
and the handling of the proceeds of land sales on the
Olympic sites. Are you in discussion with the
distributor about how exactly they envisage that
there might be some repayment?
Mr Higgins: Yes, we have a letter of oVer, which we
are in the process of accepting, that sets out all the
terms.

Q119 Chairman: Will you be making that public in
due course?
Mr Higgins: I am sure the details of that will be
public, yes.
Chairman: We now move on to the costing side.
Mike Hall.

Q120 Mr Hall: What is the purpose of the
contingency?
Mr Higgins: To manage risk.

Q121 Mr Hall: Is that its sole purpose or is it just to
cover up a very poor estimate in the beginning?

Mr Higgins: No, contingencies are set up by
Treasury as best practice. They vary in range from
30% to 60% on all sustained projects that the
Government puts up for approval. You spend
contingency to manage risk. Our biggest risk by far
is time on this project.

Q122 Mr Hall: There has been quite a lot said about
the contingency. The former Secretary of State said
it is around 2.8 billion. That is the programme
contingency: 2.47 billion. As part of that there is a
500 million ODA contingency. What is the
diVerence?
Mr Higgins: The 500 is part of the 2.7.

Q123 Mr Hall: If it is part of the original, why does
it need to be allocated separately?
Mr Higgins: Of the 2.7 the Secretary of State in
March of this year said that 500 would be allocated
to the ODA as part of her statement in March setting
out the budget for the ODA. So, the ODA’s overall
budget of just over six billion includes that 500
million figure.

Q124 Mr Hall: How much of the contingency have
you drawn down so far?
Mr Higgins: Five hundred of the 2.7 has been
allocated to the ODA, not spent and not committed.

Q125 Mr Hall: So you have not spent a penny of it
yet.
Mr Higgins: No, we have not spent the contingency.
That is right.

Q126 Mr Hall: Of the overall figure, the 2.474
billion, how much access to that have you got?
Mr Higgins: The 500 is what we have access to.

Q127 Mr Hall: Who authorises the spending of the
rest of it then?
Mr Higgins: That is set up by a committee which is
chaired by the Chancellor.

Q128 Mr Hall: We might look back on this hearing
some time in the future. How much of this 2.474
billion are we actually going to spend?
Mr Higgins: Sorry, the 2.7.

Q129 Mr Hall: Sorry, the 2.747?
Mr Higgins: Half a billion probably.

Q130 Mr Hall: By the time we get to 2012 how much
of that contingency would be spent?
Mr Higgins: We said all along, we expect a
substantial part of the contingency to be spent. A
project of this complexity, this many projects with a
fixed deadline, that is a reasonable figure to say.
Clearly we want to minimise the expenditure of the
contingency.

Q131 Mr Hall: Are you confident we will not be
asked to provide anything over and above the set
level of this contingency?
Mr Higgins: We are planning to work within the
overall budget.
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Q132 Mr Hall: But are you confident?
Mr Higgins: As confident as we can be. The biggest
thing we can do is to hit milestones, which we have
hit today. If you look two years ago you would think
the biggest risks of the project would have been land
consolidation, burying the power lines, vacant
possession, planning, and those risks are much lower
now but other risks emerge now that relate to
delivery.

Q133 Mr Hall: One final question, Chairman. If the
contingency is as you describe it, why did you need
a specific £500 million contingency out of the overall
contingency?
Mr Higgins: To address the early cost pressures that
were identified as contracts were being let in the
early stages.

Q134 Mr Hall: You could have drawn that down
from the original sum. If it is there to meet
contingencies, surely you should have been able to
draw that down if you needed it regardless?
Mr Higgins: No, the way that the approvals work
within government, if you let contracts such as
enabling works, or power lines, or roads and
bridges, you need to have a contingency set within
that individual project, so you cannot let a project
without having an adequate contingency base within
the project. So it applied to the funders committee to
allocate a contingency to be put within those
individual sections; so early works, utilities, enabling
works, bridges all have contingency built within the
individual projects now.

Q135 Paul Farrelly: Just to clarify one point. We
have got the programme contingency, which might
be called the kitchen sink contingency, and that lies
above individual project contingency, which is
already built into your budget?
Mr Higgins: Correct.

Q136 Paul Farrelly: So what is the underlying level
of contingency that you have got in your budget
before the programme contingency?
Mr Higgins: It clearly includes the 500 allocated.
The Secretary of State will be releasing within the
next few weeks greater details on our budgets, which
will clarify the break down of end use and various
transport and operating costs.

Q137 Paul Farrelly: As you are working on this, can
you tell us, underneath the programme contingency
what the total amount is that you have already in
your budget for contingency by individual projects?
Mr Higgins: It varies on each project.

Q138 Paul Farrelly: The total amount.
Mr Higgins: We have not—

Q139 Paul Farrelly: Excluding the 2.7, including the
500 million.
Mr Higgins: What, today?

Q140 Paul Farrelly: It is a very simple question. You
have got the programme contingency on top, the
2.7—the 2.2 plus 500.
Mr Higgins: The 2.2 plus the 500 million that is
already put in project.

Q141 Paul Farrelly: Let us put that to one side.
Within your budget previously, adding up for each
individual project (and the break down you say will
come in the near future), what is the total amount
that you already had in?
Mr Higgins: That has never been set out.

Q142 Paul Farrelly: I am asking you to set it out for
us now?
Mr Higgins: It is impossible to set that out because
each project depends on the level of detail or design.
What we can say is that within the 6.1 billion, which
includes the 500 million, there is an adequate project
contingency that just identifies the project costs.

Q143 Paul Farrelly: I am asking you what that is
in total.
Mr Higgins: That will be released, the detail of that
will be released, but it does include the 500 million
allocated.

Q144 Paul Farrelly: You are refusing to tell us this
figure now.
Mr Higgins: No, I am saying it includes the 500
million allocated by the Government.

Q145 Paul Farrelly: I want the figure now so we can
actually get an accurate—
Mr Higgins: I am confused as to what figure you are
talking about.

Q146 Paul Farrelly: Within your budgets for each
individual project there is an individual contingency
already before you lay the programme contingency
on the top?
Mr Higgins: That is right, yes.

Q147 Paul Farrelly: I am asking you for that first
figure.
Mr Higgins: It is at least 500 million.

Q148 Paul Farrelly: At least 500 million.
Mr Higgins: That is right.

Q149 Paul Farrelly: That is not giving me more than
we already know, because you are including 500
million out of the programme.
Mr Higgins: That is right.

Q150 Paul Farrelly: So you are refusing to give the
Committee a figure now?
Mr Higgins: What is released to Parliament is the
500 million.

Q151 Paul Farrelly: This is Parliament?
Mr Higgins: That is right. As I said, the Secretary of
State will make an announcement within two weeks
to give further details in the budget, but what I can
say is that it leaves this 500 million as allocated.
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Q152 Paul Farrelly: We would like to go away from
this committee meeting hearing from you as
witnesses a total figure that we can have in our mind
in this budget for contingency?
Mr Higgins: Which is the 2.2 unallocated and the
500 million.

Q153 Paul Farrelly: And what else you have got in
there already, which you are refusing to give us now.
Mr Higgins: No, what I am setting out is what has
been released by the Secretary of State as set out in
the allocation of contingency.

Q154 Paul Farrelly: Can you break down the 360
million figure for us that has already been released
to you?
Mr Higgins: The details of that will come out within
two weeks.

Q155 Paul Farrelly: So again you are refusing to do
that now?
Mr Higgins: It is an issue for the Secretary of State
to announce that to Parliament.

Q156 Paul Farrelly: I would suggest it is an issue for
you as well in front of the Select Committee to tell us.
Mr Higgins: The Secretary of State and the Olympic
Board will go and review our overall plans and then
will make an announcement to Parliament.

Q157 Chairman: So the Secretary of State will be
announcing the budget you expect in two weeks’
time.
Mr Higgins: Within the next two weeks you will get
further details.

Q158 Chairman: Is it possible for you also to publish
your projected cash flows, in other words a schedule
of payments as you expect them to be made over the
course of the next five years?
Mr Higgins: Absolutely. We do publish a corporate
plan and we publish a business plan. The corporate
plan covers five years and the business plan covers
the year ahead.

Q159 Chairman: Will that give a precise break down
of what cheques you expect to write and when?
Mr Higgins: It gives the monthly cash flow; it does
not give the individual cheques.

Q160 Chairman: You said that you thought a
significant proportion of the contingency would be
spent. The Permanent Secretary, as you will have
seen, suggested that actually the chances were that
all of the contingency will be spent. Do you think he
was being unduly pessimistic?
Mr Higgins: I suppose for a project of this size, scale
and complexity with all the risks attached to it that
would be hopefully a conservative statement.

Q161 Chairman: When that figure was set most
people believed that it was set at such a high level
that whatever cost escalation took place,
nevertheless you would come in under budget. It

now appears that despite having set that figure at
such a high level, you are going to spend it all, if not
exceed it.
Mr Higgins: No, that is not the case. We have always
said we think it is a realistic and prudent budget and
a prudent contingency. The biggest thing we can do
is to continue to deliver to milestone—

Q162 Chairman: But if it is all going to be spent it is
not that prudent a contingency?
Mr Higgins: We think it is a prudent contingency.

Q163 Chairman: Although the likelihood is that it is
all going to be spent?
Mr Higgins: No, I have never said that.

Q164 Chairman: The Permanent Secretary has.
Mr Higgins: I think it is a conservative statement.
What we are saying is that it is a prudent contingency
at this stage in the project. Most importantly, we
need to work to a budget. We have been very clear
in what I said at the same committee that in the end
we do not intend to go back to the funders
committee for further allocation of contingency for
the next six months; that is for certain.

Q165 Paul Farrelly: When we were in Vancouver I
think the general reaction from the people
organising the winter games there was that they
would die for a level of contingency that is now
incorporated into our Olympics budget. Mr
Higgins, you said you are familiar with using levels
of contingency between 30 and 60% on a prudent
basis in projects. Could you write to the Committee
afterwards, and perhaps Mr Armitt you can give us
your experience as well, and detail to us the projects
that you personally have been involved in that have
had a level of contingency above 50 and at 60%,1

because I think we would find that quite useful as a
comparison?
Mr Higgins: Yes.
Mr Armitt: Can I just pick that point up. At
Network Rail we were spending on the
infrastructure and the renewals on the railway over
two billion a year. Those were broken down into a
very large number of individual projects. It would be
quite normal for us at the early stage of development
and design of any of those projects to have a 60%
contingency. As the project develops and as you get
more certainty about the scope of works, the detail
of design, so it goes down, and by the time you let a
contract to contractors you may well have reduced
the contingency to 25%. Your contingency is one
which is based on experience, it is based on what is
a sensible amount to allow, and all you are doing is
saying: “We have very limited information at the
moment and we now have to price what that limited
information can tell us, but experience over many,
many projects, over many industries, indeed, would
tell you that you should then add a contingency
which experience has shown is a sensible one to add.
Indeed, when Treasury was arguing that a larger
contingency was necessary, all Treasury was doing
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was looking at its experience of many projects over
diVerent government departments over many years
and saying that that would be a sensible figure to
allow. I think, as David has already said, the 9.3
billion, or the 6.1 plus contingency of about two
which we are dealing with, we believe, is sensible in
the circumstances. We have every confidence that it
is realistic and we treat it as the absolute maximum
that we have available to us to deliver the games, and
the decisions we make all the time are driven by how
do we operate and deliver this within the total sum
of money, and I have no intention of going over it.
To say to me, “Do I guarantee that absolutely it is
not going to happen?”, no, I could not do that, but
I would argue that from everything I have seen it is
a realistic assessment which has been made and one
which we are determined to work within.
Paul Farrelly: Clearly, if you want a guarantee you
go to Dixons or Comet.
Chairman: I think we have to move on.
Paul Farrelly: I think as part of the letter it would be
very useful for you to outline your experience of
using contingencies in Network Rail in that way and
bringing them down, because it would be wonderful
to see those contingencies not fully used up but
brought down as we complete the preparation for
the games.2

Q166 Helen Southworth: Can I move you on to some
of the issues around construction, particularly to
find out whether the pool of available contractors
and engineers is going to be big enough for you to
take a good negotiating position. We have had
comments from the Chief Executive of the
Construction Federation in The Times in November
saying the market was buoyant and that the firms
can aVord to cherry pick jobs; and he has also
described the Olympics as essentially a one-oV
project—he is obviously very small in his field—and
that long-term opportunities are not there. We are
rather interested to know how you are going to get
a good deal for the British public on this.
Mr Armitt: He is quite right; the construction sector
is buoyant, the construction sector has now been
buoyant since about 1997, which is ten years, which
is quite unusual. The reality is that contractors will
pick and choose and therefore, as we have already
seen, if it is something which is very unusual, such as
the Aquatics Centre, then you will have less interest
than you will in the roads and bridges. On the roads
and bridges and the broad infrastructure across the
whole project, which itself is worth far more than the
aquatic centre, we have had a lot of interest in and
we have got bid lists which you would treat as being
normal of anything from four to six contractors.
This is after you have selected from the ones who
demonstrate interest. So our experience at the
moment would suggest that we are getting a very
high level of interest in the vast majority of the
projects we are letting. I would be the first to accept
and expect, but if you have got something which is
very unusual then that will attract fewer contractors
because in a buoyant market they would say, “That
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is not one for us”, but in overall terms it is going well,
we are seeing a lot of interest from both the
designers, which are just as important as the
contractors.

Q167 Helen Southworth: So you are getting a better
response in some ways to the infrastructure issues
rather than the special components?
Mr Armitt: Yes, as I say, if you take something—.
The vast bulk of what we are doing on the games is
not in specialised buildings such as the one which
gets all the publicity, which is the aquatic centre.
That is an iconic and unusual building and,
therefore, there will be a limited number of major
contractors who would show an interest in that and
we had three who bid for that. When it comes to the
works across the rest of the site, which, as I say, in
volume terms comes to more than the venues, the
venue expenditure is less than is spent on the park
and the regeneration and the infrastructure which is
going in, all of which provides for massive legacy for
this part of London. The venues are a smaller part of
that and, therefore, of slightly less concern in terms
of the number of bidders that we get.

Q168 Helen Southworth: Can I ask you about the site
survey work, the kind of dull infrastructure stuV?
We were told last autumn that only 50% of the site
survey works had been undertaken. In March we
have been told that 75% of the area has undergone
site investigation. How confident are you that there
are not going to be any unpleasant things
underground that you are going to find as you go
along?
Mr Armitt: Clearly, as each investigation takes place
and does not reveal anything, more and more
confident. We are now over 90% on the inspections,
so we are a lot more confident today than we were
last year.

Q169 Helen Southworth: Ninety per cent means that
you can guarantee at this stage?
Mr Armitt: Of the planned bore holes which we
intended to carry out 90% have been carried out and,
therefore, that gives us high level of certainty. That
does not guarantee, again, anything. From my own
previous experience, I have had all the bore holes
and then somewhere in between the bore holes you
find something unexpected, but, clearly, the more
bore holes you do the greater you reduce that risk,
and coming back to how you manage your
contingency and mitigate the risks that you face, the
more exploratory work you do up front, the more in
control you are and, therefore, the fewer unexpected
problems, and so far we have done well.

Q170 Helen Southworth: How have you prioritised
the site in terms of volume investigating?
Mr Armitt: From previous experience, from
previous knowledge which you can obtain as to what
industries were working in which particular parts of
the site, what was going on over there. There are a
lot of records that you consult. Those records tell
you what was going on. Those tell you where you are
likely to potentially find the more hazardous
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materials, in the same way as the archaeological
background will tell you where to go and dig from
an archaeological point of view.

Q171 Helen Southworth: Have you had access to the
highest priority areas of the site in those terms?
Mr Armitt: Yes.

Q172 Helen Southworth: We have talked around the
legacy issues of the buildings, but one of the things
that we have experienced as we have been looking
round diVerent sites is whether enough work was
done before design as to what would be the end
project, and we do have very considerable concerns
around that on two issues. One is on cost overruns
that you inevitably get when people start designing
as they go rather than designing before, which is just
a waste of money, and the other is on what we believe
to be a responsibility, not just to deliver an Olympic
Games, which is extremely important, but to also
make sure that we are using public funds in the best
possible way so that we can actually get a return. We
had some questions before about what returns you
are expecting to pay back into the Lottery funds and
other funds. You did not seem awfully confident that
you were going to be able to deliver on that. Is that
not an essential part of your planned outcomes?
Mr Armitt: If you take the sporting venues, then the
legacy use of any sporting venue is something which
is discussed in detail by ourselves with LOCOG,
with the various sporting bodies, with the local
authorities, who will have a view as to what they
think is going to be most useful in their particular
constituency following the games, and that causes us
to say that we will design this particular venue
recognising those are the sports which we are being
advised by everybody are the most likely to take
place in there in the future, that is the scale of the
seating which they expect in the future, that is the
degree of car parking which they think is going to be
suitable in the future. All of that takes place and
influences the design which we carry out for the
venues. If you take the International Broadcasting
Centre, which is essentially a very large space for a
massive 20,000 journalists to operate from to put the
Olympics around the world, that is a very significant
opportunity on the edge of Hackney, close to the
games, and again we are looking still at two short-
listed bidders who have slightly diVerent views of
how their building could be translated after the
games into future use. What you do not do today is
decide with anybody, and, indeed, the local
authorities would not wish to decide today, precisely
how that building was going to be used in
2013–2014. What you do is say: what is the nature of
the use and which of the two bidders is likely to give
more flexibility for the LDA and the local
authorities to determine how best they see the
balance between accommodation, between housing,
between oYce use, between factory use, whatever
people have in mind for what is a very significant
building, one and a half million square feet, post the
games for legacy? Outside of that the London
Development Agency is appointing a master planner
at the moment who, over the next 18 months to two

years, will in fact produce a master plan for the wider
Olympic site which will go for planning consent in
2009–2010 to ensure that going forward there is a
continuum of activity on the site and it is not one
where simply the games take place, everybody stops
and says: “What are we going to do next?”, which is
what has happened elsewhere. I would argue from
everything which I have seen in this country, we are
taking an approach to legacy in a far higher level of
detail than has been the case in the past, a massive
amount of consultation with the people who are
interested in how the site is going to develop. Our job
is to ensure, first and foremost, that we do provide
something which is absolutely right for the games
and at the same time take into account, as far as we
can in the time available, what is the best
opportunity for legacy and make sure we provide the
opportunity for that legacy use in our designs, and I
believe we are doing that very thoroughly and very
responsibly.

Q173 Helen Southworth: It does not give me an
awful lot of confidence in terms of the business focus
of this huge investment of public money. The idea
that 2013–2014 is too close a time for you to be able
to consider what the end use is going to be does not
seem reasonable.
Mr Armitt: We are looking at the end use, and the
end use of the stadium has been very much focused
under the guidance of the sporting bodies as to what
is the ideal opportunity, for example, for the
stadium.
Lord Coe: Can I make a very quick point. No host
city has ever undertaken this level or quality of work
in its legacy thinking this far out. We are five years
away from an opening ceremony. We are absolutely
focused as much on the operational success of these
games as what we leave behind. Every piece of
design, every bit of thinking is about what we do,
what we leave behind that genuinely communities
can use, and I think you will find that we have
actually nudged the Olympic thinking into a very
diVerent era.

Q174 Helen Southworth: So which disciplines have
not yet had a full agreement with the national
governing body on where events are going to take
place and the design of the venue for the games and
for legacy? How many?
Lord Coe: We work on a daily basis with all our
national governing bodies to make sure that, both in
terms of operational success and legacy, this is a
seamless programme.

Q175 Helen Southworth: That is as read, but really
in terms of the venues currently planned, how many
do not have a legacy outcome ingredient?
Lord Coe: Five years out, this is exactly the kind of
discussions, conversations, consultations we have
undertaken. If you look at the Olympic stadium, the
Olympic stadium, as John rightly said, there is no
justification—and this is where legacy is the heart of
our thinking—for leaving a second 80,000 seater
stadium in London. Track and field primary
purpose reduced to 25,000 going forward with a live
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facility, and that facility will have track and field as
its basis but we are discussing with local football
clubs, we are discussing with local rugby clubs, we
have already started discussions with UK Athletics.
All these discussions are live and taking place, and
five years out the question that we would not want
to be sitting here answering is: “Why are you not
involved in those discussions?” Absolutely we are,
and that is taking place across every venue and
every sport.

Q176 Helen Southworth: Perhaps I can ask you
about the interrelationship between designing and
building the venues in terms of that time-line and
knowing what the legacy is going to be for that
venue. How are those going to match up? How are
they currently matching up? What is the plan for
those? What is the programme?
Mr Higgins: They are very closely involved. British
cycling is heavily involved, national swimming is
involved in that, British canoeing is involved in the
canoeing facilities, UK athletics have been in and
met with us, gone through many of the details of
legacy, so on every single one of the venues there is
a lot of discussion on legacy and design.

Q177 Helen Southworth: Would you be able to give
us an indication of the programme planning for each
of those venues that identifies what the legacy
agreement is going to be and how it matches into the
design process, where it comes into the design
process?
Mr Higgins: We can certainly write to you and set
that out,3 but I can assure you that there are
stakeholder groups set up on every venue that
involves both the local authorities, who have a key
role as well, plus the national sporting bodies.
Mr Deighton: Can I give you an example. There are
actually some outstanding examples of this going
on. To the north of the park, an area we call Eton
Manor which in Paralympics will be the venue for
the wheelchair tennis and the archery during the
Olympics Games and the facility for training in the
main, we already have lined up a legacy for five-aside
football, for hockey and for tennis where we have
been working with the national governing bodies,
with the local authorities. The original intention,
and it is actually very creative, we are taking the
hockey pitches further south, rolling them up, laying
them back out at the top in Eton Manor using,
eVectively, the changing rooms and the indoor
facilities to service all three sports. We consulted
broadly with the people locally. It is quite close to
Hackney Marshes with a wonderful soccer tradition
and they said, “We must have a five-aside soccer
legacy too.” So we are now working through a plan
which has hockey, tennis and soccer all laid out as
part of the legacy. So, this is five years out; this is just
splendid work.

Q178 Helen Southworth: If you can let us have a note
on that to see how those two things match up, that
would be very useful. Can I ask if we can have an
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indication of what return on the investment you are
expecting, what targets you are expecting on that
return in order to give us an indication of what
amount is going to be paid back in? It is something
that we have a very particular interest in, those of us
who are in the regions that are not going to benefit
at all from the infrastructure investments in that
area, but who are seeing a very significant decline in
the amount of money that is available for our
projects locally.
Mr Armitt: Yes, I can do that.4 I would make the
point that those returns are more likely to come from
things that have a real commercial opportunity such
as the village and the housing, rather than an
individual sports venue. Sports venues, by and large,
are not particularly profit making, so it is more likely
to be the returns which come from the commercial
activities which are carried on.

Q179 Helen Southworth: That is why it is incredibly
important to see it because our sporting venues and
our heritage venues and other venues are actually
taking the hit and we want to see that paid back. So
that is of very, very considerable concern and
interest to us.
Lord Coe: If I may say so very briefly, I would hate
this Committee to run away with the idea that
London is anything other than poorly served in any
of these facilities that we are leaving. London has
fallen way behind most of our regional cities
compared to our European capitals, so this is not a
self-indulgence in a capital; this is a city of seven and
a half million people, has one 50 metre swimming
pool, no cycling facility, no track and field facility
worthy of its name and a whole series of sports that
have survived on the largesse of local authorities in
sub-standard conditions. So I think we have to be
very clear here about the diVerence between a cost
and an investment, and I hear John furnishing you
with those figures, but I would also make the very
clear point that there is a much broader implication,
and if you go into large parts of London they will tell
you that they have been 30 or 40 years behind where
most of our regional cities have been for a long time.

Q180 Chairman: British Cycling pointed out to us
that there was a cycling facility but you have just
knocked it down, and that actually what you are
proposing to replace it with is going to be fantastic
for the Games but the legacy use they think is
inferior to what was there before.
Mr Higgins: Is that a recent comment?

Q181 Chairman: Two weeks ago to us here.
Mr Higgins: That is funny because Peter King was
in the oYce the other day.
Lord Coe: Two days ago.
Mr Higgins: He has been right across the whole
plans and he is very supportive, as was his
Committee last Saturday week.
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Q182 Chairman: He has told us that the Velopark
does not provide an adequate or comparable
replacement for the road and oV-road facilities
provided to cycling on the Eastway Circuit which
has been lost as part of the Olympic Park.
Mr Higgins: That is strange because it is not my
record of discussions with him.5

Lord Coe: Nor mine.

Q183 Chairman: I am sorry, that was a written
submission to us, so perhaps you should go and talk
to him. John Armitt, you have also mentioned the
Media and Press Centre, which obviously you
describe as a very, very large space and that you were
in discussion as to what might happen to it. The
Mayor of Hackney has been quoted as saying that
you are considering a future for it as a supermarket
distribution depot. That is not true?
Mr Armitt: Absolutely. It is a typical bit of rumour
mongering which tends to go on around any sort of
scheme like this. We have certainly not done that. At
the end of the day it is not our decision as the ODA
as to how these buildings are used; it is in fact
Hackney’s and the Mayor’s and others, looking at
London as a whole. What we have to do is ensure
that we provide a building which is flexible, to
provide a variety of opportunities to ensure that
people are really satisfied that they have the best out
of that one and a half million square feet.
Chairman: Philip Davies.

Q184 Mr Davies: Can I ask I ask John Armitt and
David Higgins what checks either are carried out or
you expect to be carried out on the people who are
working on the Olympic site, given that it is such an
important strategic location?
Mr Higgins: Is this employees?

Q185 Mr Davies: Yes.
Mr Higgins: There will be a number of levels of
checks on individuals from biometrics through to at
least one level of biometric checking, so depending
on the level of risk we will scale that up.

Q186 Mr Davies: The reason I ask you in particular
is I am not sure whether you are aware but last week
at a Magistrates’ Court in London an employee of
somebody who was working on the Olympic site was
jailed for 19 weeks for being found in possession of
a knife, which he should not have been in possession
of, at half past two in the morning. He is 32 years’
old, he had 70 previous oVences, including grievous
bodily harm and wounding, and I wondered whether
or not that was the type of person that you felt was
suitable to be working on the Olympic site?
Mr Higgins: You obviously have information that
we do not have. So this is an employee of the ODA?

Q187 Mr Davies: Somebody working on the
Olympic site, possibly an employee of one of the
contractors.
Mr Higgins: If you give us the details we will look
into it.
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Q188 Mr Davies: The point I am trying to get to,
what checks—and the horse has bolted with this
particular individual and he is not going to be
working on the site for the next few weeks because
he is in prison—are being put in place to make sure
that inappropriate people are not working on the
Olympic site given the importance of it as a strategic
national location?
Mr Higgins: We will scale up the checks. Clearly at
the moment what we are doing is moving dirt; we are
cleaning dirt and so the level of risk to the project
now is much lower than it will be when structures are
moving into there. So the main Olympic fence goes
in in a couple of years’ time and at the moment there
is a three-metre hoarding around the site to give it
greater security. So we will scale up the whole level
of control of the site and equally so when we have
10,000 or 15,000 workers coming on to the site every
day through a slot period of time we will do certain
levels of checks, and if the risk profile of the site or
of the Olympics increases we will increase that level.
So we will have a capacity to scale up the level of
individual checking, so our entry systems to the site,
when we move into the critical areas of structure,
will allow two levels of biometric testing. Whether
we will use those all the time will be decided by our
own advice, and we have people from the Met Police
and security services embedded in our organisation.
We have a site level security team in which we have
four police oYcers that are purely site dedicated—
they police the site all the time. So this is an area
where we have a large workforce in which we have
to be realistic in terms of delivering the Games.
What we cannot do is create it in such an
environment that no one wants to work on it and we
cannot get workers at the site, and we do not deliver
the Games or we deliver them at a massive cost
premium. So we are taking a lot of expert advice,
involving the Met Police, of how we secure the
games.
Chairman: Rosemary McKenna.

Q189 Rosemary McKenna: Just briefly, can I say
how much I support what the organisations are
doing because despite the fact that I live in Scotland
most of the time I actually spend part of the time in
London and I think it will be tremendous for the
people across the country. But apart from the work
going on with the elite athletes across the nations
and regions, what other work are you doing to
ensure that there will be a legacy; there will be
benefits to the nations and regions outside of
London?
Lord Coe: In fact it is probably appropriate to take
you through a day I had in Scotland just three or
four weeks ago, where we focused our attention on
northeast Scotland and visited various schemes,
various projects driven by local authorities, driven
through our nations and regions’ teams, Highland
and Islands Agencies, the University of the
Highlands and Islands behind that as well, so there
is the skills and the employment agenda. There are
clearly the participation programmes as a part of the
inspiration and certainly the opportunity. We are
working very closely with Julia Bracewell, Chair of
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Support Scotland, so all these agencies and
partnerships that I actually find quite revealing
because there is a new and a fresh focus in bringing
these groups to the table and forming partnerships
around sport, and that was an extraordinarily good
day; and, again, I witnessed four projects that day
that were born of our bid in Singapore, and pushing
forward into all those areas. So it is an ongoing
process with nations and regions, and is built around
the nine English regions, Northern Ireland, Scotland
and Wales, and in each of those areas we are driven
by one force and that is recognising that local
opportunities have to be scoped out locally, they will
be delivered locally; that we can help enable, we can
bring some of these partnerships to the table when
we get our ambassadorial programme up and
running. We can use those people to actually get into
those projects. But the real skill here is bringing local
partnerships together that really understand at a
local level what the best issues are. All those nations
and regions have now produced strategies going
forward; some are based around tourism, some are
based around sports participation; some are based
around introducing new types of industry into those
areas. So there is a great deal of thought. Again, I
have to say that is the way it should be five years out.

Q190 Rosemary McKenna: I am sure that Glasgow
benefited tremendously from the work that you had
already done in their successful bid to host the
Commonwealth Games in 2014 and I am sure they
will be maximising the publicity in London—“Come
and see Glasgow before you leave when you visit the
Games.” Can I move on now to ask you the question
that has been asked by the organisation UK Sports
Association for People with Learning Disabilities,
and we are all extremely concerned about the fact
that because of cheating at the Sydney Paralympics
they have been excluded from world sport. This is a
really, really serious issue and it would be wrong of
us not to raise it and ask you what you can do to
support their bid to come back into world sport.
Lord Coe: Yes, it is ostensibly the work within the
British Paralympic Association and of course the
International Paralympic Committee. I have met
Lord Rix of Mencap to discuss this issue particularly
and I know Paul Deighton can add to that.
Mr Deighton: I have been involved in meetings with
the British Paralympic Association at the recent
international Paralympic Congress where this is a
specific topic and where the IPC and the Learning
Disability Association have a group working
together with the clear mandate to resolve this
problem in time to make it work for London 2012,
and we are absolutely behind that happening. With
the BPA we have encouraged the acceleration of that
resolution because of course the athletes need to
know that there is time—you cannot tell them in
2011, “By the way, turn up.”

Q191 Rosemary McKenna: They need funding, they
need preparation.

Mr Deighton: Exactly. So we are absolutely behind
the eVort of the two organisations to resolve this so
that they can agree on the rules for entry and get the
athletes ready in time to participate in 2012.

Q192 Rosemary McKenna: It was a draconian
decision that was made to exclude them forever. Not
even many of our athletes who have been involved in
drug situations are excluded for ever, so I feel that it
was a terrible decision. Maybe some of us feel they
should be but this is a diVerent situation and I would
hope that it would be resolved as soon as possible.
Mr Deighton: It is a good opportunity for sports
administrators to serve the athletes well and let us
hope they rise to that challenge.
Lord Coe: And that decision does need to be taken
well in advance of any preparation period that the
athletes will need.
Chairman: Alan Keen.

Q193 Alan Keen: You are the people with the direct
responsibility day to day for delivery. Could you
explain how both Tessa Jowell and the Mayor are
involved? Are they proactive or are they a backstop
to whom you go when you need some pushing—
when government needs pushing? How do they fit in
with it?
Lord Coe: It may be easier for me to kick that oV
because of course they are my colleagues on the
Olympic Board, together with Lord Moynihan, who
is Chairman of the British Olympic Association; so
they are more than just chairs sitting there. The
Olympic Board is an organisation fundamental to
the delivery of the Games, and it allows us to bring
all four core interests and the four key stakeholders
to the table. We have an Olympic Board meeting this
afternoon actually. That is a very important part of
the process and having government, obviously a
large part of the legacy and delivery through
London, and the British Olympic Association there
safeguarding the interests of Olympic sport, and of
course as Chairman of the organising committee
charged with staging the Games that is an important
group of people.

Q194 Alan Keen: You are getting full backing from
government? There is no question of any doubt at
any time? Everyone is 100% behind it, is that correct?
Lord Coe: Absolutely.
Mr Armitt: It is the same from the ODA’s point of
view. Coming into it all we get is full support and the
Olympic Board has made all the decisions which
need to be made in a timely manner, which has
enabled us to make the progress which we have
made.
Lord Coe: The balance here of course is making sure
that we drive ahead but with all times light touch
from government to allow the people that are
experienced in the delivery of Games present and
past to be able to do that.

Q195 Alan Keen: We have all been inspired in the
past by events which may not be our favourite, with
all due respect to Lord Moynihan who is coming
along in a minute, and with all due respect the rowers
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have given us lots of medals, but the blue ribbon
events is obviously athletics—and obviously this is
for you, Lord Coe. The stadium is going to be the
centre for British athletics, presumably. How will
that aVect Crystal Palace, Gateshead and other
places? We obviously need somewhere like that in
London and we have struggled over quite a lot of
years to get somewhere. How will athletics fit in after
the Games?
Lord Coe: Athletics is a remarkably national sport;
it is one of those sports that has deep roots in all our
communities wherever we live, so I do not see a
facility in London doing anything other than
supporting our opportunity to bring more
international events to the United Kingdom,
supportive of our existing centres of excellence, like
Birmingham Alexander Stadium, Gateshead, as you
have mentioned, Northern Ireland, the Cwmbran
Stadium in Wales, these are all very important parts
of the hub. The broader issue you raised about track
and field being the blue ribbon sport, it is important
that we have a well stocked shop window there.
Track and field has to get into the same areas of
expertise that rowing and British cycling particularly
have shown the way. We have a new Chairman, we
have a new Chief Executive of the sport and I think
the one thing that I have witnessed in so many
governing bodies going forward—and we should
never, ever forget that actually when all said and
done any number of organisations out there will
contribute towards the Games, but actually our
ability to climb up that medal table is entirely down
to the quality of our coaching and the centres of
excellence within our national governing bodies, so
we need many more of those national governing
bodies to be rowing and cycling. One of the things I
do witness is a real focus and a new focus being
brought to governing bodies knowing that there is a
five-year programme here where we do actually have
to get the very most out of our elite level performers,
and that means having a world class administration,
world class coaching, hungry, motivated
competitors, and if you have all those three normally
you get athletes up on to the rostrum.

Q196 Alan Keen: I know we have not had the next
Olympic Games yet but are the other nations,
particularly the big nations—and we had 12 months
at least in Brisbane before the Sydney Olympics—
already beginning to book up facilities around the
UK now, or is it too early?
Lord Coe: It is very early and I am sure that when the
British Olympic Association give their submission in
a few minutes’ time they will tell you that most
national Olympic committees focus their attention
once the preceding Games have passed. Through
our nations and regions groups we will publish a
preparation camp guide around about the time of
Beijing. The submission closed 31 January this year.
We have about 750 submissions from all parts of the
country for oVering world class facilities. It is our
responsibility now to sift through those and set very
tough criteria to decide. And it is not just about
venues, it is the critical mass of coaching, it is the
critical mass of medical back-up, rehabilitation, a

community that understands what sport is about. So
it is simply more than providing the bricks and
mortar. We want to use the Olympic Games as an
opportunity of getting as many national Olympic
committees. We have, through the LOCOG budget
a support grant for national Olympic Committees to
come here and spend time. As you know very well
the preparation now is no longer a “It will be all right
on the night” where everybody flies in three days
beforehand and hope they get used to some big time
zone changes. 170 countries based themselves in
Australia anything up to two or three years before
the Games. Our success in the Sydney Games I think
was in large part due to our ability to have got the
teams out there for proper periods of preparation,
and we want this as a way of engaging the whole
country in the 2012 experience.

Q197 Alan Keen: Part of that will be engaging the
rest and there will be the Cultural Olympics and
obviously people in the arts’ world have been very
concerned about money going to the Olympics and
depriving them of the level of funding they have been
used to. We have been spending a lot of money on
preparation for the Olympics. Are you making sure
that enough money is going back into the arts to
make sure that we do have a really full Cultural
Olympiad?
Lord Coe: The Cultural Olympiad is a very, very
important process for us. I will ask Paul Deighton
very briefly to take you through our thinking in
that area.
Mr Deighton: We have probably what will be in
Olympic Games’ history the most ambitious plans
for the Cultural Olympiad and for us it is a crucial
way to get as many people as possible engaged in the
Olympic Games, and it is also one of the best
vehicles to do it countrywide because of course there
is nothing demanding that the Cultural Olympiad be
focused on London. There are really three tiers of
activity: the top tier of the traditional Olympic
ceremony is the opening and closing ceremonies, for
example, which really do set the tone. We are of
course already working on the eight minute
segments we have in the two closing ceremonies in
Beijing and on our plans for those we have teams in
place working on them already. We are likely to
combine those with celebrations around the UK to
kick things oV back here in the UK. There is a whole
second tier of what I would describe as national
events, about ten projects that teams are currently
working on, and a number of them already have
funding in place and have been able to attract
funding; for example, Youth Music has put £9
million into a singing festival. The Arts Council is
working very hard on a project they are calling
Artists Taking the Lead, which will allow for in each
of the nations and regions some kind of artwork in
public spaces. So these things are already happening.
Then there is the third tier, which we call the
Cultural Olympiad, which is really the flowering of
many, many festivals around the country which will
build up from 2008 through to 2012, and one of the
catalysts we are using to help that is that we have
developed a non-commercial form of our brand,
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what we call our endorsement brand, which will be
our inspired by brand, which will be made available
to community projects in culture, sport and
education to bless, to inspire projects which have
come up because of the Games and which fit the
framework we have created. So there is a very
comprehensive plan in place at all those levels to
really build up right through the 2008-2012 period.

Q198 Alan Keen: So the dread that we have that
because of the shortage of money and the possible
overspend that you four might have to sing at the
opening of the Olympics, we do not need to fear that!
Lord Coe: I think we can mercifully save you from
that ghastly thought!
Chairman: Paul Farrelly.

Q199 Paul Farrelly: Just while we are talking about
the Olympic Stadium itself I do not want to
speculate about the suitability of a large athletic
stadium for rugby union or a football league club, I
just want to get on to the costs again, Mr Armitt.
The costs of the stadium are now quoted as £496
million compared with the £280 million in the
Candidature File. To be precise, is the 496 at current
prices or 2012 prices?
Mr Armitt: No, the 496 is the estimated outturn
price in fact you can do a very quick and, I would
accept, crude calculation, but if you simply took
2004–12 and escalated it for expected inflation and
added VAT on to that escalated price you get pretty
close to 496 million. So it is not that diVerent.

Q200 Paul Farrelly: What is the multiplier that you
use for inflation?
Mr Armitt: About 6% per annum.

Q201 Paul Farrelly: And with that we can get part of
the way there—
Mr Armitt: You get pretty well the whole way.

Q202 Paul Farrelly: One of the things that you said
in front of the London Assembly was that actually
one element of the increased costs was actually the
cost of conversion into legacy mode. Lots of us
around the country have bitten our lips while the
good causes have been raided and new swimming
pools cannot go ahead because of the raid on the
Lottery, but we have bitten our lip for the
regeneration of London and the national pride of
having the Games because there was going to be a
legacy there. But now we are being told that actually
we have to pay extra for that legacy.
Mr Armitt: No, the 496 includes the conversion from
80,000 to 25,000.

Q203 Paul Farrelly: But the cost was not included in
the original—
Mr Armitt: Whether it was included in the 280 or not
I do not know but it is certainly included in the 496.

Q204 Paul Farrelly: But we are being told that the
cost is extra now for legacy conversion, eVectively.

Mr Armitt: No, it is not. No. Clearly the cost of
converting something there is a cost and that cost
will be borne in 2013 when that conversion is
happening. But we have included money in the
Stadium cost to convert it down from 80,000 to
25,000.

Q205 Paul Farrelly: How much is that?
Mr Armitt: My recollection is it is about 25 million.

Q206 Paul Farrelly: I will labour the point. We had
thought that the legacy cost would be in there in the
planning in the bid in the first place. It is rather like
the rest of the country being spun around the
Olympic rings and while we are still dizzy we are
being bashed over the head by the Olympic hammer
because we are paying extra money on top of what
we thought we were paying.
Mr Armitt: I am not quite sure how to answer that
but I would make the point that what is happening
here is that there is an enormous amount of the
expenditure on the Games which you can look at
and say, “This is providing a long term benefit.” This
was one of the most rundown parts of London, an
enormous site the size of Hyde Park, 500–600 acre
site, which is a very rundown part of London—a
contaminated area of high unemployment, etcetera
etcetera. At the end of the Games this site will have
been rejuvenated into one which provides a platform
for major investment ongoing for the following 20
years. You can look at what we are spending in
infrastructure, decontamination, putting the
overhead cables underground, providing sporting
facilities, providing job opportunities through the
IBC and providing a fantastic central spine of
parkland. The Lee Valley, the river will look nothing
like it looks today; it will be far, far better than it is
today. All of that is legacy and it is being provided
through the opportunity of the Games. So when I
look at people complaining about five billion, six
billion that we are spending on the parkland, nearly
all of that money is there for the long term and it is
providing real legacy opportunity for the country
and for every company that has been involved in
supplying it. Half of the suppliers so far to us have
come from around the country not from London,
and those businesses are building their business oV
the back of being able to supply to the Olympic
Games; they are obtaining experience which will
enable them to bid across the world for future
Olympic Games. So there is an enormous
opportunity which this is providing, which I am
quite confident is being taken and it will at the end
of the day, I believe, be good value for money.

Q207 Paul Farrelly: We do not want to begrudge
East London anything but can I give you a homily of
my own? At 2004 prices the cost of the Media Centre
alone—2004 prices without an opposite estimate—is
ten times the annual budget for regeneration of
North StaVordshire, which has a population
equivalent of three and a half London boroughs.
Mr Armitt: The Media Centre must be one of the
most complex buildings that is necessary as part of
broadcasting the Olympics to billions of people



Processed: 24-04-2008 19:40:33 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 389317 Unit: PAG1

Ev 62 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

4 December 2007 Lord Coe, Mr Paul Deighton, Mr John Armitt and Mr David Higgins

across the world. It is probably the largest
journalistic activity which takes place across the
world every four years. You do not provide a
building of that scale for 20,000 journalists without
guaranteeing that they are going to be able to do
their jobs properly because if they do not then we fail
in showcasing Britain and in showcasing the
Olympics.
Lord Coe: And showcasing North StaVordshire!

Q208 Paul Farrelly: We understand that and it is
important to get the accurate commentary in North
StaVordshire as well as Glasgow and anywhere else,
but you can understand that the Committee and a
Parliament that represents the nation and the
regions because of the size of the sums involved it is
important for us to be accurately appraised of the
costs and how those preparations are going. Could
we leave this Committee today—we have a figure for
the Stadium—with up to date figures for the other
four major centres, which I do not think we have?
That is the Velopark, the Aquatic Centre, the Media
Centre and the Olympic Village. Could you give us
the four figures for those as well as the figure that we
already have for the Stadium.
Mr Armitt: No we cannot, for the very reason that
we are still in negotiation with the primary
commercial organisations to deliver those, and
therefore the last thing I would want to do is to talk
about numbers when we are in the middle of
commercial negotiations. As we move forward so we
will be able to reveal the numbers and, as David has
already said, in the next two weeks more details will
be announced by the Department. We have
undertaken to be transparent with the progress that
we make and as numbers are firmed up so we will
release them. But I do not think it is actually in
Parliament’s interest to put those numbers in the
public domain before those numbers are ones from
which we have the most commercial opportunity.

Q209 Paul Farrelly: I fully understand that but do
you have an anticipated date by which all those
numbers will be known?
Mr Armitt: They will be progressive through the
next 12 months because most of the major contracts
will be placed by that time.

Q210 Chairman: Could I raise two specific issues
with you very quickly? The first is the Volleyball
Arena, the Basketball Arena and the Fencing Arena
were intended to be temporary and you stress that
they could be relocated to other cities after the
Games and that this would be part of the sporting
legacy in the regions. We are now told that
apparently these are no longer going to be
temporary and are going to be located in permanent
venues. Can you update us on whether that is
correct?
Mr Armitt: Basketball is certainly a temporary
stadium; it is one which we are in the throes of
developing the designs for at the moment and the
intention is that that is a stadium which can be
demounted and relocated in the future. The

Volleyball is Earls Court. Handball is a permanent
stadia and fencing is one which is being looked at at
the moment.

Q211 Chairman: So the report that basketball may
be transferred to the Millennium Dome, the O2 is
incorrect?
Lord Coe: Those are the finals.
Mr Deighton: The finals were always going to be
played there.
Lord Coe: Can I just make the broader point that
our template going forward was where possible to
use existing facilities. During the bidding process it
was actually one of the most important concepts for
us that we already had 64% of those facilities in
place. Where we could not make a cogent case for
usage going forward in any structured way we
wanted to deliver in temporary, and only where we
could make that case did we want to put something
down that was permanent, but we have always been
very open to where permanent facilities become
available, particularly in our existing structures,
where we might be able to make the Games a better
spectacle for athletes, the presentation of those
sports, spectator access, we have clearly looked at
that and that will be an ongoing process.

Q212 Chairman: And the report specifically about
fencing, that that is now going to be transferred to
the ExCel, is that correct?
Lord Coe: None of that thinking has been finalised
but as I make the point, if we are able to look at
existing facilities as venues that has to be a sensible
way of approaching things.

Q213 Chairman: Although you will then lose the
projected legacy use across the regions?
Lord Coe: Yes, clearly all this has to be in
conjunction finally with IOC sign-oV, discussions
with our governing bodies and all the legacy
thinking. But that is where we are at the moment and
that is a process that should be taking place.

Q214 Chairman: Can I ask you on one other area,
you will be aware that British Shooting have said to
us that they think that the proposed site at Woolwich
is not the best and that you would do better to move
shooting to a new facility at Dartford, which would
provide legacy use. Are you in discussion with
British Shooting about this or do you simply reject
their suggestion?
Lord Coe: I will ask Paul Deighton to take you
through the detail but, no. We are of course in
discussion with British Shooting but we are very
comfortable about the venue that we have chosen; it
has been signed oV by the International Federation
and signed oV by the International Olympic
Committee and we are discussing legacy and all the
other things that you would be doing. The template
again, let us be very clear about this, through the
International Olympic Committee and through our
bidding process was to provide a compact Games.
We were able to go into that bidding process by
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saying that 80% of our athletes were within 20
minutes’ travel time and we wanted to bring sports
into the city that were accessible to new client
groups, and that was clearly part of the legacy and
the participation programme going forward.
Mr Deighton: Nothing has changed since the host
city contract was signed. When we originally made
the bid the shooting was sited in Bisley; we moved to
Woolwich because in order to win the Games we
were required to have a more compact Games and
Woolwich would enable the athletes to stay in the
Olympic Village. At that time the IOC, the
International Shooting Federation and the national
governing body all signed oV on it and nothing has
changed, so we expect to move forward on that
basis.

Q215 Chairman: They may have all signed oV on it
but British Shooting, which is the governing body,
has clearly not signed oV.
Mr Deighton: No, they did sign oV but they had a
change of Chairman.

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Olympic Delivery Authority

Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee Outstanding Questions from Oral Evidence Session,
4 December 2007

1. Further to the exchanges with Paul Farrelly MP at Q 165, could Mr Higgins and Mr Armitt please supply
examples of projects in which they have been personally involved and in which the level of contingency was set
at 50% or 60%, with an indication of how much of the contingency was actually spent in each case.

ODA response

John Armitt has worked on two major infrastructure projects—The Channel Tunnel Rail Link and the
West Coast mainline—that have reflected this approach to the management of project risk.

At the inception of these building projects—Group Stage 1 (guidance for railway investment projects)—
the level of contingency was in the region of 50–60%. This level of contingency reflected the level of risk
in the projects at that stage, with initial understanding of the scope of work within each project and early
project designs.

Project development provided a greater certainty of the scope of work and, combined with detailed
designs, both projects were able to reach Group Stage 4/5 with contingency allocated and the overall level
reduced from 50–60% to 15–20%.

2. Further to the exchanges with Helen Southworth MP from Q 174 to Q 178, could the ODA please supply
further information on the process for identifying a legacy agreement for each of the permanent venues and for
matching that agreement with the design process?

ODA response

There has been significant work to date on the venue specific business and legacy planning for each of the
major sporting venues. This work has informed design development and investment decisions for venues in
legacy. The LDA, working with the ODA and wider stakeholders, will now take forward through the Legacy
Master-planning Framework and business-planning work (shortly to be commissioned through Grant
Thornton) the detailed legacy plans for the parkland and retained venues.

The relevant sport governing bodies and stakeholders with a legacy interest have already been involved
in the design work with the LDA and the ODA. Account is being taken of the interests of potential tenants
as part of this process.

3. Further to the exchanges with the Chairman at Q 180 to Q 182, concerning legacy use of the Velopark,
the relevant extract from the memorandum by British Cycling (dated 9 November 2007) is reproduced below:

Q216 Chairman: They have changed their minds.
Mr Deighton: British Shooting signed oV on it; they
have had a new Chairman who has revisited it.

Q217 Chairman: But you are not persuaded that you
should revisit it.
Mr Deighton: We are staying.
Chairman: You are staying.

Q218 Philip Davies: I was reading the paper a couple
of weeks ago and Barry Hearn seemed to be claiming
that Leyton Orient would be playing at the Olympic
Stadium after the Games. Could you tell us where we
are with Leyton Orient?
Mr Higgins: There have been talks; there is nothing
finalised. Certainly they are an attractive tenant, that
is for sure.

Q219 Philip Davies: Are they the most likely tenant?
Mr Higgins: They are one of the tenants, including
National Athletics and potentially Premiership
Football.6
Chairman: Can I thank you very much.
6 Note by Witness: Witness meant rugby
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Legacy use of venues

3.1 In legacy mode the Olympic venues for the track and BMX disciplines will form part of a multi-
discipline Velopark, the final details of which are still under consideration. Through our involvement in the
appropriate ODA steering group we are contributing to the design process and the consultation process
attaching thereto.

3.2 Pending agreement on the final design and specification for the Velopark we have lodged objections
to the relevant outline planning applications in so far as they fail to take proper account of the Olympic Act
and specifically do not provide an adequate or comparable replacement for the road and oV-road facilities
provide to cycling for the past three decades on the Eastway Cycling circuit which has been lost as part of
the Olympic Park.

3.3 We are optimistic that the present consultation process will result in an adequate and comparable
replacement such that our objections can be withdrawn.

Is it the understanding of the ODA that British Cycling no longer has these reservations about the proposed
legacy facilities?

ODA Response

The ODA has a good working relationship with British Cycling. We have received very positive feedback
from British Cycling to the revised plans for the Velopark and they have played an active role in the
consultation process. We expect to issue revised designs in the coming weeks. As their memorandum
outlines, they are optimistic about the process going forward, have endorsed our plans on the provision they
are delivered, and will play an active role monitoring the ODA’s delivery of the project.

February 2008

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games and
Paralympic Games Ltd (LOCOG)

Q. “The Chairman raised queries about temporary venues at Q 210, and his statement that the Volleyball
Arena was intended to be a temporary arena was based upon Table 8.4.4 of the Candidature File. Could you
tell the Committee which competitions described in the Candidature File as taking place in temporary venues
are still expected to take place in temporary venues to be relocated after the Games; which competitions are no
longer expected to take place in temporary venues; and when the decision not to use temporary venues was
announced in each case?”

As with any host city, since winning the bid to host the Games it is prudent for LOCOG and ODA to
review the venue plans to ensure that the best balance is made between Games experience, needs of athletes,
operations, cost, delivery risk, sustainability and legacy.

Immediately following the bid win, the masterplan for the Olympic Park was reviewed to ensure the best
balance of these criteria, particularly in the light of the changed security environment following the London
bombings in July 2005. The outcome of this review was the move of the main media centre (IBC/MPC) into
the Olympic Park, displacing Volleyball to Earl’s Court, which was previously housed in a temporary
relocatable arena in the Park. This decision was made in Jan 2006 with the full approval of the International
Federation and the IOC.

A review of the temporary, relocatable venues is now currently under way to make sure that they remain
the best option and where possible they maximise any opportunities that have become apparent since the
bid. No decisions have been taken at this stage in the review around relocatable and other temporary arenas,
although the review will be completed later this year. Any changes to venue plans will need approval of the
IOC, IPC and International Sport Federations and be reported to the Olympic Board in due course.

One venue change that has been confirmed is that Mountain Biking will need to move from Weald Park
due to course requirements. LOCOG is working with Essex County Council to find an appropriate
alternative venue—no decision has been taken. Any changes will need approval of the IOC and the
International Sport Federation and will be reported to the Olympic Board.

February 2008
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Memorandum submitted by the British Olympic Association (BOA)

The British Olympic Association (BOA) is the National Olympic Committee (NOC) for Great Britain
and Northern Ireland. It was formed in 1905 in the House of Commons, and at that time consisted of seven
National Governing Body members. The BOA now includes as its members the 35 National Governing
Bodies of each Olympic sport.

The BOA is one of 205 NOCs currently recognised by the International Olympic Committee (IOC). The
IOC’s role is to lead the promotion of Olympism in accordance with the Olympic Charter. The Charter
details the philosophy, aims and traditions of the Olympic Movement. The IOC co-opts and elects its
members from among such persons as it considers qualified. Members of the IOC are its representatives in
their respective countries and not delegates of their countries within the IOC.

The BOA’s role is to prepare and lead Britain’s finest athletes at the summer, winter and youth Olympic
Games. In Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the BOA is responsible for the development and protection
of the Olympic Movement, whose vision is to contribute to building a peaceful and better world by educating
youth through sport. The BOA provides services to its membership including the delivery of extensive elite
level support services to Britain’s Olympic athletes and their National Governing Bodies throughout each
Olympic cycle to assist them in their preparations for, and performances at the Games. These services are
delivered in parallel to those provided by the Government and the BOA works closely with the Minister for
Sport to ensure that both provide services to the Olympic Governing Bodies which are complementary and
not overlapping.

The BOA receives no government or lottery funding and is completely dependent upon commercial
sponsorship and fundraising income. The impartiality this grants the BOA means that it can speak freely
as a strong independent voice for British Olympic sport. This freedom and the independence of sports
federations, both international and domestic are enshrined in the Olympic Charter and the BOA places a
high priority on the autonomy of sport.

Great Britain is one of only five countries which have always been represented at the summer Olympic
Games since 1896. Great Britain, France and Switzerland are the only countries also to have been present
at all Olympic Winter Games. Great Britain has also played host to two Olympic Games in London: in 1908
and 1948. In 2005, London was selected as the host city for the 2012 Olympic Games.

As a result of London hosting the Games in 2012, the BOA’s commercial rights have been sold to the
London Organising Committee for the Olympic Games (LOCOG), to ensure LOCOG can generate the
revenue required to stage the Games. As such, the BOA cannot raise funds through traditional sponsorship
channels as it had done previously and must now increase its fundraising activity in order to make up the
short fall generated by the additional cost of undertaking the range of activities as a host nation National
Olympic Committee (NOC).

As outlined above, the BOA aims to maximise Team GB performances at every Olympic Games by
providing services to governing bodies and their athletes throughout the four year Olympic cycle. Notably,
the BOA has always made it a priority to create an exclusive training environment within a designated
Preparation Camp during the critical 2–3 weeks prior to the Games, allowing Team GB athletes to prepare
and acclimatise before entering the Olympic Village. The BOA also provides athlete, coaching and
management training so that every competitor feels well-prepared to deal with the unique Olympic
environment. Every aspect of Team GB’s preparation is planned meticulously by the BOA to ensure British
athletes are given a world-leading chance of success.

The BOA operates various programmes which meet the needs of Team GB athletes. These include an
employment network (OPEN) which helps athletes find careers and an extensive benefit scheme (Olympic
Passport Scheme) oVering amongst other promotions, access to national and local sports centres. Central
to the BOA’s provision of training and preparation services is the British Olympic Training Centre (OTC),
set in the alpine village of Lofer, Austria. The OTC allows British athletes, coaches and support staV to train
using world class specialist facilities for a range of both winter and summer sports. Providing a “home-from-
home” for many athletes, the OTC has played a large part in Team GB’s success at the previous two Olympic
Winter Games.

Aiming to maximise the performance and minimise the time lost due to injury, the BOA operates the
Olympic Medical Institute (OMI), oVering world class medical support to Team GB athletes—whenever
they need it. The OMI’s highly experienced, multi-disciplinary team provides both short-term and on-going
support to athletes in areas such as residential rehabilitation, outpatient sports medicine and physiotherapy
services, squad-based sports physiology and cutting edge research developments. The BOA’s “athlete
medical schemes” also provide comprehensive medical cover for over 1,500 existing and potential Team
GB athletes.

Six days after London was awarded the 2012 Olympic Games during a conference called by the BOA,
British Sport agreed to set an aspirational target for Team GB to finish in fourth place in the 2012 medal
table. The BOA has had a succession of outstanding performance personnel, Sir Clive Woodward being the
current Director of Elite Performance who is taking forward the brief to analyse the ways in which the
organisation could continue to strengthen its services to the Olympic governing bodies and their athletes in
order to help reach the 2012 target. After a year’s research, the result has been the development of an “Elite
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Performance Programme” which places the athlete and coach at the centre of a support network made up
of leading specialists from areas including kinesiology, physiology, nutrition and performance analysis. A
unique communication and analysis system will ensure the athlete receives 24/7 support from the network.

A trial on an amateur women’s golfer has allowed the BOA time to experiment and fine-tune the concept
before oVering it to the Olympic sports. A pilot programme has begun with British Judo and the BOA
envisages around 30 athletes being involved in the lead-up to 2012. The Programme will be made available
to all Olympic sports as a supplement and complement to their existing World Class Performance
Programmes. The decision on which athletes are involved will be taken by the BOA and each Olympic
sport’s Performance Director and ratified through UK Sport’s “Mission 2012” monitoring process. Clive
is a member of the Olympic Expert Panel for “Mission 2012.”

The programme is being oVered as another service the BOA delivers to the Olympic governing bodies and
has the full support of the Government and its elite sport agencies.

The Elite Performance Programme is centred on world-leading specialists and a level of attention to
individual athletes which is unique throughout the world. As such, the Programme will require significant
resources which the BOA will seek from corporate partners. The Programme is not dependent on either
government or lottery funding. The BOA is in discussion with various commercial partners and is confident
that their interest that the resource requirements will be met.

The BOA believes that the addition of this latest iteration of its Elite Performance Programme to the
existing services it oVers Britain’s Olympic sports will ensure Team GB has the best chance of succeeding
at London 2012 and beyond. To monitor the performances of Britain’s athletes in the lead-up to 2012, the
BOA produces an annual update entitled: Countdown to 2012 which ranks Team GB in a “relative Olympic
medal table” for that year. Copies of the publication from the previous two years have been enclosed with
this submission.

For the BOA, finishing in fourth place in 2012 will not be the only marker of a successful Olympic Games.
The true legacy of the London Games will be the development of world class Olympic governing bodies. In
this context the BOA developed an initiative which partners FTSE companies with the National Governing
Bodies of Olympic sports to help improve the eVectiveness of their business delivery and performance. Each
FTSE company involved with the project provides skills and knowledge transfer (as opposed to oVering
financial sponsorship) to a particular sport in order to accelerate their organisational development, and each
company benefits through internal staV development and motivation.

The FTSE-BOA initiative, a further service to our membership, has delivered significant results with ten
governing bodies benefiting from valuable partnerships with some of the world’s leading business minds
(further partnerships are due to be announced in the near future). The BOA believes that sporting
organisations should be fully equipped with good governance, transparency and in-house expertise in order
to protect the autonomy of sport. Sport is built on the work of volunteers and those coaches, clubs,
governing bodies and international federations who protect and promote their interests. The BOA believes
that autonomous governing bodies are best placed to run their own sports and will continue to provide
services, assist, represent and support them to ensure their independence and freedom to deliver elite
performance is protected and strengthened.

In its wider role as the host nation NOC, the BOA plays a full part in the preparation for the Olympic
Games in London 2012; both through its membership as one of the four members of the Olympic Board
and through its Board representation on LOCOG and the many related committees on which it serves. The
BOA seeks proactively to ensure the promulgation of Olympism and Olympic ideals throughout the United
Kingdom. It believes the delivery of a fully funded Olympic sports legacy policy which focuses on a
substantial increase in the opportunity for everyone to participate in sport and recreation is a critical
component of the delivery of the London 2012 Olympic Project.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by the British Paralympic Association

Winning—A Paralympic Legacy in London 2012—Preamble

London 2012 oVers the most unique opportunity to sport in Great Britain that has ever existed. For
Paralympic sport in particular this is perhaps the seminal moment in its development following its creation
in Stoke Mandeville in 1948. The Paralympic achievements of Great Britain are well documented and stand
proudly alongside the greatest nations in sport in the world.

To have created the consistency of team success in the Paralympic Games and to have produced some of
the iconic names of the sporting world represents an achievement beyond compare. No other Paralympic
nation has an athlete with the public visibility of Dame Tanni Grey-Thompson or possesses champions of
the quality of equestrian riders Lee Pearson and Debbie Criddle. British sport can boast of a World No.1
Tennis player like Pete Norfolk, Swimming champions of the calibre of Dave Roberts and Nyree Lewis,
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athletes such as Danny Crates, Stephen Miller and David Weir, an Archer like John Cavanagh and a Pistol
shot as consistent as world record holder Isabel Newstead. For many nations that would be enough, whether
in Olympic, or Paralympic, sport.

But in all these achievements and the many more that exist there remains one ambition which is unfulfilled
and which burns in the hearts of these great champions—to create a lasting legacy for Paralympic Sport.
Without a lasting legacy that sees their records challenged and beaten by a new young breed of British
Paralympians the achievements of the last 20 years, of putting British Paralympic sport on the map, will be
diminished forever.

Britain now has the chance to ensure that legacy is achieved, a chance to ensure that our successes in 2012
stand comparison to the great teams of the past and that our champions can stand alongside the great names
of British Paralympianism. The opportunity exists to create a lasting structure that will ensure that young
people with a disability in Britain have the opportunity not only to participate in sport but also to excel. But
there is only one chance to get it right. There will not be another opportunity, underpinned by the investment
of emotion, desire and, of course, finance, to position Paralympic sport where it deserves to be— well
regarded, well respected, well organised and well funded.

The challenge lies in not just seeking parity with Olympic investment but in seeking the right solution to
the needs of the sport and the athletes by creating:

— More Opportunities.

— More Participation.

— More Paralympians.

— More medals.

Issues

There is a need for a coordinated National investment of will by the Sports Councils to find a mechanism
by which the above outcomes can be attained. By failing to ensure that regional investment and structures
have the capacity to influence the GB outcomes there is a distinct prospect that the legacy and sustainability
that the Games can bring will be lost and that regional investment will be devalued.

The medals table will not and cannot be the only measure of success. A simplistic view that 1st place is
attainable because 2nd was achieved previously and investment has increased, is neither sustainable nor
defensible. Additionally it is in danger of devaluing achievement, demotivating (future) participants and
suppressing future investment.

However, if performance and the pathway to medals are at the core, the associated inspiration at the elite
level can act as a stimulus for a vast number of people to strive harder to realise their own potential. We
need to celebrate achievement proportionately and recognise that to achieve a much wider set of desired
benefits many other elements need to be in place. Without taking this approach, increasing participation
will be only locally driven and will require a major eVort to attract every new person.

Key areas include parents seeing the sporting potential in their children and having enough confidence in
the system to take them along to schools and local clubs. It is essential that teachers and coaches have the
capacity, skills and understanding to involve them in PE and other activities.

20 years ago 95% of children and young people with disabilities were educated in specialist provision.
Many children were thus introduced to PE and sporting recreational activities which enabled them to
acquire skills and a high level of sporting performance. Today 95% of this group are educated in mainstream
schools and have fewer opportunities to participate in active PE let alone sporting activities. 2012’s legacy
must be that all children should have opportunities within the school curriculum to participate in PE and
also that specific programmes are put in place to develop sporting opportunities for all.

There also needs to be more world class supporting staV and sports science with much better
understanding around the performance pathway itself. In a perfect world the basic infrastructure for
disability sport activity would be in place, with easy and clear sign posting to opportunities, talent
identification, comprehensive provision and a clear and transparent pathway all the way from playground
to the Paralympics.

Particularly important in the complex organisational context of sport in the UK is having clarity of roles
and responsibilities and aligned targets to drive participation and performance. Ideally all stakeholders
would fully understand what they and everyone else has to do to achieve the vision, and feel ownership for
their work. Every action would have a direct impact on the system, and would be measured for its
eVectiveness.

Broader societal attitudes, and that of politicians, the media and potential sponsors, need to change.
DiVerentiation and inclusion should be recognised as equally important—with the branding of Paralympics,
and disability pathways to potential, valued and promoted across politics, business relationships and the
media. Public perception should be seamless, seeing the individual before the disability, and feeling perfectly
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comfortable around the issue. This in turn would lead to positive experiences for those with a disability, and
increased confidence leading to a more positive view of disability sport and a shift away from the
“patronising sympathetic” position of many today.

There is a good deal of agreement about the key elements of this “perfect world” goal. It is the “how we
make it happen” that is less clear, and how precisely 2012 can help the journey towards it.

There is tremendous passion and commitment that all stakeholders share for disability sport. This
incredible amount of good work makes a huge diVerence to many people’s lives. However, too frequently
there are major obstacles on the “pathway to potential” for young athletes with a disability, and this reduces
the impact of this good work. Whilst there are many examples of best practice in the UK (which is
substantially better than in many countries), the existing obstacles here are serious and require attention.

1. Challenge the assumed success and complacency around (sporting) inclusion. A co-ordinated
approach must be taken by all with responsibility at grass roots and participation level.

2. A focus on playground to podium pathways should drive participation from a young age with all
parties and agencies having a common vision with increased but targeted investment at all levels of
development.

3. Investment at elite level must reflect the Paralympic landscape and not simply use Olympic models.

4. Success in 2012 is crucial to future funding and to ensure that the momentum behind Paralympics does
not dissipate quickly.

5. Greater recognition of the value of the Paralympics both on the nation’s sporting success and sense of
well being.

6. Partnership working and alignment must be central to the approach—many stakeholders will be
required to deliver the desire changes.

7. Similarly, inclusiveness must consider those developing disabilities through life and to make
participation attractive to all, reinforcing that a disability creates the ability to participate.

8. It is as important to start delivering on existing promises as it is to create new ideas.

9. Building the legacy starts now, not post-2012.

November 2007

Witnesses: Lord Moynihan, a Member of the House of Lords, Chairman, Mr Simon Clegg, Chief Executive,
British Olympic Association and Mr Phil Lane, British Paralympic Association, gave evidence.

Chairman: Can I apologise for keeping you waiting;
nevertheless, welcome Lord Moynihan, Chairman
of the British Olympic Association and Simon
Clegg, Chief Executive, and Phil Lane of the British
Paralympic Association. Philip Davies is going to
start.

Q220 Philip Davies: Could you tell us how much
input the BOA and the BPA had in setting medal
targets for Beijing and London?
Mr Clegg: The British Olympic Association have set
absolutely no medal targets for Beijing at this stage,
but we were primarily responsible for driving the
medal target for Team GB at London 2012, after we
called a meeting of all of the National Governing
Bodies and all the agencies involved in elite sport six
days after we returned from Singapore after London
won the right to host the Games, to address
specifically the challenges that we would face in
London 2012. The agreement that we reached was
that it was right and proper that as a country we
should aspire to be the best that we could be in the
context of hosting the Games in 2012, and with this
in mind the target was set for fourth place, which will
require Great Britain to deliver, at this moment in
time, 20 gold medals, but our expectation is that by
2012, to secure fourth place in the medal table we
will have to win 18 gold medals.

Mr Lane: I can say for the Paralympics actually that
we were not. There was a fairly simple calculation
done somewhere that if you were second last time
with a bit more investment you would be first next
time. That obviously discounted the fact that China
was competing. We have been fairly consistent in
our position that we feel we aspire to remain a top
five nation with an overall higher aspiration of
finishing in the top three, where we have consistently
been over the years. We think that is realistic for us
as a nation, a small nation in Paralympic terms, and
we believe that with the right levels of investment,
which are now beginning to appear, we should now
be able to continue in that position.

Q221 Philip Davies: A couple of weeks ago we had
representatives from athletics, swimming and
cycling, who were emphasising to us how hard
fought these medals would be. Do you still think that
fourth place is a realistic target for the UK at those
Games?
Mr Clegg: Absolutely. One of the things that we did
shortly after coming back from Singapore was to
initiate a publication, which I believe all Members of
the Committee receive on an annual basis, called
Countdown to 2012. That gave us an ability to model,
to bring together the individual performances of
each of the sports and the disciplines that will be part
of the 2012 sports programme, and bring these
together in a relative Olympic medal table. This
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allows us on an annual basis to monitor the progress
which British sport is making. You will have seen
from the last two annual reports that you have
received that had the Games been staged in 2005 or
2006, and based upon the individual results from the
governing body World Championship’s results,
Great Britain would have eVectively finished in
seventh place in the medal table in both 2005 and
2006. We are confident still that our aspirational
target of fourth place in 2012 is still achievable and
entirely appropriate.
Lord Moynihan: It might be helpful if I add to that
that as a result of that initial meeting, post-
Singapore, the BOA sat down with UK Sport and
worked to deliver a budget which we felt was
necessary to support the delivery of that target in
2012 that you have heard Simon elaborate on. That
then led to discussions with DCMS; DCMS in turn
then presented their case to the Treasury and I think
for the first time in my lifetime in sports politics the
Treasury supported that total budget request in full.
So the financing was therefore put in place to assist
the governing bodies in delivering the services to
their athletes that would be necessary to see us move
towards fourth place by 2012.

Q222 Philip Davies: Competition seems to be getting
fiercer in sport, and to give you an example over the
weekend I was at a swimming gala in my
constituency where a 13-year-old girl competing had
been selected for the squad of Olympic people for
2012 because she was showing such potential. But
she has very little access to swimming pool time;
there are no 50 metre swimming pools in Bradford
and so she has very little opportunity to use those
facilities. Given that basic lack of facilities that
people need do you not see that as being quite a big
constraint on such an ambitious target?
Mr Clegg: We have to look at it in its totality. There
are 35 sports at the moment in the Olympic
Movement, reducing to 33 sports after 2008—28 of
those sports reducing to 26 are summer sports—and
we do need to look at it across the whole. What Lord
Coe said earlier on is absolutely right, that not only
in London but across the country we do not have the
quality and the range of facilities that many other
leading sporting nations do, but it is important that
we constantly look to address that issue and to put in
place the best possible support mechanisms for these
athletes. That is something that we are working on
with the other agencies to ensure that every talented
athlete in this country who has the potential to
compete and represent our country in 2012 is given
every opportunity of reaching their full potential.
There are some constraints, of course there are, and
we need to work around those to ensure that we give
everyone the best chance of success.

Q223 Philip Davies: Finally, our target for Beijing is
that we will finish eighth in the medal table. If we
either do worse or better in Beijing than that will that
be an indicator of how well or badly we may do in
2012 or are each Olympic Games completely
diVerent from each other?

Mr Clegg: Can I be very clear we have not set a
target and under the Olympic Charter it is our
exclusive responsibility to select, prepare, lead and
manage the British Team (Team GB) at the Olympic
Games. We will set the target based on the ongoing
discussions that we will be having with our
governing bodies, as we have done at previous
Games, and determine where and if it is appropriate
to set a target for Beijing. So no target has been set
at this moment in time.
Mr Lane: If I may, can I just say that in Paralympic
terms it is a much less clear picture across the piece
and in fact achieving the targets that have been in the
public domain are much more demanding because it
is not a simple landscape. There may be no 50 metre
pools in Bradford but I suspect there are very few
provisions for young disabled athletes to participate
in Bradford either, and that is the picture across the
country. Of course, we have a much more complex
picture than that in that our sports are based on
various classifications and therefore if we do not
have athletes within those classifications to compete
we cannot compete for the medals. So, irrespective
of how many medals are available we still may not
be able to compete for all of them in the way that our
Olympic team possibly can. There is a fairly new
dimension in terms of Paralympics—the
competition is growing exponentially and by Beijing
over 160 nations will be participating compared to
about 120 in Sydney, and we expect more than that
in London in 2012. So actually the level of
competition is growing exponentially and if you
look at the Athens’ table countries like the Ukraine
were running in fifth and sixth place. That is fairly
unheard of, I suspect, if you look across some of the
more Olympic sports. So it is a more challenging
target to maintain for Paralympic sport in
particular.

Q224 Philip Davies: You have set a target for the
2012 Olympics; it seems a bit surprising that you
have not yet set a target for next year’s Olympics.
When will you be getting around to addressing that
target and will you address the issue of whether you
hit or miss that target in Beijing will have an impact
on the chances of us hitting our target for 2012.
Mr Clegg: We have to accept that a number of our
sports are already delivering to capacity. With a very
regular occurrence we are delivering consistent
medal success at the Olympic Games in sports like
rowing, cycling and sailing—those types of sports.
In the context of trying to achieve our aspirational
goal of fourth place in the medal table in 2012, we are
going to have to find other sports who are
traditionally outside the medal zone to contribute
towards our medal tally, and that is why sports like
judo, triathlon, and taekwondo are so important. So
actually what we need to be doing is measuring their
improvement on the journey to 2012 to see if we are
likely to hit that aspirational target that we have set.
So it is not all about the number of gold medals that
we achieve in Beijing next year, it is about looking at
the whole team over all 302 Olympic medal
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opportunities that there will be in Beijing to see what
progress we are making collectively towards that
goal.
Lord Moynihan: I think that is right. If I can add to
that, Beijing is seen very much as a stepping stone
towards London 2012; that is one of the advantages
of being a host nation. We need to see improvements
in the areas that Simon has outlined. The question is
wholly valid. There is no exact science that
automatically delivers us any given place in the
medal table. Perhaps the best example of that is five
of the gold medals Team GB won at the Athens 2004
Olympic Games; Chris Hoy’s one kilometre time
trial, Kelly Holmes’ 800 and 1500 metre gold
medals, the coxless four’s gold medal and the men’s
four x100m relay gold medal. If you took those five
gold medals and you substitute all five for the second
place, for silver medals, the collective time between
all five being gold medals from five silvers, it was
0.545 of one second in over 13 minutes of finals. That
is like running from Fleet Street to here if you are fit
and healthy, and the distance being the length of this
table between five gold and five silver medals, and
that would have moved us from tenth place in the
medal table to seventeenth. So what that tells the
British Olympic Association, and indeed everybody
who is there to support the athletes, is that no stone
must be left unturned in delivering the best possible
services and support to all our Olympic athletes—
everybody in that team—to ensure that we not only
recognise the 0.545 rule that is imprinted on our
minds but that we give every possible world leading
support mechanism to those athletes and those
coaches and to those governing bodies. As Lord Coe
mentioned earlier, it is for the governing bodies to be
empowered to deliver that success because it is
athletes that win the gold medals and not the BOA
oYcials, UK Sport employees or, dare I say it, even
Members of this eminent Committee. Therefore, we
have to make sure that every day we focus on
delivering absolutely world leading support services
to each and every athlete.
Mr Clegg: Finally on that point, if I may, just to re-
emphasise the point I was making about some sports
already competing to capacity, if British Cycling was
a nation and delivered the same results at the 2004
Olympic Games as they did at this year’s World
Championships they would have been ranked
seventeenth in the overall medal table in Athens.
Chairman: Alan Keen.

Q225 Alan Keen: I agree with everything you said
about the up and coming sports like taekwondo and
the others you mentioned. What is it that you have
been doing about these sports that have no base
whatsoever in this country and yet are Olympic
sports? What have you been doing about those
sports?
Mr Clegg: You are talking about sports right at the
extreme of the spectrum and one of the challenges
for us obviously is to bring them up to a standard
where we feel that we are justified in entering them
for the Games in 2012. Of course, by virtue of being
the host nation we get automatic qualification in all
of the team sports, but some of our team sports are

very under-developed—take handball as a very
good example. I was with the British Handball Team
earlier in the year at their national conference in
Leeds, and it is really exciting from our perspective
to see how this initiative has been grasped by them
and how it is raising the whole levels of performance,
and now we have British handball players embedded
in clubs in Denmark. We are seeing all sorts of new
athletes coming into the sport who had never heard
about handball before. As a direct result of staging
the Games in 2012, we are also seeing some cross-
fertilisation between sports as athletes see that there
is an opportunity, where perhaps in their chosen
sport they realised they were never going to quite
make it, they could be an Olympic athlete in 2012 in
a diVerent sport. So whether that sport can get to the
standard that we believe will be necessary—because
I am sure you would accept there is no point in us
taking a quota place to enter a men’s handball team
if they get beaten 56-nil, 56-nil, 56-nil in the round-
robin competition. That is not in anyone’s
interests—it is not in the athletes’ interests, it is not
in the sport’s interests and it is not in the British
Team’s interests. But we will do everything to
support them as a service organisation. The British
Olympic Association is a membership organisation;
my Chairman and I are accountable to sport, to the
governing bodies and we are there to provide
services to support them to ensure that they are given
every opportunity of reaching their full potential.

Q226 Alan Keen: I thought it was a crackpot scheme,
if you do not mind me saying. Handball is played, is
softball in the Games? Softball was in Athens.
Mr Clegg: Softball is actually one of our more
competitive team sports within the Olympic
programme. Once again, we very narrowly failed to
qualify to send a team to Beijing. Regrettably,
particularly because it is a sport for women only,
softball will be dropped from the programme
together with baseball after the Games in Beijing; it
is the first time since 1936 that the Olympic
Movement has lost a sport.

Q227 Alan Keen: When we are so desperate to get
medals is it not a waste of money to put money into
these very, very minor sports? I love the Olympic
culture and tradition but it just seems to be relatively
a lot of money to spend when we are so desperate for
every halfpenny we can try to keep under the
budgeted figure.
Mr Clegg: We are an Olympic family and it was the
entire British Olympic family—the British Olympic
Association—that subscribed to putting a bid
forward for London 2012 including, I have to say, all
of the winter sports. The Mission Statement that we
have as an organisation is to lead the largest and
most successful team to fourth place in the medals
table in 2012, whilst developing the Olympic
Movement in the UK. Therefore, there will be an
expectation by the International Olympic
Committee that we will be a very large team because
actually how are we going to sell handball tickets in
2012 if there is not even a British team participating?
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So it is right and proper that as the host nation we
should aspire to fielding the full team of 755 athletes
in the British team in 2012.

Q228 Alan Keen: I have forgotten now: does the host
nation have the opportunity to add a sport?
Mr Clegg: No.
Lord Moynihan: Sadly not, no.
Mr Clegg: That is entirely within the gift of the IOC
Executive Committee.

Q229 Alan Keen: That is a shame; darts could have
been something worth putting in!
Mr Clegg: Eton Fives I think is something we might
win a gold medal in!
Chairman: Rosemary McKenna.

Q230 Rosemary McKenna: My bid is for netball!
Can I raise the issue again that I raised previously
about the intellectually disabled athletes who were
barred in Singapore? The organisation itself has
brought in very stringent rules and is appealing to
have the ban removed. What are you doing to help
that so that they can take part?
Mr Lane: I can say that our position has been very
clear right from the Sydney Games that we believe
wholeheartedly that athletes with an intellectual
disability should be part of the Games, but they need
to be part of the Games under fair and consistent
rules which are comparable to those of the other
disability organisations. Just to put it into context
for you, just to give you some numbers, in fact we are
only talking about seven athletes in Atlanta and
eight in Sydney. So as a percentage of the team as a
whole it is not a huge number. However, that being
said we are very consistent in our approach and we
have urged the IPC and INAS FID, the
international body for intellectual disabilities to deal
with this issue, and I think as Paul Deighton said
earlier whilst we were at the General Assembly in
Seoul only in this past fortnight we in fact
introduced an amendment to an Icelandic motion
urging the IPC to set a target of 2012 for readmission
and to make that decision early so that the necessary
funding could be put in place for those athletes to
prepare. So that decision will need to be taken by
January 2009 at the latest in order to make sure that
those athletes can adequately prepare, and we
certainly would urge IPC and INAS FID to carry on
with that and we would certainly urge UK Sport and
the other funders to be consistent in making
preparations for that to happen too.

Q231 Rosemary McKenna: Are they failing to get
funding just now because they not eligible?
Mr Lane: They are indeed, yes.

Q232 Rosemary McKenna: UK Sport is not able to
fund them because they are ineligible at the moment.
So the sport is failing because that support is not
there.
Mr Lane: Yes. I think it is a bit of a vicious circle and
it is one which is highly regrettable. They are a
significant part of our population and we abhor
discrimination of any kind.

Q233 Rosemary McKenna: Absolutely and I just
know the joy that the people from my area get out of
competing in the Special Olympics, which are quite
diVerent and separate—quite, quite separate.
Mr Lane: Very much so.

Q234 Rosemary McKenna: Very, very much so, but
these are athletes with tremendous ability who
should be taking part in the Paralympics.
Mr Lane: We would agree with you wholeheartedly
not least because we believe they will win medals too,
so that will add to our medal targets.
Rosemary McKenna: Exactly. Thank you.
Chairman: Mike Hall.

Q235 Mr Hall: The fundamental issue about setting
targets is that you really have to achieve them. There
is no point taking weak targets but if you set tougher
targets they seem to fail, so it is a real minefield. The
approach we have to this is that we are going to
spend an awful lot of money on it, are we not? We
are giving Sir Clive Woodward’s Elite Performance
Service more than a generous amount of money to
encourage our elite athletes—£150,000 per elite
athlete. Is that figure right?
Mr Clegg: I am sorry, Mr Hall, I do not think you
are giving anything to Sir Clive Woodward’s
programme. The British Olympic Association will
fund the Elite Performance Programme that is
developed under Clive Woodward’s leadership and
we are entirely responsible for securing the funding
from the commercial sector.

Q236 Mr Hall: I understand that, but it is £150,000
per year per athlete, is it?
Mr Clegg: That is the budget figure that we are
working on, yes.

Q237 Mr Hall: With the UK Sport’s World Class
Podium they are spending about £75,000 per athlete;
so are we expecting twice as much from Sir Clive
Woodward’s programme than the UK Sport
programme?
Mr Clegg: It is a complementary programme. What
we are doing is identifying some of the world’s
leading practitioners and bringing them over to this
country to work with a small number of athletes,
with the support of UK Sport, to ensure, as my
Chairman said earlier on, no stone is left unturned in
making sure that the whole country can be proud of
the performance of the British team in 2012. That is
our contribution to that process.

Q238 Mr Hall: You said they are complementary;
they are not competing for the same amount of
money then from the private sector?
Mr Clegg: Absolutely not. The British Olympic
Association traditionally derives all of its funding
from the commercial sector. We are the custodians
of the Olympic Rings and we will work in an
exclusive basis with a limited number of supporters
of the Olympic Movement both internationally and
domestically. We are very restricted in terms of the
commercial partners that we can work with.
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Lord Moynihan: If I might just add to that, the
reason why the funding is so complementary is
because the £600 million package that was
announced by the then Chancellor of the Exchequer
cum Prime Minister is made up of Lottery money,
government funding and a proportion from
sponsorship. The funding of the Woodward
programme is from the TOP sponsors and the Tier
One sponsors which have bought the Olympics
rights, either from the International Olympic
Committee (IOC) in Lausanne in the case of the
TOP sponsors, or the first tier sponsors from
LOCOG, and so we have looked to that group who
wish, in addition to have the benefit of the rights,
also to fund and support the athletes. So it is a
completely diVerent market than the £100 million
market that the Government will be targeting
because they have no rights to sell.

Q239 Mr Hall: What about UK Sports though? I am
not quite getting my head around this. Clive
Woodward’s programme is £150,000 per elite
athlete, UK Sport’s is £75,000; it is not the same
amount of money and it is not the same athletes, but
yet it is a complementary programme.
Mr Clegg: We are looking to work with a very small
number of athletes, though of course the World
Class Performance Plan goes over all of the summer
sports in the programme, all 26, and goes through a
number of levels as well. We are looking to work
with the athletes that we believe will be on the
podium in 2012 because I think we need to be very
clear that generally speaking the man or the woman
on the streets of this country would judge the success
of the Games in London not by how eYcient the
transport runs in London, not by how beautifully
architecturally designed the stadiums are, but by
how many British athletes stand on the podium with
medals round their neck. That is a very serious
responsibility that we at the British Olympic
Association shoulder and we need to work, as we are
working, in very close collaboration with the
government agency to ensure that every athlete, as I
keep saying, is given the opportunity of reaching
their full potential.
Lord Moynihan: It is complementary and it is
additive. What you are doing is having a strong
programme through a governing body for an
individual athlete, through the UK Sport
programme, and then over and above that a support
mechanism of Clive Woodward’s programme,
which they would not have if Clive Woodward’s
programme did not exist. So the reason why the
Australians have recently responded by looking with
a degree of envy at this additional programme is
because nowhere amongst the National Olympic
Committees which I have discussed this with, is there
a programme that is so comprehensively focused
right at the top, which eVectively removes in many
respects the potential for losing. It takes risks away,
this programme, the elements which cause greater
uncertainty about an athlete’s performance at the
very top level. It is highly scientific; it is wholly
complementary to the overall funding of the sports,
a point that has been looked at by the Minister,

Gerry SutcliVe, on three occasions with Clive
Woodward when he has presented to Gerry
SutcliVe; a point that has been recognised and
supported by UK Sport when they were present in
the form of their Chair at the launch of the
Woodward programme recently. And it is a very
specific programme looking at the athletes who we
are expecting to deliver gold and to de-risk the
chances that they will not deliver, and I would
welcome Members of the Committee at some stage
to have a presentation from Clive Woodward and
come over and see him working with one or two of
the sports so that you can see how this works in
practice. I think that it might be of great interest to
you and we would be more than happy to organise
that possibly with the first sport that he is going to
be working with, namely judo.

Q240 Mr Hall: I am familiar with Sir Clive’s
approach and I fully approve it and we have to be
very, very concentrated on those athletes that are
going to perform in 2012. Does that mean that are
looking at 12-year old gymnasts?
Mr Clegg: The programme, as I am sure you have
read and indeed is in the written submission that we
have provided to you, over the last 12 months has
been developed with someone outside of the
Olympic family, a lady golfer. Clive is now working
with the support and agreement of UK Sport
exclusively with a judo player, Euan Burton, based
up in Scotland, and based upon the outcome of this
next phase of the development of the programme we
will then roll it out into the other sports. As a result
of our launch Clive now has 15 Performance
Directors who have rung him up over the last couple
of weeks and has meetings in the diary with 15
diVerent Performance Directors in January and
February. So the intention is that this programme
will roll out with the support—and this is absolutely
fundamental because we are a service provider and
we do not dictate to our governing bodies—of the
Performance Director, with the support of the
governing bodies, and it will be diVerent for every
single sport. What we will do is to identify people
who we collectively believe have the potential to be
on the podium in 2012. It is going to be a very, very
tight programme.

Q241 Mr Hall: You alluded to this in an earlier
answer that we have some sports where I think
we perform superbly well—we over-perform
probably—cycling and rowing to give you two
examples. Sir Clive Woodward said that we have
some sports that do not need any input whatsoever
and others that need cranking up. Is there anything
else that you would add to the list of those that need
cranking up? You have mentioned the martial arts.
Mr Clegg: Of course, we would aspire to have all 26
sports at the same standard as sailing and cycling.
Clive was with me in Qingdao in China for the
sailing test event and he described the preparation
and performance structures around the sailing
fraternity of the British Team as being “Formula 1”
class. That is really the challenge for us over the next
five years, given this wonderful opportunity of
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staging the Olympic Games in London in 2012, for
us to work with our governing bodies to get them to
that standard. Therefore, really there are only a very,
very small number of sports, who I believe and who
Clive believes, for which very little of his programme
would be of benefit.
Lord Moynihan: This is one of the services that we
are providing to the Olympic governing bodies.
Another is to help the governing bodies themselves
be absolutely professional in everything they do, and
to achieve that we have spoken to top FTSE
companies and we have partnered them with each of
the governing bodies without any accountability of
report writing, for example; but the opportunity for
a top company such as British Airways, to come
together with Snow Sport—and we are talking a lot
about the summer games at the moment—to build a
relationship and identify ways in which British
Airways can directly assist Snow Sport to deliver
better services to the individual athletes. Right
across the Olympic sports we are finding these one-
to-one relationships really deliver results because of
a much more professional approach to what are
eVectively organisations which need to be world
leading organisations—those governing bodies need
to be the best in the world and aspire to be the best
in the world at delivering services. And to that end
to have the benefit of working with leading British
companies who are out there competing in a global
market has been an enormous help already to those
governing bodies involved in such partnerships. But
just as with the Woodward initiative so with the
FTSE initiative. These are services, the Olympic
governing bodies do not need to take them; they can
if they wish, and if they wish to benefit from
receiving those services from the British Olympic
Association we stand ready to support them as best
we can.
Mr Lane: Could I make a fundamental distinction
here between the Olympic and the Paralympic, and
I applaud the eVorts that my Lord Moynihan and
Simon have put in place in order to achieve potential
success for the athletes, but it is a very, very diVerent
picture in Paralympic sport and I think it is
important that the Select Committee understands
that. We are not talking about investment here in
elite athletes making that significant diVerence, what
we are actually looking at is investment in the
pathway because there is a paucity of young talent
coming through in the development of potential
pipeline, unlike the Olympic one where investment
has been able to build on years of tradition and
success. There is very little going on in schools for
young athletes; there are very few sports which have
developed long-term development programmes for
athletes, and in fact the British Paralympic
Association has taken it upon themselves to try and
introduce some structure into this. You may well be
aware of a programme called Parasport, which we
have developed with Deloittes, which is designed to
give young people and those acquiring disabilities
opportunities to get involved in sport and to direct
them to both the clubs and the level of support that
they need. We are having some success in talking to
the Youth Sport Trust about the schools

programmes through the PESSCL programme but
that is very early days yet and the impact of that is
liable to go way past Beijing and possibly even past
2012 before it achieves any success. Sport England
too are still in a diYcult position in terms of their
support for athletes with a disability, and only at this
stage are we beginning to get some clarity about their
position. So we certainly welcome what Simon has
put in place. With Clive, I have talked to Clive about
how that might apply to some of our athletes and
certainly welcome his interest in sharing that with us,
but there is a very more fundamental position that
needs to be looked at in terms of the Paralympics
otherwise achieving second place or first place in
2012, whichever target is ultimately agreed upon, is
likely to be very, very diYcult and remote.

Q242 Rosemary McKenna: On that specific issue is
this a by-product of the fact that we now try and put
people with disabilities into mainstream education
rather than specific special schools—an
unintentional by product?
Mr Lane: I think you are right; it is an unintentional
by product. We would wholeheartedly—and I am an
educationalist myself, a former head teacher.

Q243 Rosemary McKenna: Yes, I am too.
Mr Lane: I would support the principle
wholeheartedly of youngsters with disabilities being
in mainstream schools where they are able to work
alongside their peers, but the upshot of that is of
course that preparation for their sport and physical
education has not been at a commensurate level to
their academic education. Therefore, youngsters are
really dispersed over 26,000 schools as opposed to
perhaps 500 special schools and are now finding
great diYculty in finding the potential routes into the
sport that they want to participate in, and more
particularly to find the level of coaching and support
they need to become high performance athletes.
Chairman: Paul Farrelly.

Q244 Paul Farrelly: Just on that point, Mr Lane, the
first person at my surgery on Saturday was a
representative of Deaf for Athletics. Where do
people fall between two stools of able-bodied, if you
will pardon the paraphrase and Paralympics? He
was looking for some sponsorship to take a team of
ten to Deaflympics in Munich. Where do these
people stand and how can they get support?
Mr Lane: Deaflympics is a separate category, it is
not in the Paralympics; they have their own
organisation like Special Olympics and their own
competitions. They do have, as you say, a
Deaflympics which happens every four years or so,
which mirrors what goes on in the Paralympic
Games. Regrettably it is not funded as an elite
competition therefore they struggle to get
investment from the Sports Councils within the UK,
and that is a real challenge for them. I think it is
regrettable because I do think they should be treated
equitably in that case alongside our Paralympic
athletes and so on. But that is the position that
currently pertains.
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Q245 Paul Farrelly: I will take it up on his behalf.
Lord Moynihan, the conversations about Sir Clive
and his more recent experience at Southampton, just
begged that old chestnut of a question from of where
do we stand on entering an Olympics football team
at the moment?
Lord Moynihan: Very quickly, then, we would hope
to enter both a men’s and women’s team for 2012.
Mr Lane: Can I say that there will be a Paralympic
British team in Cerebral Palsy Soccer and Blind
Soccer. We grasped the nettle.

Q246 Chairman: Sir Clive will be coaching it.
Mr Lane: We hope Clive will lend us some support.
Lord Moynihan: There is a very close relationship,
you will be pleased to learn, between the BPA and
the BOA and we certainly will exchange services
where it is to the mutual benefit of both
organisations.

Q247 Chairman: We only have a very short time to
go. Christine Ohuruogu—this is the third time in
which you have overturned your automatic lifetime
ban policy. Do you think it is now time you revisited
the policy?
Mr Clegg: Obviously I cannot talk about the
specifics of the case particularly since we have not yet
received the reasoned judgment. What I would say,
Chairman, in response to that is that the British
Olympic Association brought in its automatic
byelaw to take the moral high ground and to send a
very strong message to athletes that we would not
tolerate performance enhancing drugs. Interestingly
enough, under the Chairmanship of the late Sir
Arthur Gold, the byelaw was introduced as a result
of direct pressure from the British Olympic Athletes’
Commission, who wanted to compete on a level
playing field. Of course, the whole issue of missed
whereabouts tests, at that stage was not party to the
whole testing regime and obviously that has only
come about recently whereby three missed tests
constitutes a doping oVence and as a result an athlete
falls under our bylaw and has to appeal. I think the
Chairman will talk about the Anti-Doping
Commission that he has established which will be
looking at all anti-doping matters, but all I will say is
that we constantly keep the bylaw under review and
once we receive the reasoned judgment on the
Christine Ohuruogu case we will reappraise where
we are at.

Q248 Chairman: So UK Sport’s suggestion that you
should refine it so that the ban is only imposed in the
case of a serious oVence, that is something you will
look at?
Lord Moynihan: The British Olympic Association’s
Anti-Doping Commission will certainly look at any
representations from UK Sport and we are spending
the first three to four months really collating a great
deal of international information through our
Secretariat on the anti-doping policies around the
world. The landscape is shifting rapidly and we do
need to review our bylaws in the context of that and

indeed in the context of the IOC’s proposed changes
post-Beijing. So the answer to your question,
Chairman, is yes.
Chairman: Lastly, Paul Farrelly.

Q249 Paul Farrelly: My Lord Moynihan, you
recently criticised the financial management of the
2012 Games and in particular the information that
you were receiving from the ODA. What is your
current position on the financial information that
you are getting from them to conduct your
oversight role?
Lord Moynihan: I think to be fair my comments were
about the provision of financial information to the
Olympic Board and that is provided to the Olympic
Board by the Olympic Board Secretariat. I very
much take the view that as one of the four members
of that Board it is vitally important that we have a
clear view of the budget, a clear view of the cash
flow—as you know; the cash flow tells you a lot
about what is happening and what is not happening.
We need a breakdown of that budget in detail and we
need the contingency allocated to those projects, not
least because the contingency allocation will allow a
sensible risk analysis to be made to which parts of
the overall project are on time, on budget, or likely
to be under pressures for whatever reason, and
members of the Olympic Board can then ask
questions of the Olympic Board Secretariat or
indeed of the Olympics Minister, which is our
function. The reason why it is so important for the
British Olympic Association needs to be set in
context. We need to look after the interests of sport
and recreation, particularly Olympic sport and
recreation. The Olympic sports legacy to us is vitally
important; it is part of our mandate from the
Olympic Charter; it is part of our responsibility.
Unless we can undertake a comparative analysis of
how much money is being spent on the Olympic
sports legacy is it wise that money is being spent in
that direction rather than on an infrastructure
spend? We are simply not in a position to argue that
case. So it is very important that that information is
made available and yes, I have, over a period of
months during the summer and early autumn,
requested more detailed information in an interview
with Mr Bond and also highlighted the importance
of making sure that we have that information.6 I was
pleased that the Olympics Minister responded in the
way she did. She has made it very clear that the
January board will be in receipt of the information
that I have just requested as being important and
requested at an earlier stage. I hear today from my
colleagues from the ODA that they are anticipating
that it would be rather sooner than January—a
fortnight if I was not mistaken.

Q250 Paul Farrelly: Two weeks.
Lord Moynihan: Which I welcome—this will give me
a lot of material over the Christmas break—in order
to undertake that comparative analysis. But is vitally
important. We need to look not just from the BOA’s

6 Note by witness: David Bond, journalist for the Daily
Telegraph interview on 2012 finances published on 25
October 2007.
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point of view at the funding of the team; we need to
make sure that the oversight role that we represent
as one of the members of the Olympic Board can be
undertaken comprehensively and professionally and
we need to be able to argue the case that there is a
strong Olympics sports legacy which achieves what
Lord Coe set out when he talked about touching the
lives of young people throughout the United
Kingdom is very much part of hosting the Olympic
Games in London 2012. Rosemary McKenna in her
earlier comments highlighted the importance of that
in the nations and regions. It is vitally important that
the Olympics sports legacy reflects that. If I may
conclude by saying that at the announcement that
was made recently about the sustainability
programme, it was equally made clear the Mayor
would be providing a sports legacy programme for
London; that the Olympics Minister would be
providing an Olympics sports legacy programme
nationwide and that Sport England will also be
undertaking that, although I understand from recent
announcements that that may be delayed a few
months. The importance of those three documents
cannot be over-estimated and we at the British
Olympic Association with the agreement of the

other members of the Olympic Board will be
reviewing those documents in a public engagement
which will also include not just those documents but,
as we move towards an election, no doubt we will be
looking to seek the support of all parties for the
objectives that the Chancellor of the Exchequer set
out two years ago in what is now termed his
Olympics Manifesto, which we fully applauded and
which we need to see delivered. But we need it to be
delivered not just as a series of promises but costed
promises against a budget which is deliverable on a
timescale which we can all look at and hopefully all
applaud and work together to achieve as a real
legacy for hosting the Olympic Games in 2012, so it
is well beyond the Olympic Park.

Q251 Paul Farrelly: To be quite clear, in terms of the
breakdown of the budgets, the projected cash flow
and the allocation of contingency you are in the
same position as this Committee and still waiting for
the information.
Lord Moynihan: The information is due to be
forthcoming in January but, as we heard today, it
may be a little earlier, yes.
Chairman: Can I thank you very much.
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Submission from the Mayor of London and London Development Agency (LDA)

Summary

1. The Mayor of London and the London Development Agency (LDA) have key roles to play in
delivering the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games and its legacy for London. Preparations for
the 2012 Games have continued apace since the Committee’s last inquiry on this subject. This submission
will focus on the contribution of the Mayor and the LDA to the areas being scrutinised on this occasion, in
particular sports venue legacy and sports participation in London.

2. A lasting legacy of benefits for London and Londoners is central to the Mayor’s vision for London
2012. The legacy benefits will accrue before, during and after the 2012 Games, and already Londoners are
starting to see this. We are bringing back into public use an area of the city that has been largely derelict for
decades, and ensuring that the infrastructure is in place for the Games and also the community that will live
and work in this area after 2012. In addition to transforming the heart of the East End, we are working to
ensure the legacy of the Games will be increased opportunities for all Londoners, from sport and culture to
jobs and skills. The Mayor will publish his legacy commitments to Londoners early in the New Year.

Introduction

3. The Mayor of London, exercising the functions of the Greater London Authority (GLA), has a central
role in the delivery of the London 2012 Olympics, including:

— co-chairing the Olympic Board with the Minister for the Olympics;

— part-funding the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) as set out in the funding package;

— as a signatory to the Host City contract with the International Olympic Committee; and

— leading the delivery of the legacy of the 2012 Games and benefits for London.

4. The LDA also has a number of specific responsibilities relating to the 2012 Games: assembling and
remediating the land needed to develop the Olympic Park; acting as the interim legacy body; and developing
and delivering programmes to deliver social and economic benefits for Londoners from the Games.

5. The Mayor is pleased with the excellent progress that has been made to deliver the Games, progress
commended by the International Olympic Committee. Over the past year, for example, the London
Organising Committee for the Olympic and Paralympic Games (LOCOG) has signed three major sponsors,
and the LDA has been able to hand over possession of the Olympic site to the ODA, as required.

Progress in Preparing Venues, both Within the Olympic Park and Elsewhere

6. The LDA has played a central role in securing ownership of the Olympic site, allowing the ODA to
take forward venue construction. In July, the LDA transferred ownership of the Olympic site to the ODA.
As a result, 100% of the required land is in public sector control. Despite the complexity of the land assembly
programme—the site contained some 2200 land interests—Vacant Possession has been implemented
smoothly. By the end of July 2007, the LDA had supported 193 businesses in successfully moving from the
site, safeguarding 98% of the 4750 jobs.

Developments in Securing Funding for all Aspects of the Games

7. The revised funding package for the Olympic and Paralympic Games was announced to Parliament
in March 2007. The contribution from council tax payers remains at £625 million, the level agreed in 2003.
Without any further increase in council tax beyond that already committed, or any increase in transport
fares to fund the Olympics, the Mayor has agreed to make a further £300 million available to help meet
Olympic costs over the lifetime of the programme.
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8. The Mayor and the Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP agreed a revised Memorandum of Understanding in June
this year, to put in place arrangements to enable the National Lottery and future regeneration needs of the
local area to benefit from the returns on the investment being made.

Legacy Use of Venues

9. The Olympic Board has identified the LDA as the interim legacy body for the 2012 Games. In
performing this central legacy role, the LDA has responsibility for:

— acting as the legacy client and establishing a robust post Games legacy structure for the future
management of the parklands and venues;

— delivering the legacy master plan for the Games through a legacy master planning framework
process;

— establishing and delivering a development strategy for the land and legacy;

— leading the legacy and business planning process for the Olympic parkland and venues; and

— securing the socio-economic and sporting benefits arising from the Games.

10. In taking forward these functions, the LDA is working closely with key partners, including
Government, the ODA, the UDC, the local boroughs and the Lee Valley Regional Park Authority.

11. Legacy was at the heart of London’s bid and has been an integral part of the planning for the Games;
for example legacy has been built into the designs for the Park and venues. The LDA is working closely with
the ODA to ensure a seamless shift from Olympic to legacy mode.

12. The LDA’s legacy planning is well advanced compared to other host cities. EDAW, on behalf of the
LDA, are leading work to ensure the Olympic Masterplan links seamlessly with the Legacy Master
Framework (LMF), which will be the planning framework for the legacy Park. The procurement of a
Masterplanning Team for the LMF is already underway. A shortlist of six candidates was announced on
16 October 2007. Tender assessments are underway, and we are on track to make an appointment in January
2008. The LMF will be completed early in 2009.

Olympic Parkland and Venues Legacy and Business Planning

13. The LDA has been working closely with the ODA and other stakeholders on the detailed design of
the venues to ensure legacy considerations are incorporated from the outset. There has been significant work
to date on outline business and legacy planning for the major permanent sporting venues on the Olympic
Park. This has helped to determine the mix and type of sports venues that will be retained after the Games.

14. Grant Thornton and Partners have been appointed to develop an outline business plan for the
transformation and longer-term management of the Olympic site after the Games. The objectives of the
business plan will be to provide a robust funding and delivery model for the Park and venues in legacy, and
to ensure their use is viable and sustainable on a long-term basis.

15. Team working across all partners is critical to the development and delivery of a successful LMF. The
LDA recently hosted a successful event to mark the first in a series of joint partner activities aimed at
drawing together a joint statement of intent and important information for the LMF brief.

16. The planned retained sporting venues on the Olympic Park post-2012 are:

— The Olympic Stadium—after the Games, the Stadium will be scaled down to a 25,000-seat venue,
to deliver a sustainable all-year round sporting and community legacy. A number of legacy uses
are being considered to ensure that the stadium is a “living stadium” accessible to local people and
communities. Detailed work on the legacy of the stadium continues, including discussions with a
number of potential partners about how best to deliver this. The Stadium will be capable of staging
international athletics events, premier league rugby and non-premiership football. We remain
committed to athletics being at the heart of the Stadium after the Games, as we promised the IOC.

— The Aquatics Centre—in legacy, we will retain two 50m swimming pools and a 25m competition
diving pool, allowing a mix of elite and community use. The seating capacity will be reduced to
2,500, although it will also be possible to add a further 1,000 seats to accommodate a major future
international swimming event such as the European Championships. Proposals are also being
considered for a leisure pool and health and fitness facility, in a separate, but linked, building.
These proposals emerged from partnership working with the local boroughs and the local need
they identified for such a facility.
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— The Velopark—the Velopark will bring together all the cycle sport disciplines in a single hub. On
the basis of our outline legacy planning, and the needs of cycling as a sport, the velodrome will
retain the 6,000 spectator seats required for Games time. A BMX circuit will be located adjacent
to the velodrome, and a one-mile road cycle circuit, cycle speedway track and mountain bike
course will also be added. This is being developed in close consultation with end users and the
national governing body of British Cycling.

— Handball Arena (Arena 3)—this will be a permanent 6,000-seat venue, that will be retained in situ
in legacy on the western side of the Park, to the south of the media centre. After the Games, the
arena will be converted, providing an indoor multi-sport centre, with a flexible seating
arrangement. This will serve as a training and competition venue, and regional home for a range
of indoor minority grassroots sports.

— Eton Manor—Hockey/Tennis/Indoor Football—The current planned legacy facilities for the Eton
Manor site are: a Hockey Centre (two competition standard pitches with up to 5,000 seating
around one of the pitches), a tennis centre (indoor and outdoor courts) and space for an indoor
five-a-side commercial football centre, which could have strong links to the adjacent Hackney
Marshes, creating a strong northern sporting cluster to the park.

Impact of the Games on Grassroots Participation in Sport, both before and after the Games

17. In addition to acting as interim legacy client for the Olympic Park, the LDA is working with partners
to ensure a wider sporting legacy from the 2012 Games.1 Already Londoners are starting to see the legacy
benefits for sport of hosting the 2012 Games. We are also linking our work on venue legacy with work to
widen participation in sport: for example by developing clubs so that they have the capacity to make best
use of Olympic facilities after 2012.

18. The LDA are already investing to provide increased opportunities for Londoners. Programmes
include:

— Summer of Sport has been successfully running for the past two years from 2006–07. An investment
of £500k per annum from the LDA from 2008 will help to develop this programme and ensure a
more sustainable increase in participation.

— Winter of Sport—working with Youth Sport Trust to establish over 50 new after school sports
clubs and with London Sports Forum to oVer coaching events and programmes for disabled
Londoners.

— Sport technical oYcials programme—working with National Governing Bodies of Sport, Sport
England and Skills Active to ensure that sports oYcials reflect the diversity of London.

— London Leisure Academy—providing sport and leisure skills training through a “one-stop shop”.
The LDA is supporting the development of the London regional hub, which will coordinate the
work of the Academy centres of excellence, focussing on coaching, leisure management, health and
fitness and stewarding.

— Inclusive and Active—a disability sport action plan for London. The LDA is contributing £500k
to support the training of disabled people to become sports coaches.

19. Excluding the Olympic Park and venues, the LDA has already committed over £20 million to sport
provision. New programmes that are being developed will increase this by at least another £1.5 million per
annum. We have made, and are continuing to make, a significant investment in Crystal Palace. Combined
with our contribution of £2.1 million towards the Hillingdon pool, this has ensured that there will be two
Olympic-sized pools operating in London prior to the London 2012 Games.

20. On behalf of the Mayor, the LDA is commissioning the development of a Sports Legacy Plan for
London, which will bring together the collective eVorts of the GLA/LDA, Sport England, Youth Sports
Trust, UK Sport, London Councils, the Pro-Active partnerships and other key delivery agents.

21. In addition we are putting in place measures to monitor the eVect of hosting the Olympic Games on
sports participation. New monitoring tools and evaluation frameworks will provide the first real impact
assessment of an Olympic and Paralympic Games.

November 2007

1 In particular, the ODA, LOCOG, Sport England, Youth Sports Trust, Skills Active, and London Councils.
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and Mr Manny Lewis, Chief Executive, London Development Agency, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good morning, This is a further session
of the Committee’s inquiry into preparations for the
2012 Games. We are today focusing specifically on
the benefits to London. I would like to begin by
welcoming Neale Coleman, Director of Business
Planning and Regeneration from the Mayor’s
OYce, and Manny Lewis, Chief Executive of the
LDA.

Q252 Mr Sanders: We note there are going to be
elections this year for the Mayor of London. To
what extent are the commitments and policies of the
present Mayor relating to the Games binding upon
any successor?
Mr Coleman: My understanding of the position is
that the commitments which the Mayor made as
part of a preparation of London’s bid for the Games,
that were included in the candidature file
submission, and indeed other commitments that he
may have made in whatever form during the period
of London’s bid, those are all incorporated as
commitments into the host city contract between the
International Olympic Committee, the Mayor of
London representing the Host City, and the
Organising Committee and British Olympic
Association. To that extent my understanding is that
those legal commitments bind the Mayor, whoever
he or she may happen to be, through until 2012.

Q253 Mr Sanders: We know that the two main
challengers, Lib Dem and Conservative, are going to
carry on. What if an Independent stood on a ticket
of wanting to break that contract and not host the
Olympic Games and they were successful in that
election? What would happen in those
circumstances?
Mr Coleman: That is an interesting question. I must
confess, if it is not impertinent, my speculations are
probably no better than yours about that. These are
binding legal commitments, so plainly any candidate
for Mayor who took this point of view would be
putting forward a pretty irresponsible approach;
and would clearly be advised, by the people whose
job it is to advise a Mayor of these things, that this
was not a lawful way to go on. I think it is worth
saying I take comfort from the fact that at the
moment not only have we broadly pretty clearly in
London maintained very strong all party support for
having the Games in London—obviously a lot of
debate and, at times, disagreement around
particular parts of what is going on—but there is a
broad consensus there. Also it remains the case,
despite a very lively and, at times, awkward series of
debates in the media, that all the opinion polling
shows very strong support from Londoners for the
Games. Despite, as I say, what has often been quite
a diYcult time in the media and press, the latest
opinion polling shows support higher even than
when London won the bid. I am not sure it would be
the most attractive proposition for someone to go to
the electorate on; although who can say what
happens between now and 2012.

Q254 Chairman: You will be aware that in the
immediate run-up to a General Election the
opposition parties are given access to the civil
servants to discuss with them their plans should they
win the Election and form a Government. Is a
similar arrangement in place for the candidates for
London Mayor?
Mr Coleman: Yes, my understanding is that it is.
Certainly I think the candidates have access (and
many people already have had some meetings with
the Chief Executive of the GLA) and certainly have
the same sort of facilities you describe as being
available in the run-up to a General Election. I am
also aware that both the Olympic Delivery
Authority and the Organising Committee have
made contact with the other candidates in the
Election to oVer briefing and any assistance they
would find helpful.

Q255 Mr Sanders: The LDA has a number of
disparate roles in the 2012 Games programme: are
you confident that it has the specialist expertise to
cover such a wide field?
Mr Lewis: I am confident because what we have
experience of is bringing in the right levels of
expertise on these more sophisticated development
projects—with a track record, for example, for
large-scale investments in Wembley as an
illustration of that. We are engaging some of the key
consultants who advise us, including Knight Frank
on land development surveys, including Grant
Thornton on business planning for the Park, and
Deloittes on the constitution of the Lea Valley
Regional Park Authority. Combined with the
experience we have in the Agency and utilising the
expertise of the private sector, we are confident we
can deliver. Of course our track-record to date on
acquiring the land and relocating businesses and
development of business parks and handing over to
the ODA on time last summer demonstrates that.

Q256 Adam Price: May I ask Manny Lewis if he
thinks the allegations of corruption and collusion
currently involving the LDA, although not directly
related to the Olympics, will impact on public
confidence in your ability to deliver such a large-
scale programme as this?
Mr Lewis: I do not think it impacts on public
confidence in terms of our delivery capacity and our
delivery record. I think the issue it goes to is about
the LDA’s reputation and about the aspects of
managing projects that are targeting diverse
communities and local community groups. There is
no suggestion that the scale of delivery we are
responsible for in terms of the Olympics is aVected
by this sort of coverage. Of course we are concerned
to demonstrate that the LDA’s smaller level of
projects are adequately managed; that there is no
fraud, collusion or impropriety; and the review of
our Chief Finance OYcer has demonstrated that,
insofar as our LDA grant-giving process is
concerned. So far as the evidence has been evaluated
todate there is no suggestion of fraud, collusion,
impropriety or corruption; but we will continue to
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review every single case that is referred to. In terms
of the proportion of LDA’s spend, we spend £400
million a year; those projects amount to less than £2
million; so that is the sort of scale we need to bear
in mind.

Q257 Adam Price: What additional steps are you
taking to ensure transparency?
Mr Lewis: The LDA Board has already signed oV a
programme of improvements which are well
published in terms of our new ways of working. This
implementation programme has been in process
since 2006; it is nothing new. We have a whole suite
of project management systems. We have
reorganised the Agency to base it on project
management disciplines. We have brought in senior
expertise in terms of the new group management
team. We have a policy and a preference now, as the
Board has endorsed, to publish all of its reports
increasingly that go to the Board. We have a very
strong audit and scrutiny function. We have internal
auditors. Of course this whole process which has
been focussed on most recently has been overseen by
the district auditor, the Audit Commission.

Q258 Chairman: Sticking with the LDA, the first
stage of the process, the land assembly, appears to
have been completed relatively smoothly. Have all
the outstanding compensation claims now been
settled?
Mr Lewis: They have not all been settled, but the
vast majority have reached either full or final
settlement, or advance payment; 85% of them in
eVect have been settled. That 85% demonstrates a
spend profile, a cost profile, in accordance with our
predictions. We will complete those settlements
within the overall land settlement budget we have
already set and published. Of the 15% of cases that
have not yet been determined, a small number are
because they have a right to proceed to a Land
Tribunal, to negotiate and to challenge any oVer that
we have made, and a small number are reserving that
right. The majority that remain to be settled are
actually because they are in the second tranche of
relocations. There is a group of businesses that will
be relocating from 2009 in accordance with the
overall Olympic plan, and that is the majority of the
ones that we have not yet dealt with.

Q259 Chairman: How much have you paid in
compensation?
Mr Lewis: I cannot give you the disaggregated figure
immediately, Chairman, but we can certainly give
you that in writing straight after the meeting.1

Q260 Chairman: Do you have a total, a ballpark
figure of how much it has cost to compensate
businesses?
Mr Lewis: Our overall land assembly figure is £1.1
billion, of which the actual land acquisition is £650
million plus fees, plus interest on our borrowing.
That is the range. The remainder of that budget

1 Ev 89

comprises the remediation costs of about £220
million. The LDA’s contribution to the public sector
funding package is £250 million.

Q261 Chairman: If you take those three figures, the
diVerence between them and £1.1 billion is going to
be how much you will have paid?
Mr Lewis: No, you cannot extrapolate it like that,
because there are other ancillary costs. We would
have to give you an itemised report on that,
Chairman.2

Chairman: If you could do that that would be
helpful.

Q262 Mr Hall: Could I address the issue of the
public funding package. In the initial Memorandum
on the funding of the Games the Mayor was
committed to paying £625 million towards the
Games, and in the revised Memorandum agreed in
June of last year that has gone up by £300 million.
He said he is not going to put the Council Tax up or
increase bus fares so how is he going to find £300
million?
Mr Coleman: What we will be doing there is
essentially factoring the need to make that
additional payment into the overall financial
strategy that the LDA has. That strategy for funding
the total cost to the GLA group of the Games is met
by both payments from grant from the LDA, and by
capital receipts coming in after the Games. In order
to match the actual money that we need for the time
when it is needed, the LDA has a borrowing
programme in place. EVectively what is happening
here in order to meet that additional £300 million is
that it is being included in the overall package being
funded by borrowing as necessary, to be met either
by government grant to the LDA or by the capital
receipts coming in after the Games.

Q263 Mr Hall: So the Mayor does not have to spend
any extra money then?
Mr Coleman: Obviously he has not had to raise any
additional money from the Council Tax and fares.
There will obviously be consequences in that the fact
we are meeting that money in this way will mean that
other LDA programmes which perhaps could have
been carried out over what is quite a long period of
time (it is a 20-year borrowing period) will not be
able to be carried out because the first call on that
will be the money that is necessary to meet this
additional £300 million.

Q264 Mr Hall: Is the Government aware that the
Mayor may be expecting the Government to provide
additional grant aid to meet this £300 million?
Mr Coleman: We are not expecting additional grant
aid. This is based on assumptions about the normal
level of grant aid that we would expect in any event
from the Government. We are not looking for
additional grant from the Government for this. As I
say, we have a package—a financial strategy the
LDA has developed—which includes taking
account of the grant it would normally expect to

2 Ev 89
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receive in the normal course of business; and taking
account of borrowing that it will make and will
repay over a 20-year period. There is a real cost
obviously involved in this because, as I say, it will
involve over the lifetime of this period other things
that would have been done in London not
happening.

Q265 Mr Hall: Did I hear you correctly say you also
would look to raise money from land sales after the
Olympics?
Mr Coleman: Yes.

Q266 Mr Hall: Is that not already in the package,
raising money from the sale of the land afterwards?
You are not double-counting this, are you?
Mr Coleman: No, I assure you, we are not double-
counting. This is a matter which has been gone
through in detail by the LDA, and Manny can add
to what I say. What we have done is take account of
the need to repay all borrowings that the LDA will
have had to incur in order that it can meet the
various obligations that it has to contribute to the
Olympics—whether that has been for the acquisition
of land, the existing £250 million contribution, or the
£300 million additional contribution.

Q267 Mr Hall: Can I question you now on the
contingency because the Mayor of London said a
20% contingency is probably upper limit; the
Olympic Delivery Authority said 30%; and the
Treasury have said 60%. Is the Mayor of London
now persuaded that the 60% is the right level of
contingency?
Mr Coleman: I think the position now really is, first
of all, to say that everybody who is involved in the
Games and on the Board has agreed and endorsed
the funding package in the budget as it stands now,
including the 60% contingency. I do not think the
Mayor has departed from his view, but he does not
want to see anything like that full level of
contingency spent or utilised; which was really the
basis for his original view that he did not believe so
substantial a contingency as has now been in eVect
agreed was necessary. On the other hand, the
Government has made clear in discussions that it
wants to take an extremely prudent approach to this,
and that is the budget which has been reported to the
Olympic Board which everyone is now content to
work with. I know that the Mayor will certainly
continue to press everyone involved in delivery very
strongly that that contingency amount should not be
fully drawn on, and that costs should continue to be
driven down at every opportunity.

Q268 Mr Hall: Mr Lewis, could I now just take you
onto the £250 million the LDA is going to contribute
to the Olympic Delivery Authority. Is that going to
be linked to any particular purpose for the Games?
Mr Lewis: No, there is no earmarking of that sum.
We are obliged under the Funding Package to make
a contribution of £250 million and that will be
through £50 million tranches between 2008 and
2013, but there is no earmarking. In our negotiation
with the ODA, obviously we have said we expect

that to be spent on London development related to
the Olympics, because it is funding from the London
Development Agency, and they are supporting that
approach.

Q269 Mr Hall: Do you foresee at this stage that you
may have to vary the times the money is drawn down
or the amounts paid, or are you happy with the
current arrangements?
Mr Lewis: We are happy with the current schedule.
The agreement does give the opportunity to vary in
discussions with the relevant parties; but actually, as
Neale Coleman has said, we have factored that
pattern of commitment into our funding strategy
and we are confident with it.

Q270 Philip Davies: Can I just clarify what you said
in answer to Mike Hall about this £300 million. Did
you say the £300 million would be borrowed?
Mr Coleman: What I said was that the LDA is going
to be meeting a number of costs, and is meeting and
has already met a number of costs, towards the
Olympic Games. It has had to meet the cost of the
land acquisition; it is going to have to meet the £250
million and £300 million contributions to which we
have referred. In order for it to do that, it has been
necessary for the LDA to agree to enter into a
programme of prudential borrowing under the
prudential borrowing regime, because quite a lot of
this money, for example the land acquisition, is
required much earlier than would be possible if the
LDA was relying only on its grant. These costs,
including the £300 million, will be being met through
a combination of payment out of that prudential
borrowing, and out of the government grant that
goes to the LDA every year. The LDA has agreed a
financial strategy involving a 20-year period of
borrowing which, together with the capital receipts
that it will receive from the land, enables it to meet
those costs.

Q271 Philip Davies: I am not sure I am any clearer
now than I was before! The point I am trying to get
to is, if you borrow the money, it ends up costing you
more than that in total, does it not? What are the
interest payments on this £300 million you are
borrowing? It will not actually be £300 million; it is
going to cost £300 million plus interest. What is the
total cost?
Mr Lewis: In terms of our overall borrowing costs
over the 20-year period interest is about £330
million.

Q272 Philip Davies: Is this on the £300 million?
Mr Lewis: No, this is on the global something like
£1.7 billion investment that the LDA is making. On
that overall amount, over 20 years, interest is about
£330 million.

Q273 Philip Davies: So on £300 million it is about
another £50 million or so?
Mr Lewis: No, you could not work it back from that.
Mr Coleman: You cannot really take out one
element of this. The LDA is having to meet, as
Manny says, a programme of spending and
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investing, something like £1.7 billion in the Games.
The great bulk of that is for the land acquisition, and
then there are these two additional contributions to
the overall cost of the Games. In total it has a
strategy which involves borrowing to meet some of
that. You could say the £300 million is met
completely out of grant. You can really only look at
it in the round.

Q274 Adam Price: Legacy is the watchword that
everybody focuses on these days. The London
Assembly published a Report A Lasting Legacy for
London? with a telling question mark at the end. It
made for some, at times, quite depressing reading.
Barcelona came out as the best, but even in
Barcelona it found that many of the main
beneficiaries were actually international property
investors. What does the Mayor think of the Report?
Does he share its conclusions and
recommendations?
Mr Coleman: There are a couple of things I would
say about the Mayor’s view of this. Broadly,
obviously we welcome the work the Assembly does
in this area. I think we were pleased there was a clear
recognition in the Report that London had made a
strong start in terms of securing a physical
regeneration legacy from the Games, which is
probably one of the most important areas of legacy
in terms of regeneration, and also the transport
benefits that London will get. I think the areas
where, you rightly say, the question mark appeared
was in the challenges of delivering the softer
elements of legacy that everybody has aspiration for,
around employment, skills, around sports
participation, community participation, tourism
and the like. It is true, if you look back at the history
of some previous Games, people have not delivered
as well as they had hoped and planned for there. The
Mayor certainly agrees that it is absolutely crucial
that we put in place very strong plans, investments
and programmes to make sure we do get the legacy
commitments. We did publish last week, and we can
make available for the Committee, a document
called Five Legacy Commitments from the Mayor,
which looks in detail at some of the programmes and
plans we already have in place, and some of the
targets that we have set here. I think we do know that
the “soft” legacy commitments, if you call them that,
will not fall into our laps, and we have to take action
now to deliver those benefits. That is why we do have
a very wide range of programmes underway. I do not
know how long you want us to talk about these. I
would say, for example, dealing with stuV that is
more directly under the GLA’s responsibility,
although much of this is funded by the LDA, we
have some ambitious programmes around sports
participation where we are working very closely with
Sport England. We have run two years’ worth of a
programme called the Summer of Sport which
130,000 Londoners benefited from and participated
in, 60% of them under 16. We are just about to start
a new Winter of Sport programme which involves
more than 50 new after-school clubs right across
London, and that is part of an £80 million a year
programme of investment in London’s young

people, jointly funded by the Mayor and
Government. That is a very important area of the
sport participation. The area where I should
probably let Manny speak, if you are content with
this, is on the very important area of what we are
doing around employment, skills and opportunities
for people who are currently out of work in London.
Mr Lewis: About 18 months ago we published a
taskforce report on how we should capture
employment and skills outcomes from the Olympics.
Basically that had an aspiration and foresees how we
can deliver a reduction in London’s worklessness by
over 70,000 between now and 2012, using the
Olympic Games as a catalyst. The Olympic Park
itself will generate 11,000 jobs. That is clear from the
development work we have been doing and the level
of development in terms of commercial mix on the
Park. Of course the legacy has already started,
because one of the things we have done successfully
is to build out the three Business Parks—one in
Leyton, one in Beckton and the other in Enfield—to
capture the businesses relocating, to protect 98% of
the jobs in the area. The follow-through steps to
make the legacy of the future happen involves the
“CompeteFor” system, which is a website portal
enabling all of the Olympic contracts to be
advertised and promoted to all of London’s SMEs.
That is going to be launched this week. We already
have a track record with the ODA of delivering
about £1 billion worth of contracts to SMEs, 50% of
which were London beneficiaries. We envisage £6
million worth of contracts coming through between
now and 2012. We have a programme of
employment and skills training which includes the
volunteer programme to produce something like
15,000 young people beginning to get into
employment and skills thinking about volunteering,
using that as an incentive for the first time to help
remove barriers to employment. We are well en
route to constructing a training programme with
two construction centres—one construction centre
already open at Eton Park in Walthamstow, and the
second one to open this year in Leyton. There is a
whole swathe of programmes on employment and
skills to deliver that objective of a 70,000
worklessness reduction in London overall, and
20,000 of those focused in the five boroughs,
working closely with the boroughs. Finally, there is
a very comprehensive jobs brokerage programme
already running and working in the boroughs. Each
borough has a dedicated employment brokerage
service linking people in their community to the jobs
that come up. The good news is that out of
something like 2,000 jobs now on the Olympic Park,
55% of those jobs have gone to Londoners, and that
is quite a success rate.

Q275 Adam Price: Can we switch quickly from the
soft to the hard legacy. The Committee has toured
empty, redundant, unloved buildings in other
former Olympic cities. This is a question for Neale
Coleman really. Do you think it makes sense to sign
oV on the design of venues before it is clear who the
long-term tenant is going to be?
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Mr Coleman: Let me start briefly, as you have said it
is a question for me. I am probably going to ask my
colleague to say most of it. The reason for that is, we
are actually looking to the LDA at present to act
eVectively as the legacy client; it has that role; that is
what is agreed with the ODA; the LDA to be
carrying out a series of negotiations with potential
end-users, whether they are tenants or whether they
are users; and to be doing the detailed business
planning work around the future of the venues. It is
probably best if I let Manny deal with that.
Mr Lewis: The first thing to say is that the relevant
sport governing bodies and stakeholders with a
legacy interest have been involved already in the
design work with the ODA and the LDA. If you take
the example of the Aquatics Centre, British
Swimming and the Amateur Swimming Association
have been closely involved in all of the discussions
about design, delivery and procurement of it. The
overall vision for how we can ensure that the venues
are suitable and appropriate for legacy has been
taken forward up until now by the ODA. We have
published a very clear document setting out that
sustainable regeneration strategy with the ODA, but
will be taken forward from this point by the LDA.
The main vehicle for that is the legacy master plan
framework, this is a statutory planning framework,
which will guide the development of the Park. The
framework will be completed in March 2009 and will
set a vision for the character areas of the Park; how
you connect the venues in the Park to the
communities; how you make sure it is high quality,
sustainable, high quality environment that people
want to live in; how you make the commercial and
residential developments work with the venues as
well. There are several work streams currently
operating: one is a whole series of business planning,
venue by venue, working closely with the governing
bodies in some cases, taking account of some of the
potential tenants for those venues. That work has
been done. There is, secondly, an overarching
business plan for the whole Park, being led by Grant
Thornton, which will lead us to some proposals
around future management of the Park which will
enable the venues to be successful, and to minimise
the revenue subsidy. All of that work is going to be
followed through by the LDA. We have now created
a dedicated directorate joining together both the
employment and socio-economic issues, with the
venues and the hard capital issues, led by Tom
Russell, who has got tremendous experience from
Manchester of integrating the Commonwealth
Games into an urban environment. Tom brings that
knowledge and experience to us. It is a very
substantial programme whereby all of the design
work of the ODA is constantly evaluated and
appraised with the user, beneficiary and legacy in
mind.

Q276 Adam Price: A lot of work is ongoing but when
do you think you will be in a position to make a
definitive statement about the legacy master plan in
relation to the main venues?

Mr Lewis: There will be diVerent key milestones
there. The first one will be this month when we will
announce the appointment of a legacy master plan
team. We have gone out to OJEU Procurement and
we are appointing a legacy master plan that will give
us that professional expertise on master plan, where
they have designed major schemes of this nature in
the past. That is the first milestone. The second
milestone will need to join together the development
strategy for the Park—in terms of: how do you
maximise the overall returns—with the best Park
management arrangements, which is work that
Grant Thornton and Deloittes are working up for
us. With the completion of the legacy master plan
itself, which will be March 2009, from there you will
get actual planning applications coming forth for
venue redesign, for venue conversion. There are a
series of milestones leading through to March 2009.
In the spring next year we expect to make the major
announcement of all of those things in an integrated
way. I have to say, achieving that target will put us
so far ahead of any other city that I think it will be a
major success story for London.

Q277 Mr Farrelly: Mr Lewis, when we toured the
Olympic site the organisers stressed how big the
undertaking was and how much bigger the site was,
as an Olympic site, than, say, Wembley. Does that
not make the Olympic Stadium unsuitable in terms
of physical size for a football or rugby club to use
afterwards?
Mr Lewis: It is very important that all of the legacy
usage both demonstrates a high proportion of
community involvement and engagement as well as
elite sports. We want the venues to be successful, to
be embedded in the communities and also to
minimise the revenue subsidy. They are some of the
key objectives. As part of that you want to maximise
the usage of the venues. If you take the Olympic
Stadium we think, based on the business plan that
has been done, a mixed use of football, athletics and
rugby is the right combination. The Stadium will
move to a 25,000-seater. The initial business plan
demonstrates that that mix is deliverable. We are
now in the process of finessing that in terms of
negotiations with actual potential tenants. We think
it would be a perfectly eVective stadium based on
that sort of level of usage.

Q278 Mr Farrelly: Are people not physically going
to be seated too far away, depending upon which
end of the Stadium the pitch is located?
Mr Lewis: Not from the business plan work to date
and the discussions we have had both with football
clubs and rugby clubs in relation to it. Clearly
athletics is a major commitment as a result of the
overall agreement with the IOC. The level of serious
negotiated interest from rugby and football
professional bodies in this instance I think
demonstrates they believe it can work.

Q279 Mr Farrelly: How many people are seriously
interested, without disclosing any names?
Mr Lewis: We are in discussions at a serious level
with three potential anchor tenants.
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Q280 Mr Farrelly: Football and rugby clubs?
Mr Lewis: Yes.

Q281 Mr Farrelly: Mr Coleman, you talked about
legacy and what you were doing in terms of sports
participation with Sport England. One of the
messages that the UK sought to project in winning
these Games was very much legacy now. I live in
Hackney and I can look around and, like so many
inner-cities, there are so many schools that do not
have a blade of grass on them. I have asked this of
everybody who has appeared here and I will ask the
London boroughs next: I cannot think of a better
way to get the Olympics anchored in children’s
minds in particular, and to encourage participation,
than to make sure at the very least all those schools,
in those five boroughs as a start, that do not have a
blade of grass are identified and they can at least be
provided with a rubberised surface so people can
actually play sport in those playgrounds. What are
you doing from your OYce to help the boroughs
coordinate eVorts to do that sort of thing and to
make sure that the Olympics are there in the minds
of children now?
Mr Coleman: I think we are trying to work with
them and to coordinate activity in a wider range of
ways, both through providing funding, through
providing encouragement and looking, where
appropriate, for us to support new facilities. The
boroughs themselves are doing a great deal of this.
Our main focus has been on trying to provide some
overall programmes, which I have already referred
to, where we can provide both some significant help
with marketing, but also bring new funding in. For
example, I have talked about the Winter of Sport
programme; we are talking here about 54 new after-
school multi-sport clubs, and this is just the first year
of this programme. It is a pretty big investment and
we will particularly there be targeting young people
who are currently not engaging in sport; obviously
working with schools, but working with clubs; and
we are bringing in funding from the Youth Sport
Trust to do that, as well as putting in money directly
from the LDA. We have been talking, for example,
to Hackney Council about improvements that we
can assist with on Hackney Marshes where there is a
lot of grass but certainly, as everyone agrees, we
could do with further improvements to facilities
there to allow them to be better used. I think the
boroughs would accept this; and I think they do a
great deal of good work here. I live round Hackney
as well, but if you go to Clissold Park on a weekday,
or whatever, I do see a lot of Hackney school kids
playing in the park using the facilities there. I do
think the primary responsibility for developing that,
for looking at new facilities, for identifying needs, is
with the boroughs. We have brought together a
group of all the organisations working on sport in
London, which an oYcer from GLA chairs, which
includes Sport England, the Youth Sport Trust, and
London councils, to try and ensure we have better
coordination of this. We have commissioned a new
strategy jointly with Sport England to look at a
London legacy sports strategy, and obviously one of
the main focuses in that will be youth sport. In

addition to that, as I have also referred to, the
Mayor has announced a new programme which will
invest a total of £80 million a year in new youth
activities in London. That is the biggest single
investment in youth facilities that we have seen for a
generation in London. It starts this year and one of
the focuses for that, not the only one, will be sport.
That will provide further opportunities for new
facilities to be developed, I hope.

Q282 Janet Anderson: How many of the venues are
going to be temporary, and what is going to happen
to them afterwards?
Mr Coleman: It is probably easiest if I say which of
the ones are going to be permanent, if you do not
mind. What we are left with after the Games in terms
of permanent facilities are the Stadium, one of the
arenas, and that means there are, therefore, two
arenas in the Park which are temporary; the
Velodrome remains; the Aquatics Centre remains;
so there are arenas in the Park which are temporary
and they are the main large temporary facilities.
Those will be constructed in such a way that they are
capable of being dismantled and used elsewhere; the
components of them can be used elsewhere. The
responsibility for making those arrangements—and
for, if you like, brokering that with other areas of the
country which may or may not have an interest in
that—it has been agreed should rest with Sport
England, and that is something they will be doing.
Obviously, as I think happened in Manchester, there
is a huge amount of what can appear quite incidental
but is actually very valuable equipment and the like,
that will be left after the Games and which will need
to be reused: huge amounts of sport equipment for
all these sports which will be part of the overlay in
all the venues, permanent and temporary. Again, we
will be looking to Sport England to lead the process
of making sure that can be used right across the UK.

Q283 Janet Anderson: Do you know how Sport
England will decide which areas of the country are
going to benefit? This is all very well for London but
as someone who represents a Lancashire
constituency I would like to think that there might
be a legacy for other parts of the country as well?
Mr Coleman: Absolutely. I think that is really why it
is a judgement that it should not be, for example, for
us to be involved in determining that, but it is a
function which should be carried out by Sport
England. I think I would be cautious about being
drawn about how they are going to do that, but I am
sure they would be able to talk to you about that.

Q284 Rosemary McKenna: Can we talk about the
permanent structures that are going to be required to
be converted. Obviously you have given us a clear
indication as to the plans you have for that. Who will
actually let the contracts? Will it be the ODA or the
LDA? How will you do that?
Mr Lewis: We have agreed with the ODA that the
LDA will take forward the legacy transformation. In
terms of the deconstruction of non-permanent
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venues then the LDA will take that forward. Your
question focuses on the permanent venues, of which
there are five.

Q285 Rosemary McKenna: For example, the media
centre?
Mr Lewis: There are five permanent venues, which
Neale described, plus the media centre, the
broadcast centre. The overall Park management,
which will embrace the management of those
venues, and the model for that Park management, is
one that we are still developing with the boroughs
and with the Mayor, getting expert advice from
Deloittes and from Grant Thornton. One of the
options, for example, is that you would have a
special purpose vehicle that may take overall
management of the Park, including the venues. The
key thing here is that you have to build in strong
stakeholder engagement, and strong community
interest. You want a model which balances
commercial delivery as well as community and
socio-economic outcomes.

Q286 Rosemary McKenna: It will not be a
commercial organisation which will take them and
just make lots of money out of them?
Mr Lewis: Absolutely. You would have to gear the
constitution of the organisation to have a strong
community interest, strong socio-economic interest;
but you need commercial expertise because you
want it to be as revenue-neutral as possible in
minimising the subsidy.

Q287 Rosemary McKenna: Hopefully the five
boroughs would represent the communities and the
stakeholders?
Mr Lewis: Absolutely.

Q288 Rosemary McKenna: Will the national
governing bodies of sport be involved in that?
Mr Lewis: It is very important that they are
involved, because they are involved in our
discussions at the moment about use and occupation
of the venues. They would have a clear interest in the
long-term management of the venues. Of course,
another important part is the Lea Valley Regional
Park Authority where a number of those permanent
venues are on their land; and they would be a key
partner in the long-term management as well.

Q289 Rosemary McKenna: I think everybody is
concerned, with the amount of money that is going
in, that there ought to be the maximum benefit for
the local communities and for all of London?
Mr Lewis: Absolutely.

Q290 Rosemary McKenna: With the transport
system surely it is possible to allow all the boroughs,
the education authorities, to participate and take
advantage of all these facilities. Is that a major part
of your thinking?
Mr Lewis: It is distinctly part of our vision. In the
Olympic Park Regeneration Steering Group
meetings which we hold with the boroughs (the
borough leaders are completely party to this) we

have been discussing how can we enable the Park to
be a destination location in its own right, not just in
terms of sports, and one of the biggest new European
partners that will appear, but also in terms of the
whole tourism oVer, and the whole visit London
oVer. That is part of a vision the legacy master plan
framework will bring forward.

Q291 Chairman: You will be aware that this
Committee recommended a year ago the taxpayer
and the Lottery subscriber should see some benefit
back from the increase in value in land which takes
place as a result of the investment. You will also have
seen on the front page of The Times the speculation
today that the Secretary of State’s ambition to
realise £1.8 billion is now looking unlikely to be
achieved. Would you like to tell us what your current
estimate is of how much can be raised?
Mr Coleman: I did indeed see the front page of The
Times today and was surprised to see that it was
claiming to be reporting news, because last April the
Mayor, in a statement at a press conference, put on
record every single figure that is in The Times today
and explained the position; which is that clearly we
are looking here to forecast receipts from sales of
land that will be taking place in the period up until
2030. Anyone who could claim to put a single
estimate with any degree of reliability on land
receipts over a period like that would, if they did it
successfully, turn out to be an extremely wealthy
person. Clearly it is only possible to estimate a range
at this time. That is all the more so because the actual
proceeds are not dependent simply on increases in
the price of land over this period, but on a very large
number of other factors: including exactly the type
and quantum of development that takes place; the
density of those developments; the particular land
uses and the split between commercial and
residential and other uses; the amount of planning
obligations that have to be paid for as part of the
process; the level of aVordable housing required in
the developments; and the amount of social housing
grant that might be paid to facilitate those
residential developments. So there are a huge range
of factors which have to be taken into account. As I
say, as the Mayor said as long ago as last April, the
LDA, which has to borrow money as we have dealt
with it in answering your questions, has to take an
extremely prudent and cautious view about what
assumptions it can make because it is borrowing
money and it is a public body. The Mayor told the
press conference last April that that figure was
around £800 million, precisely the figure which
appears in today’s The Times allegedly as news. The
LDA has always made it quite clear that it has a
planning assumption in order to meet its financial
strategy, and that it needs to get £800 million back.
That is a very prudent and cautious figure. The land
value increase built into that is 6%. In the last ten
years the lowest increase in any year in land values
in that area has been 6%; and the average increase
has been 20%. It also has extremely prudent
assumptions in terms of the density and quantum of
development. It assumes 50% aVordable housing in
line with the London Plan—70% of which is social
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rented housing; and it assumes no payment of social
housing grant whatsoever. These are all very, very
cautious and prudent assumptions. To suggest that
in some way actually we are only going to get £800
million and definitely no more is just a distortion
really of the situation. In fact the LDA has
commissioned a range of estimates and assumptions
here, and they range broadly between £800 million
and £3 billion. The biggest driver in this range is, of
course, the increase in land value. The £3 billion
number comes from an assumption that you will
achieve the 19% that we have seen in the last 20 years
in London—a period obviously when there have
been good and bad years for the property market.
We believe it is obvious there is a very strong
likelihood that a figure way in excess of £800 million
will be achieved. It is precisely for that reason I know
the Government was so keen to renegotiate its
Memorandum of Understanding with the Mayor,
because the original Memorandum provided that all
the land receipts went to the LDA. Precisely because
of the likelihood that a significantly higher sum
would be achieved, we entered into negotiations
which set out, going up to the figure of £1.8 billion,
how any receipts would be split. Finally, because it
is irritating to see such an inaccurate story
appearing, all our valuations and all the estimates we
have done precede, for example, the decision of the
Government to provide the funding for the Crossrail
development which will go into Stratford Station,
and which plainly must have a major impact on
increasing both land value and development
potential of these sites. I do not think there is cause
to express the concern that was expressed in that
article about the likelihood of us seeing much greater
returns from the land proceeds, and the possibility of
fully repaying both the amounts that have come
from the Lottery and, indeed, securing additional
funding that the LDA can invest in the regeneration
of the area.

Q292 Chairman: You say you adopted a very
prudent approach to this, but when the ministerial
statement was issued in June it did go through how
the £1.8 billion, which it was hoped to raise, would
be allocated between the LDA and the Lottery, and
it then speculated about how they would then divide
any additional sums which were raised beyond the
£1.8 billion. Do you think it is realistic still to expect
that it could exceed £1.8 billion?
Mr Coleman: Indeed I do. As I say, one of the main
drivers here is land value. If and obviously it is a very
big “if”, but it is by no means implausible given what
is happening in east London; it is by no means
implausible given the long-running gap between
housing supply and housing demand in London, but
if land values in this part of London increased in the
next 20 years in exactly the same way as they
increased in the last 20 years, we would generate not
£1.8 billion but £3 billion through these land sales.
As I say, even were land values not to increase in that
way, there are a whole range of other factors, such
as the quantum and nature of development, such as
the quantum of aVordable housing, which if it was
varied from the assumptions we are now making

would again mean that land receipts would be very
much higher than the numbers that have been
quoted.

Q293 Chairman: You will have seen The Times
article and you have talked about potentially
reaching a 19% increase in values per annum. Savills
described the idea of raising 16% per annum as
complete madness; and Spicerhaart went on to say
that we have got to the top of the market and that
16% is ludicrous?
Mr Coleman: All I can say is I am familiar with
getting a range of views from diVerent estate agents
about values. We are not talking about next year
when everybody agrees that property prices and
house prices may go oV—although I have to say, if
you look at what prices did in Hackney, Newham
and places last year, you will see that these figures are
more than realistic. We are talking about looking at
an historic trend which has been met over the last 20
years. If people say, “That’s not going to happen
again”, I cannot quite see on what basis they say
that, given that there is a huge mismatch between the
supply and demand of housing in London, and given
the level of investment and improvements that are
happening in this area through Crossrail, other
things the boroughs are doing and so on. As I say,
you do not actually require necessarily, in order to
meet for example the £1.8 billion, 19% or 20%. You
can vary other assumptions in order to produce
greater values. It really is not the case at all that £1.8
billion is an unrealistic figure. I would anticipate that
in all likelihood this figure will be met and exceeded.

Q294 Mr Farrelly: I am not surprised about The
Times article. There is a vote today in the Commons
and the additional raid on the Lottery is unpopular
in many of the constituencies around the country.
Can I just focus on your £800 million figure. Are you
saying now that under the Memorandum of
Understanding you will be required to be repaid
£800 million before a penny is given back to the
Lottery?
Mr Coleman: No, Manny will correct me if I get this
wrong, but the number we have to get before
anything is paid back to the Lottery is £650 million.
The reason why those numbers diVer is that we need
the £800 million to come in to meet the whole of the
strategy which I referred to earlier, which does not
just involve repayment of the land; it involves
contributions from the LDA as well.

Q295 Mr Farrelly: That is from your own internal
point of view. The £650 million is that capped in the
Memorandum of Understanding?
Mr Lewis: The way it works is that the first £650
million realised in value will be returned to the LDA.
Beyond that level there is a “profit share”.

Q296 Mr Farrelly: I understand that. So £650
million is fixed at future prices. That is £650 million
in the future and not £650 million now?



Processed: 24-04-2008 21:56:45 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 390724 Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 87

15 January 2008 Mr Neale Coleman and Mr Manny Lewis

Mr Lewis: Yes, it is a fixed sum.

Q297 Mr Farrelly: Under the Memorandum of
Understanding who is going to be responsible for
realising the assets and the land sales? Who is going
to handle the process?
Mr Coleman: The land is owned by the LDA for the
most part. To that extent the LDA will have the
responsibility. It is conceivable that it may decide to
make arrangements to set up a new vehicle to do this,
as Manny has talked about. Fundamentally the
answer is the LDA.

Q298 Mr Farrelly: I ask the question, Chairman,
because beyond £650 million three-quarters of the
additional receipts are going to go back to the
National Lottery. If you are handling the sale there
is not as great an incentive to go beyond £650 million
as someone who is handling the sale on behalf of the
National Lottery, or an independent party?
Mr Coleman: We did actually try and draw this
agreement up so the split is intended clearly partly to
ensure that there is an incentive on the Agency and
that it does derive benefit from increasing the level of
receipts. That is why we did it in this way. I think if
there was any question that this was not being done
in that way and the Lottery was being disadvantaged
through an inappropriate approach to the disposals,
which I very much hope would not come about, but
if that did, there would be other means open to the
Government at the time to deal with that situation,
the most obvious one being—assuming that we still
have something like the arrangements we have
today—the development agencies depend
fundamentally on grant funding, so there is a pretty
strong lever to use there.

Q299 Paul Farrelly: What thought has been given, in
your ranges of estimates, in terms of tying in the
process with the individual boroughs’ regeneration
strategies? For instance, your eVorts to maximise the
sale proceeds of the media centre may not quite tie
in with what the local borough might envisage as a
use of the site and might, therefore, assent to in its
planning procedures.
Mr Coleman: This is a very important point that you
make. Clearly, the boroughs, as the local planning
authorities and as the representatives of local
communities, do have very strong interests and
desires that we ensure that the development
strategies which take place here are appropriate in
line with their plans and are producing new,
genuinely sustainable communities. That is
something which the Mayor, certainly, is very
strongly committed to. There is no question of us
actually adopting an approach that says: “We are
going out to maximise value come hell or high
water”. If we were doing that we would not have
built into our assumptions 50% aVordable housing
and 70% of this for social rent. If we had not built
that in the proceeds would be way up in the air, but
clearly we would not be doing anything for local
people and their communities. Similarly, in the
planning framework that we have agreed with the
boroughs here, there are proposals for major

developments of new social infrastructure—schools,
health facilities, community facilities and emergency
service facilities—to go alongside these residential
developments, and that will require payment of
additional contributions from developers. That,
again, is built in here. There is also a concern about
the type of housing that is built here in the boroughs,
and there is a commitment, for example, in the
planning framework that there will be a broad range
of diVerent types of housing and that 44% of the
housing will be family housing, which is to meet the
sorts of needs that the boroughs have. So we are very
sensitive to these points, and that is one of the
reasons why over the last six to nine months new
machinery has been created to very much extend and
deepen the involvement of the boroughs as real
partners in this development process. We have some
formal structures; a steering group, at both senior
oYcial level and at ministerial level, bringing
together the Minister for the Olympics, the Minister
for Housing and Planning with the Mayor and the
leaders of all the boroughs, to make sure that they
have oversight of the work that is going on in this
area. I want to try and reassure you that we are very
much looking here to do a programme that is
regenerating, that is bringing benefit to existing
communities, that is meeting local needs and is
supported by the boroughs. It is not a programme
that is in any way driven simply by the desire to
maximise proceeds.

Q300 Paul Farrelly: Given all those balancing
considerations, you are confident, are you, that the
Lottery will be repaid in full?
Mr Coleman: I am actually personally confident that
the Lottery will be repaid in full, but as I have said
we are forecasting here land sales going out to 2030
and there is a lot of uncertainty about the future.
Who knows what external events may occur during
that period that will change the way we look at
things. If you look, as I say, at the ability not just to
get the money in through looking at the increase in
land value but, also, by adjusting other things that
are open to us to adjust, I believe that there is every
prospect that the Lottery will be repaid in full.

Q301 Mr Evans: So The Times has got it completely
wrong, and it should have said: “Revealed: £2 billion
Olympic bonanza”?
Mr Coleman: No. I think what The Times should
have done is, as I say, not to have reported this on its
front page, since it is not news, since everything was
said by the Mayor nearly a year ago. It has always
been the case that there is a broad range being
looked at here, between £800 million—a very, very
cautious and prudent figure—up to £3 billion, which
is the figure you would get if the next 20 years was
like the last 20 years, and anyone who claims to be
able, as I say, to tell you now what the price of a
hectare of land in Stratford is going to be worth in
2023 is either a fool or a genius.

Q302 Mr Evans: Part of the problem, you say, is
there is a lot of uncertainty. One of the certain things
about this whole procedure is that none of us will be
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here around this Committee table in 2030 to say
whether you are right or whether you are wrong.
You can understand the cautiousness of the whole
thing, because when we first started this procedure,
as you know, the Olympics was going to cost two-
and-a-bit billion pounds and we are now
approaching £10 billion. Therefore, you can
understand that everybody wants to get as accurate
as they possibly can the costs that are going to fall on
certain bodies. Janet has already said (and she
represents a seat in Lancashire, and so do I) that
although they call it “The London Games” the fact
is that the whole of the UK is contributing towards
this, in one way, shape or form or another, and there
will be good causes in the North West of England
who will be foregoing money in order that these
Games can take place. Can you understand the
concern?
Mr Coleman: I very much take your point and I do
understand the concern that there is, particularly in
an area which is as intrinsically uncertain as looking
out over 20 years at a series of land sales. So I do
understand that.

Q303 Mr Evans: Do you think that the
Memorandum of Understanding which Tessa
Jowell signed should have said that it should not be
£1.8 billion (upon which, clearly, the land sale
increases are about 16%, and now everybody is
saying 6%) and that it should actually have said
there are a range of values that could be met because,
clearly, £1.8 billion seems to now be fanciful.
Mr Coleman: First of all, just to reiterate, I do not
accept for a moment the £1.8 billion is fanciful.
What you have to bear in mind is that, as I
understand it and as I read it, the Memorandum of
Understanding did not say, in any way, as The Times
totally inaccurately reports today, that there has
been an agreement that the proceeds will be £1.8
billion. It does not say anything of the kind. What it
does is to provide for what will happen as money
comes in up to a total of £1.8 billion. We could have
gone beyond that—arguably we should have done—
and that would not have amounted to saying that we
were going to get in £3 billion; it would have
amounted to making an agreement to what we were
going to do with the proceeds under a range of future
scenarios, accepting that this is a period that will go
out for quite a long period of time. Obviously, when
we sell the land is by no means certain. I imagine—
as you said, it probably will not be us—that the
people who have responsibility for this (for example,
if 2013—unlikely, I think—is a bad year for the
property market in East London) will take a view on
going later rather than earlier. People will be sensible
about balancing all the objectives we have, I think,
in terms of making sure we get the money back,
precisely because I think everyone is committed to
making sure the Lottery is repaid.

Q304 Mr Evans: When will the Lottery get their
money back in full?
Mr Coleman: It will obviously depend on the timing
of the land sales. That is something which, as I say,
will be a matter for judgment dependent on the

conditions in the property market at the time. If you
want me to speculate, I would have thought that it is
likely that in the immediate aftermath of the Games
that may well be a good time, and there may well be
strong arguments for trying to sell land at an early
stage, but that might not be the case. There is
uncertainty here, I do accept, but I do think, overall,
there is a strong and robust position to expect
significant repayments. Frankly, we are looking not
just for the Lottery to get money back; we really are
looking, here, for the LDA to get further money
beyond the £675 million, without any doubt,
because that money will go to help the further
regeneration of the areas between the Olympic Park
and the river, where there are ambitions to build very
large numbers of new homes and create new jobs.

Q305 Mr Evans: You talk about property values but
you talk, also, about social housing, which will,
clearly, not draw as high a price from the land.
Could that be a variable as well—that if the £800
million is not looking as rosy as you think and you
want to get a bit more money, the content of the
social housing could be reduced?
Mr Coleman: That is indeed a variable that could be
looked at. Indeed, it is a matter for discussion with
the boroughs, I think, in particular, because they will
have views about the types of housing they want
there. If, for example, there was a view and a
consensus that we should be looking at increased
proportions of, say, equity-share housing as
opposed to social rent housing, or indeed a greater
proportion of market housing, and that was agreed,
then that would, you are right, significantly increase
the money and help to get it back. We felt it right, for
the purposes, as I say, of our core estimates, we
would take the most prudent thing, the thing that
puts the number down, and that is why we have
assumed 50% aVordable housing—70% of which
social rent—if you like, the sort of full-blooded,
London Plan and overall London policy—as the
best basis for making calculations.

Q306 Mr Evans: Will the London Council Taxpayer,
if it is towards the top end of the estimate, get any
money back?
Mr Coleman: That is very much something for the
future.

Q307 Mr Evans: That is why I am asking it.
Mr Coleman: It is right to say that existing plans do
not make provision for that. Clearly, if it were very
much towards the top end of the range, I imagine
that is something that would come on to the agenda,
but I would say, again, that we are looking here at
an extremely ambitious regeneration project. We are
looking not just at the Olympic Park; there is a very
big area, as you will know, going south down to
Leamouth and beyond where, crucial to the future of
London, we have a planning framework in place
with the boroughs that is looking at 40,000 new
homes and 50,000 new jobs. We will need continued
investment in that. We will do that over time. Just as
the Olympics has vastly accelerated our ability to
regenerate the area of the Olympic Park, additional
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money coming in, in this means, would, similarly,
accelerate our ability to complete regeneration and
create new opportunities in the rest of this area.

Q308 Mr Evans: A final question, which is, if the
Games end up costing more than the £9.3 billion, do
you think the money from the land sales will go to
fill any black hole that exists because of the increase
in the price of the Games?
Mr Coleman: I really do not want to be drawn there,
and I am going to say that the Mayor’s position on
this is absolutely firm that he will do anything to
prevent this costing more than £9.3 billion. When
you had John Armitt here he said something like:
“Obviously, no one can give you a guarantee, signed
in blood, that this will not happen”, but the Mayor’s
absolute determination is that the Games will not
cost more than the prudent budget that has now
been agreed.

Q309 Philip Davies: In a previous answer to Paul
Farrelly you said that there were three potential
tenants for the Olympic Stadium after the Games. I
think I read in the paper that Leyton Orient were
one. Are you in a position to confirm that and,
perhaps, explain who the other two might be?
Mr Lewis: Leyton Orient have put their interest in
the public domain because they have consulted their
fans on the option of the Olympic Stadium. The
other interested tenants, because of the commercial
sensitivities, we cannot release or confirm who they
are, at this stage.

Q310 Mr Evans: When is that going to be finally
resolved? Have you any idea when we can expect an
announcement?
Mr Lewis: We think it is very important that this is
delivered in an integrated way, so you know what
sort of vision you want for the Park through the
framework, you know what development brief you
want, in terms of realising a value, and that you also
know what the Park management arrangements are.
Those three conditions will all combine round about

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the London Development Agency (LDA)

Following the London Development Agency’s appearance with the Mayor’s OYce before the Committee
on 15 January 2008, I am writing to provide the information you requested on land assembly and
compensation figures.

As per Question 259, the LDA were requested to provide a breakdown of the £1.1 billion overall assembly
figure into constituent parts. This information is shown below:

Budget
£’m

Land Acquisition/Disturbance Compensation 659.46
Fees and Holding Cost 88.86
Site Investigations and Remediation 220.00
Legacy Workstreams 41.63
StaYng, VAT and interest 169.85

Total 1,179.80

As per Question 261 on compensation, the current total paid to landowners and occupiers in
compensation for the CPO is £556.13 million. This figure comes from the Land Acquisition and Disturbance
Compensation part of the budget, and is in line with estimates and budgetary provisions.

I hope this clarifies this particular area for you.

Spring 2009 and we think that is the right time to
then be able to say: “And these are the tenant
arrangements that we think fit into that delivery
vehicle for the Park”.

Q311 Adam Price: You still, clearly, believe that the
upper range of expectation, in terms of land values,
is at least a possibility. I would like to ask you,
therefore, what is your understanding as to what will
happen to any surplus raised?
Mr Coleman: Above the £1.8 billion? Well, as I
understand it, at present, we would be reverting to
the situation in the old MoU that all that money
would go to the LDA—it is the LDA’s land.3
However, the LDA works in close co-operation with
government on regeneration projects and, as I have
said before to colleagues of yours today, ultimately
the LDA depends on government grant-funding to
carry out its activities. So, obviously, in the event
that proceeds did, in the future, possibly go
significantly higher, there would be a discussion to
be had between government and the LDA about
how the extra money was being used. There would
be a trade-oV here because, obviously, one choice
open to the Government would be to say to the
LDA: “You have got all this extra money in here, we
have agreed with you that you are going to spend
this much on the further regeneration in the Thames
Gateway and in East London, but that means that
you do not need so much grant from us.” So, in that
sense, this is, inevitably, an ongoing discussion
between the agency and government about how
these proceeds are used.
Mr Lewis: The MoU says that expressly—that in the
event of realising beyond £1.8 billion there will be
discussions between the Mayor and government
about the best use of those resources.
Adam Price: Members of Parliament in Wales,
Scotland and the North of England will probably
have something to say about it as well! Thank you.
Chairman: We need to move on. Can I thank you
both for your evidence.
3 Note by Witness: The position is as set out by Mr Lewis in
the following answer.
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Both Neale and I appreciated the opportunity to meet and update members of the Committee on progress
in preparing Olympic venues for legacy use and in supporting sports participation. We hope you found our
evidence informative.

February 2008

Memorandum submitted by the Five Host Boroughs

1. Introduction

1.1 The five Host Boroughs comprise the London boroughs of Greenwich, Hackney, Newham, Tower
Hamlets and Waltham Forest. The boroughs came together to support the London bid and continue to
work together and strengthen relationships in pursuit of the central objective to secure a lasting legacy for
local people, communities and business.

1.2 The Boroughs continue to work in partnership with the Minister for the Olympics, the Mayor of
London, London 2012 and other key partners and stakeholders to progress the preparation for the Games,
to maximise the opportunity for local people and to create a lasting legacy. As representatives of the
communities we serve we welcome the opportunity to submit evidence on the issues now under examination
by the Committee.

1.3 Our submission is set out in response to the headings under which the Committee seeks evidence,
as follows:

2. Progress in Preparing Venues

2.1 As the boroughs most closely located to the development of the principal site for the Olympic Park
and the major venues we are encouraged by the progress which the Olympic Development Authority (ODA)
has made in a relatively short space of time since taking responsibility for the Park site. We would
congratulate the LDA on the successful conclusion to the process of land assembly and transfer to ODA in
July 2007. We recognise that this process was not without its challenges but through close working of all
parties and the commitment of boroughs to assist in the process this was achieved with the minimum amount
of disruption and impact on surrounding communities. The visible transformation of the site through
remediation and demolition is rapidly advancing and we anticipate the start of major construction activity
on site in 2008.

2.2 Maintaining a close working relationship with ODA in particular will be vital to the ongoing success
of the build programme. It is vital that all parties continue to build the confidence and trust of local people
and communities, through the provision of timely information regarding site development and potential
impacts upon communities to minimise and mitigate the situation. We welcome the introduction of the
Construction Hot Line which provides immediate contact and resolution of issues for local people and the
establishment of construction newsletter informing residents of activity and progress.

2.3 We have sought to impress upon ODA the importance of engaging with our people and local
communities throughout this process and emphasised the role which Boroughs can play in facilitating this
through existing and established channels for community communication and engagement.

2.4 Our senior oYcer teams have been closely engaged with ODA in the progress of the design
development of the individual venues. Whilst we have an interest in the design development of the Park and
principal venues for their Games time use our principal concern is for their transformation and use in legacy
and our detailed comments are given under that section heading. We recognise that the design development
of the Park and key venues for the Games is now reaching critical path decision points and that decisions
must be taken to ensure infrastructure is delivered on time for the Games. At the same time many of these
decisions will establish critical “fixes” which will determine the scope of subsequent legacy opportunity. As
the legacy to be derived from hosting the Games in East London is our primary concern we continue to press
for the closest possible involvement in the decision making process where this has a direct bearing upon
legacy and have welcomed the creation of the Olympic Park Regeneration Steering Group (OPRSG) which
provides governance and oversight on these issues of strategic importance to Boroughs.

3. Developments in Securing Funding for all Aspects of the Games

3.1 Pronouncements during 2007 summer gave greater clarity and visibility to the funding of the Games
infrastructure, contribution towards legacy transformation and contingency. Boroughs do not have a direct
involvement in the costs and budgetary provision of delivering the Games time infrastructure, save that in
the event of any scope and or cost escalation we would wish to be assured that this was not met from
budgetary provision to the detriment of available budgets to deliver transformation and legacy.
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3.2 With regard to the funding of legacy it is very early days in the process of defining the Legacy Master
Plan to have certainty with regard to budgetary requirement and funding provision. From the joint work
undertaken to date it is however clear that the budgets available to the ODA for transformation of the
Olympic site and venues will only provide the basic facilities and infrastructure to initiate the legacy. The
legacy aspirations of all parties displayed at the Vision Day event, held on 20 September were rightly
ambitious but suggest that to deliver against such expectations will require greater funding than identified
to date.

3.3 As a consequence we remain concerned that the currently identified levels of funding for legacy will
be insuYcient to deliver on the original Games commitments to deliver the “best ever legacy”. We seek
assurance and firm commitments to an agreed sum for legacy transformation, and that this sum is protected
against further pressure from Games related costs.

3.4 This will require clear visibility of the legacy business plans for individual venues, the park itself and
an overall legacy business plan which takes account of the delivery mechanisms for legacy and the
opportunities presented by the development platforms identified in the Legacy Masterplan. Securing
suYcient funding to deliver and sustain a high quality legacy will require appropriate capital and revenue
funding. There is a clear expectation amongst some stakeholders that a significant element of this funding
will have to be generated through the development of the post Games site. We are particularly concerned
to ensure that in a desire to generate revenues, principally to repay the HM Treasury and the Lottery, this
does not place unacceptable pressures on the development of the area, leading to unacceptable densities of
housing development and/or inappropriate forms of economic activity undermining the ability to create
sustainable communities.

3.5 To date we have been given assurances by LDA as the land holder and nominal legacy client that it
would not seek to promote development strategies which negated the ability to deliver sustainable
community outcomes. This is the overriding objective of Boroughs and we will continue to press for that
commitment to be honoured through the development of the legacy plan proposals. Nevertheless we
recognise the need to generate financial returns from the development of the post Games site and we will
work with partners through the legacy Masterplan process to examine innovative proposals for delivery
mechanisms which will address financial imperatives whilst securing sustainable outcomes.

3.6 Beyond the funding of the Games legacy there are a range of wider aspects of funding associated with
the Games that require commentary.

3.7 Boroughs together with key partners have embarked upon an ambitious programme to create jobs
for local people, enhance skills capability amongst our communities and deliver support to local businesses,
predominantly in the SME sector to secure opportunity from the Games and embed long term capacity and
capability. Whilst our early eVorts are demonstrating successes, this will require long term financial support
to intervention initiatives. We are grateful for the financial contribution from LDA (to December 2009) to
fund the Local Employment and Training Framework (LETF) and the commitment of further financial
support to 2015. We are concerned to ensure that further monies will be available (post 2009) to ensure that
these essential programmes can be carried through.

3.8 The development of the site and principal venues and Games time itself will place a significant burden
upon the existing resources and services of boroughs. The recent planning permission and associated Section
106 agreement makes provision for payments to boroughs to mitigate the increased burden on borough
departments to deliver these services to mitigate the adverse impact on our communities. At this point in
time as we work with London 2012 to assess the level of additional demand we cannot be certain that the
monies oVered by ODA will be suYcient to meet this burden and we need to be assured that equivalent
recognition of their responsibility and therefore financial contribution will be forthcoming from LOCOG
in respect of additional Games time impact.

3.9 Whilst there is recognition and a proposed contribution towards the creation of a legacy in respect
of the Park and venues, and the contribution to mitigating the additional services burden there appears as
yet to be no recognition of, and therefore no contribution toward enhancing the wider public realm. If
London is to present itself favourably whilst in the glare and spotlight of the world then there must be
recognition of and funding support to enhance the wider public realm. Failure to address this issue risks
creating a visible gap between the infrastructure and environment created within the Park and the un-
enhanced communities and neighbourhoods adjacent. To date there is no visibility or proposals as to how
this critical issue is to be addressed and there is increasing risk that it will be too late to address some of the
more challenging issues. We would urge that consideration is given to funding initiatives that will support
such projects.

3.10 A final aspect of funding which requires to be addressed is that of the Cultural Olympiad in spectator
and participation terms this creates even greater levels of attraction and engagement than the Games
themselves. For the 5 Host Boroughs this represents the greatest opportunity to engage our communities in
the opportunity to celebrate the talents that exist whilst building cohesion and inclusion. LOCOG’s budgets
do not contain provision to fund this tier of cultural activity. Whilst fully committed to the opportunity that
the Cultural Olympiad presents for our communities without recourse to funding the aspirations espoused
by Government and London 2012 will not be achieved.
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4. Legacy Use of Venues (and Impact on Grass Roots Sport)

4.1 This has been an issue of primary concern for Boroughs to ensure that in legacy there is a clear plan
to achieve long term viable utilisation of individual venues and that there is a coherent business plan for the
Park as a whole. It is acknowledged that in legacy venues will have to address a range of expectations and
uses from elite to community use; to the hosting of international, national, regional and local events but if
there is not clear accessible community use within the legacy plans for each individual venue then the Legacy
will fail to deliver on a key objective. We have a particular contribution to make to this aspect of the
development of the Legacy plan in that as representatives of local communities, actively involved in the
current provision of community services and facilities and engaged in raising active participation in sport
and recreation we can input knowledge into this process.

4.2 To date boroughs have been consulted in the development of individual venues with mixed outcomes.
In respect of the main stadium and the aquatics centre we remain of the view that these represent missed
opportunities to embed from the outset clear provision for community use and for the development of viable
legacy plans. We are keen to ensure that our contribution is fully integrated at the outset. The creation of
the Olympic Park Regeneration Steering Group where the 5 boroughs are now fully engaged as partners is
a positive step forward and welcomed by boroughs. Similarly the establishment of the Sports Venues Legacy
Group is a welcome forum within which to apply specific focus to the long term legacy use and viability of
individual venues.

4.3 The following provides specific comments on individual venues:

Main Stadium

4.4 Notwithstanding the decisions that have already been made regarding the legacy size of the main
stadium, boroughs remain concerned that the failure to adopt a premiership football club as an anchor
tenant, thus providing a strong financial cornerstone and embedded community programmes, was in our
view a missed opportunity. If this option is closed, we are committed to working with partners to secure the
long term viability of the stadium under the proposed tri-partite sports legacy. However, we are
concerned that:

— agreements with anchor tenants have yet to be signed;

— the legacy solution must provide commitment to appropriate and aVordable local community use,
for which Boroughs have provided potential uses relating to sport and education;

— the legacy scale of the venue is driven by proven need and viability, which may not warrant a
permanent capacity of 25,000 seats; and

— in the absence of a strong financial sporting anchor tenant there will be increased pressure for
commercially-focused legacy uses of the non-play space in legacy at the expense of community
utilisation.

4.5 On a positive note boroughs have welcomed the recent announcement from ODA to secure provision
in legacy for the capacity for an athletics warm up track, making more viable securing major athletics events
and alleviating some of the issues relating to incorporating community based athletics in association with
the stadium. However, we do not believe that this area should be limited to permanent athletics, but provide
a dual function as an event warm up track and a valuable open space for public and/or educational use.

Aquatics Centre

4.6 Boroughs have engaged closely with the design development and legacy use proposals for the
Aquatics centre, having consistently advanced the need to secure a strong community legacy oVer. The main
building will provide an iconic building that will be an asset for the Park in legacy. Undoubtedly the nature
of the design not withstanding the cost reviews undertaken by ODA will present a cost premium as against
a more functional design and the Boroughs area of concern will be to ensure that this is closely managed to
ensure that it does not compromise functionality in legacy. In parallel with discussions on the core facility
boroughs, led by LB Newham and Tower Hamlets, have worked closely with ODA to secure a solution for
the provision of leisure water as a core legacy provision. Both boroughs have oVered to make a capital
contribution to the solution as long as this investment is reflected in aVordable access to the centre for
residents. Whilst boroughs are fully engaged in the development of an agreed design solution they remain
concerned that as yet there is no overall funding proposal to secure this important provision.

Eton Manor

4.7 There has been considerable uncertainty surrounding confirmation of the proposed legacy oVer for
the Eton Manor site following its use as a key component of the Paralympic Games. This has been a
particular frustration to boroughs who had accepted the amendments to the original plan which saw the
Velodrome on this site in anticipation that the proposed mixed use legacy provision of hockey and tennis
would provide significant community benefit in legacy. Boroughs are concerned that clear commitments
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must be made by the Lawn Tennis Association that represent a long-term commitment to East London
tennis as a legacy oVer, and if this is not forthcoming boroughs have accepted a revised recommended legacy
option combining hockey with a commercial five a side football oVer.

IBC/MPC

4.8 Boroughs led by LB Hackney have welcomed the close engagement they have had in the process to
define and develop the proposals for the IBC/MPC facility and its potential legacy use. The scale of the
facilities and the opportunity they present in legacy is immense in contributing to the creation of a vibrant
mixed economy solution that can contribute to the regeneration of the valley in legacy.

Indoor Arena

4.9 Boroughs, led by LB Hackney, have been closely involved in the planning of this arena. The range
of legacy sports envisaged for this indoor centre match the identified need in the surrounding boroughs. The
proposal that there should be a central focus on basketball, first made at the bid stage, is still at the heart
of the plan. Borough led studies substantiating the basis for the arena’s legacy viability, have been largely
confirmed by the ODA’s own work. The ODA’s design brief has strongly reflected legacy needs while
retaining a building that could host elite events. The ODA and LDA are actively working to find anchor
tenants, while seeing the boroughs as having a key role in helping to build a local base of community users.

5. Standards of Performance by UK Participants

5.1 The involvement of boroughs in seeking to promote and foster enhance performance amongst local
participants to encourage involvement at all levels has identified that income constraints plays a major
barrier in enabling talented sportsmen and women from accessing higher levels of specialist coaching,
competition and lifestyle support. Recent British Olympic teams have been significantly under-represented
from low income and state schools citizens.

5.2 We believe that a real legacy from the 2012 Games would be a team that more equally represented
the income profile of the UK population.

5.3 Borough funded initiatives such as the Newham Sports Academy, led by Tessa Sanderson, have had
a significant success in improving local athletes’ confidence, performance and belief in their ability. The
Academy aims to ensure that athletes compete based solely on talent, not background, income or
opportunity.

5.4 We are pleased that some National Sporting Agencies have responded positively to these initiatives.
However, concern remains that traditional sports systems, and a lack of financial support for athletes from
low income backgrounds, is perpetuating a significant barrier for many talented individuals.

December 2007

Memorandum submitted by Greenwich Leisure Limited (GLL)

1. Introduction to GLL

1.1 GLL (Greenwich Leisure Limited) is an innovative “Leisure Trust”, which manages over 60 leisure
centres within the M25 area in partnership with the London Development Agency, 12 London Boroughs,
Epsom and Ewell Borough Council, Bellingham Community Project. GLL manages public leisure centres
in the five Olympic Boroughs and operates Crystal Palace National Sports Centre.

1.2 GLL led the “leisure trust revolution” in 1993 when the staV set up their own Social Enterprise to run
the leisure centres in Greenwich. There are now over 100 leisure trusts in the UK, many of which are based
on the GLL model. We are one of London’s most successful Social Enterprises and we continue to grow.
In London, GLL now operates the largest number of sport and leisure centres within the public sector.

1.3 GLL is an Industrial Provident Society with charitable status. It is co-operatively structured, owned
by its contracted staV (who become members by purchasing one share). GLL is guided by a management
board elected by the staV members at an annual general meeting. The board has representation from
customers, councils and trade unions as well as from the workforce.

1.4 GLL was an active supporter of the London 2012 “Back the Bid” Campaign with 35,000 signatories
collected through GLL managed leisure centres. We continue to promote local community enthusiasm for
the Games, support young athletes in their goal to compete at the Games and nurture capacity building for
local people to contribute towards and benefit from the games.
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2. Evidence

2.1 Our evidence will focus on the:

— standards of performance by UK participants at the Olympics Games and Paralympic Games in
2008 and 2012;

— the impact of grassroots participation in sport, both before and after the Games; and

— legacy use of venues.

Standards of Performance by UK Participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in 2008
and 2012

Working with National Sport Associations

2.2 The British Olympic Association’s (BOA) and British Paralympic (BPA) Passport Scheme gives
identified elite athletes free access to sport facilities. GLL is a committed Member of this scheme, and these
“Passports” have actively supported the BOA and BPA give elite sports people extensive free access to a
range of training facilities within and around London. GLL has recently negotiated with other Leisure
Trusts in London to formally adopt the BOA and BPA Passport Scheme to give enhanced training support
to GB athletes.

2.3 In addition to access to facilities, targeted financial support and provision of specific and personalised
resources is also necessary to achieve high standards of performance. The GLL Foundation has recently
been established to provide funds and support to the specific needs of identified elite and emerging young
athletes. For example:

— GLL has recently given financial support to an elite athlete who lost elite athlete funding (reliant
on continuous performance) following injury. The athlete has agreed with GLL to use their
determination to overcome injury and funding setback as a thought-provoking message during
GLL’s programme of talks to school children and young sports persons.

— This is also the thought provoking message given by another elite athlete supported by GLL who
despite diYculty as a dyslexic young person has used his athletic abilities and determination to
reach world class competition and have real Olympic ambition.

2.4 We provide support not reliant solely on performance but also on opportunity and what messages
can be given back to inspire and motivate young people in the communities where GLL manage sports and
leisure centres. GLL also believe we are in a strong position to identify where such support is needed because
we are working with young people, the community and the athletes on a daily basis.

2.5 GLL has also provided flexible working for training athletes under the British Olympic and
Paralympic Associations’ OPEN Scheme. GLL are a Gold Member of the Scheme and committed to
support and extending this concept. The scheme has been a boost for young athletes because we oVer work
schedules that are flexible around training and give the young athletes valuable work experience in an
environment they know. Our first elite athlete on this scheme competed at the 2000 Sydney Olympics and
having now retired from competition, works for us as a full time employee.

Working with Local Government Partners

2.6 We have been working with our Partner Local Authority Boroughs to embed various Olympic and
Paralympic schemes through the sports and leisure centres. For example, we have put into our mainstream
programmes dedicated Council programmes to identify potential in young people. One example is in the
London Borough of Newham where 35 young people have been identified in the Newham Sports Academy
as future Games hopefuls. In partnership with the Council, GLL provides unlimited free use of facilities. We
have also given similar support to the “Young Sporting Ambassadors” in the London Boroughs of Waltham
Forest and Greenwich.

2.7 GLL also provides outreach support for London Boroughs—for example, we have given support for
the Boroughs’ Olympic and Paralympic awareness programmes. We provide outreach events, and staV and
athletes to work with children, for instance at Greenwich Council’s School Sportathon Event attended by
Lord Coe in Greenwich Park this year. Here sports events were run by GLL centre staV and GLL
supported athletes.

Signposting Funding Opportunities

2.8 For 2008, existing elite athletes are already in performance pathways. For 2012 to be a pinnacle high
performance Games for British athletes, resources must also be directed into a diVerent generation of
athletes and structures, and this is best served by early identification.

2.9 There are several good sport funding opportunities around, but knowing they are there and how to
access them is not straight forward. The unfortunate fact is that for young people to develop, train and
compete in sport can become very expensive. It is important therefore that young people (especially those
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from disadvantaged or low income families) get to know about the resources available to them. The country
could be failing to catch a large potential source of elite athletes if knowledge of funding support does not
meet existing local and national talent ID programmes.

2.10 We would like to see continued signposting and awareness campaigns to highlight the facilities and
resources available to these young people. The DCMS, TASS, Sport England and local Sport Governing
Bodies Website are a key part of this. Redistributing some existing or potential new commercial sponsorship
support should be considered to extend these and to development of other local signposting forums so that
young athletes can easily identify what is available.

Impact of the Games upon Grassroots Participation in Sport, both before and after the Games

Schools and Young People

2.11 We work with and within existing structures to encourage participation in sport and healthy
lifestyles. Schools are a very good way of engaging with young people with the aim of showing them how
to access sport and physical activity in their own time. Just one example is an open weekend we hosted for
all local primary schools in Hackney. Every child had the chance to try out diVerent sports and activities—
and we gave a free leisure centre guest pass to every child who participated.

2.12 In partnership with the Greater London Assembly and the five Host Olympic Boroughs, GLL
managed a scheme that oVered free swimming to young people during school holidays and now follow on
with our own discount scheme to encourage young people to swim and become more physically active.

2.13 In July 2007, GLL coordinated an extensive “Five Years to Go” Event programme that raised
awareness and community involvement in the 2012 Games. This programme operated across all GLL
Partner Boroughs in London and linked in with other national and local celebration events. Activities
ranged from mass participation events, a school holiday club event, a series of 2012-related sporting
challenges and GLL sponsored attendance at events by various Olympians and Paralympians. We estimated
that 10,000 young Londoners attended and/or participated in these events and it was noticeable how
enthused young people and parents were to embrace the excitement of 2012.

Participation for all ages

2.14 Grassroots participation of sport is not just about engaging young people, there needs to be a culture
change for all ages. We have found that providing dedicated memberships and activity programmes for
people over 55-years-old has been very successful. Indeed, these groups have now led to an annual “Senior
Games” involving teams from 15 Boroughs for which GLL manage sports and leisure centres.

London Fitness Network

2.15 To make sport and physical activity genuinely accessible, it is important to develop the ability to
join up sport delivery organisations in a more creative way. The pattern of many people’s lives does not fit
with individual centre provision, and this needs to be addressed across local authorities and be more
coordinated across London. GLL has led innovative and pioneering work with other leisure trusts and has
created the London Fitness Network. This oVers reciprocal use of venues within the network, irrespective
of borough lines. It means that, for instance, someone can join a centre near home and use a centre near
work as they have access to 85 facilities across London.

2.16 GLL already provides sports outreach, but to make the best use of the potential for grassroots
participation more should be done to deliver talent programmes for children and young people, and to
encourage mass participation events. Events and programmes like these do exist, but they are still formative
and rely on individual authorities or facility providers to pursue them. To maximize grassroots participation
these need to be developed, based around existing programmes that have been successful.

Employment and Careers

2.17 Sport and physical activity can oVer careers that are not just about athletic performance; they oVer
vocations and employment: develop coaches, develop the people behind the people in sport to oVer
meaningful careers in the sports industry. GLL in partnership with Greenwich Community College founded
the London Leisure College, which provides state of the art vocational and industry CPD (Continued
Professional Development) training. As well as all GLL’s specialist training academies, the Leisure College
also provides entry to work training for young people, industry training for other leisure operators and
professional sports academies for football and rugby league and union. And this means we have been able
to provide:

— Employment opportunities for marginalised Londoners and NEETS.

— Free training in fitness instruction and lifeguarding for Londoners.

— Help for young oVenders in various London boroughs.
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Legacy use of Venues

Building upon existing strengths and community engagement

2.18 Making use of existing delivery structures is the route to ensuring a meaningful legacy for the 2012
Games. Instead of creating new organisations and agendas, it is possible to develop existing resources which
are already connected into the community. To get proper engagement and ownership for the local
community and businesses, they need to be formally and inextricably involved.

2.19 Our experience is that communities find facilities much more accessible and useable when they have
a direct involvement with them, and this is why we reserve places on our board for customers. As a model
it has proved successful for us, as it means that we are more responsive to what people who live locally want
to see in their facilities.

2.20 One of the areas in which previous Games’ legacies appear to have gone wrong is in the tendency
to start community engagement afresh, ignoring what is already on the ground, and adding structures on
top which do not work with the existing arrangements. We had 14 million visits last year from local
Londoners who are active in physical activity or sport (expected to rise to nearer 20 million at the end of
2007). We believe that is a better starting point for sport and physical activity to reach the community than
seeking to create new relationships.

2.21 However, the danger we are beginning to see is that the procurement process surrounding the
commissioning of all inputs to the Games will cut across existing provision and experience rather than
building on it. It is a diYcult balance to ensure a financially viable and secure proposal that also meets the
needs of regional, sub-regional and local communities. At Crystal Palace National Sports Centre recent
work between the LDA and GLL appear to show that significant progress can be made on all fronts.

2.22 There have been moves in the past for elite sport provision to be coupled with universities with major
sports interest, for example Loughborough and Bath Universities. Whilst this meets many of the
requirements of the elite sport provision and sports-based learning for further education, it has not been
demonstrated that they are also strong at running these facilities in the interest of communities and for
public use.

Operator Input

2.23 At this stage in preparation for the Games the logical focus is the business case for building the
venues—the planning, capital construction and design. However, the process needs to talk to legacy
providers and involve legacy co-ordination of individual venues and the Olympic Park. The design plans for
venues and the Olympic Park need long term community use to underpin the business plan. The business
plan does not make sense if it is only based on large scale events use and does not account for legacy
ownership of venues, delivery of legacy venues and community use.

2.24 Irrespective of the stage of design venues are in, operator input can give advice on long term needs
to make secure, safe and welcoming environments for community use as well as world class competition.

2.25 The development of the Aquatics Centre is a good model for the combination of 2012 and legacy
planning. The ODA has identified early the need for operator input to the original proposals and has been
working with GLL. We oVered our experience of the London market and of operating centres to identify
what needs and issues there are for legacy use. We would like to see this philosophy taken up as best practice,
not just in other individual venues, but in how the whole Olympic Park operates.

Legacy for a Pan-London Asset

2.26 We would fully support that the LDA is the natural body to receive the legacy of venues as a pan-
London delivery agency and natural guardian of a multi-use London asset.

Social Enterprise Benefits

2.27 It is also worth considering the benefits of the model that GLL provides, and that we already operate
sport and physical activity delivery in partnership with the LDA. We operate as a non-profit distributing
organisation with “community benefit” as part of our core articles. We currently run as a successful and
growing social-enterprise business. This has cross-cutting benefits for health, employment, crime diversion
and social cohesion. All surpluses are kept within sport and physical activity and not lost to external
shareholders.
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3. Recommendations

3.1 We welcomed the successful London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Bid which explicitly committed
itself to the importance of legacy from the Games. Indeed, continued reference to the community
involvement in the Games and its legacy has remained a theme of documents and presentations. We believe
that there are key areas that can be focused upon to ensure that the community engagement and benefit from
2012 is strengthened.

3.2 GLL would recommended therefore that:

3.3 Recommendation 1

That there is continued signposting and awareness campaigns to highlight the facilities and resources
available to young people, making use of the DCMS, TASS, Sport England and local Sport Governing
Bodies websites. Redistributing some existing or potential new commercial sponsorship support should be
considered to extend these and to development of other local signposting forums so that young athletes can
easily identify what is available.

3.4 Recommendation 2

That co-ordinated talent programmes for children and young people are developed and mass
participation events are held based around existing programmes that have been successful.

3.5 Recommendation 3

The Olympic Park and legacy facilities are coordinated in planning, design and management to
demonstrate meaningful legacy provision and strategy for three key uses:

(i) A destination venue for the UK Tourist Sector that lasts beyond the initial 4–5 year “thrill” of
hosting the World’s best ever Olympic and Paralympic Games;

(ii) The provision of facilities for elite athletes and world class competition in partnership with Sport
Governing Bodies; and

(iii) A vibrant location that has been designed, programmed and managed for local communities and
young people.

Coordinated representation from these sectors are needed at key development stages to ensure these often
conflicting agendas and requirements are fused into a “living” Olympic Park that actively grows and thrives
for generations to follow.

3.6 Recommendation 4

The Olympic Park is held as a Pan-London asset and operated through the LDA on behalf of all
Londoners.

3.5 Recommendation 5

The operation of the Olympic Park and legacy venues are delivered by “community-based” organisations.
These organisations would require a track record of working with local communities, employing local
people, ensuring local health and physical activity and building upon existing practices and skills.

3.7 Recommendation 6

Care is taken to avoid “quick fix” legacy solutions; such as handing facilities to commercial organisations
or sport-led Universities (refer to evidence paragraph 2.2), neither of whom have primary objectives to
provide physical activity and health to an inclusive local community. Of course, Universities should form
part of the partnership of legacy users.

3.8 Recommendation 7

That the planning and execution of legacy is not simply seen as the “physical environment” of the Park
and legacy buildings. Communities and their meaningful engagement is based upon programmes and
intervention that meet their changing needs and requirements. Community space, capacity building
programmes and small-scale community funding legacy would assist breath local invention and engagement
with the Olympic Park and its future use.

November 2007

Witnesses: Mayor Sir Robin Wales, Elected Mayor of Newham and Chair of Five Host Borough Group,
Mayor Jules Pipe, Elected Mayor of London Borough of Hackney, Councillor Denise Jones, Leader of
London Borough of Tower Hamlets, Councillor Clyde Loakes, Leader of London Borough of Waltham
Forest, and Mr Peter Bundey, Deputy Managing Director, Greenwich Leisure Limited, gave evidence.

Chairman: We now move on to the Five Host
Boroughs. Can I welcome, representing them, Sir
Robin Wales, who is the Elected Mayor of the
Borough of Newham, Mayor Jules Pipe, from
Hackney, Councillor Jones, the Leader of Tower
Hamlets and Councillor Clyde Loakes, the Leader

of Waltham Forest. Representing Greenwich
Leisure, Peter Bundey, the Deputy Managing
Director. I am going to ask Philip Davies to start

Q312 Philip Davies: How do local people view the
prospect of hosting the Olympic Games? Is it
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universally popular in your boroughs?
Sir Robin Wales: Yes. I am sorry it is a short answer,
but yes.

Q313 Philip Davies: We are all for short answers—
that is marvellous! What impact, if any, do you think
the Games will have, during the Games, on your
local services and the local infrastructure? Will you
be able to cope?
Sir Robin Wales: As we said in the submissions,
there are clearly issues around the Games. Firstly,
there is a lot of pressure on us. The more we look at
the Games, the larger it becomes and the more
opportunities it generates, and as you look at
previous Games I think it is a journey of
understanding. It is much bigger than any of us
realised. Obviously, there will be pressure. We
worked with the ODA to put together a joint local
authority team that can give local authority services
in the Park, and we have done very well with the
ODA and done some work with that, but clearly we
are going to have to talk to LOCOG in identifying
that. One of the things I would want to particularly
stress with this whole thing is the need to have
debates early and actually opening up the issues of
concern, so that those things are widely debated in
public, which we think will, in the end, come to some
sort of resolution. I will say that, at the moment, in
the governance structure we have got in order to
enable us to get decisions, we have about one of the
best governance structures on regeneration and one
that involves the boroughs fundamentally, and we
think it is a very good structure. It was a bit of a
struggle to get there but we have got something that
we are able to engage with. So there will be issues.
Are they resolved yet? No. Would we expect them to
be resolved yet? No. Do we need to have that
debate? Yes.

Q314 Philip Davies: Have you quantified at all what
additional costs, if any, there will be to your Council
Taxpayers to make any changes and do work in
preparation for the Games?
Sir Robin Wales: It is too early for that yet. We have
started to do some of that in terms of the building
work in the Park, and some of the support we have
got—so we have got building control and we have a
unified borough approach. So we have started doing
the building work but for the Games it is too early
for that. So that is something that we will be working
through. The answer is we do not know, at the
moment. We have to engage in discussion.

Q315 Philip Davies: Do you still think, after all that
has been totted up, that support for the Games will
be as unanimous as it seems to be at the moment, in
your boroughs?
Sir Robin Wales: I think the thing we never talk
about is just what it is doing for inspiration, with
people. I have to say, for me, it is not about the
physical legacy—the physical legacy is great,
smashing—but if we are talking about getting people
involved, if we are talking about taking what is, in
our boroughs, the poorest community, the largest

mass of deprivation in this country, possibly in
Europe, and actually trying to inspire people, that is
what, I think, the Olympics and the Paralympics
provides us with. If we do this right—and we are
working hard to get participation; we have got
excitement in the schools and we have got kids
getting involved—I think we will end up with what
we have seen in the Commonwealth Games
elsewhere; we can inspire people to do quite diVerent
things. The answer is it is up to us. Will we do it? I
do not know. I think we will but it is a challenge for
us. The answer is, yes; I think when the Games roll
into town our people will absolutely be up for it, and
they are now. Although, I would put in a bid for free
tickets from them!
Councillor Loakes: Can I add to that? Certainly
from a Waltham Forest perspective, in December,
66 of my residents got into employment (20% of
those were long-term unemployed), and that is
already starting, therefore, to make a diVerence to
those households in areas of deprivation that Robin
has already alluded to. So we are already beginning
to see the value-added benefits of hosting the Games
in 2012 in the here and now. I would add, on
inspiration, record numbers of youngsters in
Waltham Forest and across the five boroughs are
now participating in regular sport—not ad hoc
events but regular sport. The boroughs have been at
the forefront of encouraging that. That is having a
snowball eVect across through to older groups of our
residents and trying to get them engaged in active
participation in sport because, ultimately, the
Games are a sport. It is about the biggest gig in the
world coming to East London, and we will ensure
that we maximise every possible opportunity—milk
it dry—when it comes to all the benefits that we can
get from this.
Mr Pipe: On the point of the additional costs to the
boroughs, since our submission the ODA has put
forward £32 million for the public realm issues in the
periphery of the Park, actually within the boroughs.
So the principle has been set that they acknowledge
the costs, and now the debate has got to move on
between the five boroughs, the ODA, LOCOG and
everyone about, say, the regulatory issues that will
arise not just during the Games but, also, in the lead-
up and the construction.

Q316 Philip Davies: In a nutshell, what you are
saying is you want all the benefits of having the
Games but none of the costs?
Sir Robin Wales: No, I do not think we are saying
that. If we are going to not develop on greenfield
sites—we are going to have to develop on brown-
field sites—there is a cost to that. We develop across
the country; we invest money in projects across the
country. I would not dream of opposing some of the
developments going on. What we are saying is that
given the level of deprivation we have got—I will
give you an interesting fact: we know that the people
moving into Newham are poorer than the people
moving out. So, eVectively, what we do is take in
poorer people, we work with them, we have over 100
languages at school, we work with these people, we
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get them in a position where they are more
aspirational and they move out, and so we import
more poverty. We have, in my borough, 18,000
people who have never, ever worked—never, ever
worked—in their lives. The non-employment level in
Tower Hamlets is the lowest in the country,
Hackney is the second-lowest and we are the third-
lowest, in Newham. So what I think we are saying is
that the investment that is coming to East London—
it is high time that investment went in. It is going into
the poorest area in this country. So what we are
looking to do is maximise that benefit in two ways.
One is the development issue. It is interesting, one
could make an argument that the Olympics is only
the third-largest regeneration scheme in Newham,
because we have Stratford City and we have the
Docks, but we are also trying to inspire people to get
them to move into work. So what we have tried to do
is take a substantial investment of public money and
try to transform our population, their expectancy
and their aspirations. At every stop on the District
Line between Westminster and Newham, there is
one year less life expectancy. We have to do
something about this. This is a proper investment in
an area. It is a massive task, it is a big investment and
we need to try to use it so that in the future the East
End of London will not be the poor place it is.

Q317 Philip Davies: Finally, after the Games, in
your submission you said that you had a fear that the
desire to generate as much revenue as possible to
repay the Treasury and the Lottery might lead to
unacceptable pressures on the development of the
area in an unsustainable way. I am sure you have just
heard the Mayor’s OYce and the LDA assure us all
that it would all be done in a sustainable way and
your fears are unfounded. Will you be reassured by
what they said, or do you still maintain those same
fears?
Sir Robin Wales: I think it is fair to say that the
establishment of the steering group that we have set
up, which Neale Coleman described to you, is a
major step forward involving the boroughs in the
legacy. Yes, we have concerns. We must have
concerns at this point, because if we do not have
them we cannot address them. In Canning Town we
are currently in the middle of a £3.4 billion project to
knock down and replace a load of housing that was
built after the War. We cannot allow that to happen
again, where we build a load of housing and then
knock it down in 50 years. We need to develop
communities. Our job in the boroughs is to fight to
develop those communities so that they are
sustainable in the long term. I think there is a
recognition from all the parties (the ODA, the LDA,
particularly the Mayor of London); they are very
keen to make sure that there is a legacy and that the
communities are there. So in the Park Committee
recently, the boroughs suggested having an
international competition to see what we might do
with some of the areas afterwards to generate some
employment opportunities, and the Mayor seized on
that with some enthusiasm. It is a challenge to make
sure we work with that, but I will say that if there is

pressure put on to pay money back before we
develop those communities, that would be a
mistake. I would urge the Select Committee to be
taking a view that said: “Make this work so we
eradicate poverty in the East End, as far as we can”,
because in the long term that will pay more money
back in taxes and we will actually pay back the
money that is being invested. However, if we focus
on just the repayments that would be a mistake.
There are obviously going to be debates and we
could be here till 2030 debating that, and that is fine,
but we would argue we need to get sustainable
communities because it is cheaper in the long run.
Councillor Jones: I think it would be fair to say that
we won the Games because we have the opportunity
to regenerate this area, which we did not have the
opportunity to do before. So although we see the
tremendous opportunity and we are really excited
about it, we are equally excited about the
regeneration of East London. As Robin says, we
must not skimp on it, we must do it properly.

Q318 Chairman: It is, obviously, encouraging to
hear your enthusiasm for the benefits which, clearly,
will come from the Games, but they will also put
additional burdens on your services. Will you be
looking to have some reflection of that in the amount
of money you receive from government in revenue
support?
Sir Robin Wales: We always look for money from
the Government. Clearly, it is part of the debate.
Yes, if there are extra costs we are going to want to
try and have discussions—sensible discussions. As
Jules has said, we had a very sensible discussion with
the ODA, and as we move forward people will
engage in that debate and will look at the costs. I am
confident that we will find ways forward. However,
we have not got solutions at the moment. One of the
things, I think, that is frustrating in this debate is
that we are trying (Athens did their legacy after the
Olympics) to work this through early, and if we do
not have answers it is because we are actually trying
to raise the question so we can find answers. At the
moment, it seems to me that some of those answers
are coming forward in a timely manner. Rightly, we
will be raising questions about the costs during the
Games, but we have raised questions about the costs
building up to the Games, and some of that has been
answered. Not fully, as Jules said, but they have
established the principle and we move on and discuss
it. We would never, however, any of us, turn down
more money from the Government, and we would
encourage the Government to give us more.

Q319 Mr Hall: The host boroughs have been very
supportive or praiseworthy of the London
Development Agency and the land assembly project,
and over to the Olympic Delivery Authority. Why
are you so impressed?
Sir Robin Wales: It was very interesting, actually. All
the publicity was: “We won’t build the Games on
time and it will overrun on costs”. Funnily enough,
the “We won’t build it on time” has begun to
disappear because they were within one week of the
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target of clearing the site. That was challenging. We
had a housing co-op in Newham that had to be
decanted, we had traveller sites, other people had
traveller sites, we had people on allotments and we
have had lots of businesses and very important
businesses—a very, very challenging eVort. After,
frankly, some errors at the beginning, it settled down
into quite a well-run operation. There were mistakes
made, and I could recount some, but actually the
bottom line is, by and large, people were got oV the
site on time with a reasonable understanding of what
we are trying to do. We were very supportive of that
process and worked hard at it. I have to give full
credit to our partners in working on that. The “We
won’t build the Games on time” story seems to have
disappeared. I am sure it will come back, but we are
on target.

Q320 Mr Hall: One of the most important things
with the Olympics—and this is a very important part
of the bid—was the active involvement of
communities in the whole project. You are a very
powerful voice for your communities. Is the Olympic
Delivery Authority listening to what you are saying,
in terms of community engagement?
Sir Robin Wales: Yes. I come back again: the
establishment of the steering group for the Park is a
very important step. We have government ministers,
we have the Mayor, we have all the boroughs, and
we have LOCOG and the ODA all sitting round the
table agreeing how we go forward. There has been
some significant movement now together. We have
had a Visioning Day, we have got a vision for the
Park, we have got ideas of what we would like to
have in the Park, and we are now saying we will have
an international competition, but there are a number
of development platforms after the Games which
can be developed. So we are saying let us have an
international competition. Let us not us, as
politicians, say what we think should go in it, let us
ask people in the private sector what ideas they
might have to make that work. That is all coming
from partnership working. I would have to say that,
as a governance model, it is working extremely well.
If I can praise ourselves, if you take things like
putting together all the services that need to be
provided, we, as five boroughs, have worked
together very closely to do a lot of this work. As an
example of local government working together and
working well with regional and national
government, I think it is a very positive story. I do
not expect it to be reported because I realise it is
positive, but it is a very positive story. I expect to see
exactly the same thing as LOCOG begins to work.
What we need are discussions around volunteering,
and the stuV that LOCOG will do, and I expect to
see the same sort of approach. I would say, after a
few hiccups, we are moving along.
Mr Pipe: Just to add to that, that partnership
working and, also, community engagement is going
to increase more and more as the focus turns more to
the Cultural Olympiad, the build-up of volunteering
and, also—as it is already doing so—to discussions
for legacy. If there was any bad impression initially

it was because it was a “by necessity” approach to a
big civil engineering project that had four or five
years to be done in, and that was that. As we move
away from that kind of focus and on to one more
about Cultural Olympiad, volunteering and legacy,
that kind of engagement is going to increase.
Councillor Jones: If you take the Aquatics Centre as
an example of something that, actually, we would
have liked to have been involved in designing at the
beginning, to make sure that it is going to happen,
we are very concerned that local people will benefit
from the right kind of fees and so on afterwards. We
have been working together, making sure that
Tower Hamlets is making a contribution and
Newham is making a contribution—capital
contribution—to making sure that is built.
Councillor Loakes: Just to echo comments that have
already been made, it is a very complex and
challenging relationship. Not every local authority
or group of local authorities will be able to claim that
they have put together such a significant and massive
regeneration event during their time in oYce.
Certainly, from a Waltham Forest perspective, we
have had our challenges with the ODA and LOCOG
but we have used the various vehicles that have been
set up, through the five borough group and the
steering group, to iron out those challenges and
come to an understanding on the best way forward
to benefit the residents of Waltham Forest but, also,
to continue to deliver this fantastic event in 2012. It
is not to say there are not challenges, but the
engagement is actually getting better all the time
because the organisation committee, as well as the
ODA, recognise that they are not going to deliver a
successful Games unless they carry local people with
them. Therefore, there is a premium on that level of
engagement with elected representatives as well as
those communities directly.

Q321 Mr Hall: Mr Bundey, you have a slightly
diVerent view about community engagement, do
you not, because you say that all cities traditionally
start to try and invent the community engagement
afresh rather than building on existing structures. Is
that true of the London Olympics? Are we in danger
of falling into that trap?
Mr Bundey: That has already been mentioned this
morning, and I think that is very true; there is a
danger of that trap and that is something we need to
keep our eyes open to. Legacy does not fall out of the
Games; it is not something that just happens at the
end of the Games, it has to be planned into the
Games. One of the encouragements I have had
today, listening to the first session, was the amount
of scrutiny that you are putting into the legacy. We
are a co-operative, social enterprise, with charitable
objectives, working to promote sport and inclusion
through sport to benefit communities. The reality is
that you cannot just drop something into the middle
of an existing community network, existing sport
network, and existing sport infrastructure, and then
expect it to work. That is why there is engagement
with the boroughs—and we are working with all the
five host boroughs as partners and 9 other boroughs
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in London. You cannot just drop it in without
dealing those communities in. It cannot be done to
the community, it has to be done by the community.
As you know, a lot of British sport, UK sport, is
propped up by volunteers, individuals and small
groups, and those people need to feel involved.
When the bid came we raised 35,000 signatories on
top of the signatories that had already been raised
nationally, so it showed the level of interest and
goodwill that was around within London in our
facilities. The reality is we have to harness that.
There is a Paralympian and an Olympian joining me
here today because they are working out in the
communities to inspire local kids, to inspire people.
The issue is about how do you capture that and how
do you take the spirit of the Olympics and the
Paralympics and get it out to the communities. The
one thing that I would raise and the one thing I think
there is a danger on is protection of the brand. The
IOC puts a big cloak around the Rings, the
Paralympic symbols and how that brand is captured
into a commercial sponsorship opportunity for the
Games. That is, clearly, very, very important—the
commercials have to work to make the Games stack
up—but the community also needs something to
hang on to; we need to be imaginative in how we get
round some of those prescriptive measures to make
sure that we can put some logos out, we can put some
brands out and we can actually associate with the
Games and get some of the feel from the Games. The
danger is if you cannot mention the Olympics and
you cannot mention the Paralympics, then how do
you inspire people? So we need to be very conscious
about how we engage with that.

Q322 Mr Hall: Do you think the International
Olympic Committee is too protective of the Five
Rings and the other logos?
Mr Bundey: My personal view is yes. My personal
view is that if you look at the past Games, then the
legacy and community engagement is not
particularly good. The one thing that is encouraging
about London—and I have to say I echo the
boroughs—is that there is some good work going on
with the ODA and the LDA on community
engagement; there are certainly stakeholder groups
involved in the design of facilities (I sit on the
Aquatics Centre design group) that are starting to
raise those diYcult questions now so that we can
actually breach some of these issues of legacy. The
nearer to the Games it gets the less chance we have
got.
Sir Robin Wales: Can I just say something on the
brand? I am also on the LOCOG Board so I see it
from both sides. There is a real problem with the
brand. It needs to raise a lot of money, and if it does
not you will be asking why not. I think what is being
attempted, though, is a non-commercial brand that
we can use. Certainly, as boroughs, we want it as
quickly as possible and we want to use that brand,
and I echo Peter’s comments that we want to get that
as quickly as we can. Equally, LOCOG has to raise
the money, it has to protect the brand and it has to
be careful with that, but a non-commercial brand

would be helpful. What I am not sure about, which
I think is interesting, is that although LOCOG is
doing some good work, I think, on signing up
partners, those partners are going to want to invest
a lot of money in a whole variety of projects up and
down the country, and I think one of the things we
have underestimated, perhaps, or not looked
suYciently at, is the benefit the rest of the country is
going to get from partners who want to get the whole
country involved; they do not just want to be
involved in London, they want the whole country.
That will provide funding in all sorts of places that
we, perhaps, have not had. So I think that is quite an
interesting spin we will see in terms of spin-oV from
the Games. I am not sure what the incentive will be,
but I think that is quite interesting. I will say, in
defending LOCOG, I think they are aware of the
importance of involving the community, they
understand the need to get the brand out but they
also have to get this money. So it is a balance, we
understand that, and of course we will, as boroughs,
push to get it as quickly as we can.

Q323 Chairman: When we were in British Columbia
looking at Vancouver’s preparations, we were told
that the provincial authorities actually had to obtain
permission to use the Rings on some of their
literature. Have you sought similar permission?
Sir Robin Wales: It is a non-commercial brand that
is being developed quite early on, and we are very
keen to get that and then use it. That is being
negotiated at the moment. The host boroughs will be
first up to use that, and sooner rather than later.
However, as I say, yes, we would take the brand
tomorrow but it is that balance with sponsorship
and people paying for it. We have to understand
that. It is right and proper that is done, but there is
a genuine recognition from LOCOG (I cannot speak
with two hats here) of the importance of this, and
they are quite keen to free that up as best they can,
and the non-commercial brand will be, I think, very
significant.

Q324 Rosemary McKenna: First of all, can I raise an
issue that was briefly mentioned by Jules, and it is
about volunteering. Having experienced the huge
benefits of volunteering, because I attended the
Commonwealth Games in Victoria and saw how
much work was done by the volunteers, I have two
questions. First of all, the training that is being given
to them—is that ongoing and how is it going on the
local community getting involved? Can you deal
with that one first?
Councillor Loakes: Our Waltham Forest adult
education services are running a number of
volunteer programmes to start to prepare people for
the opportunities from volunteering. Of course,
what we are trying to do is, also, ensure that the
opportunities to volunteer before the Games they
kind of get first dibs on, so that there is some
continuous benefit between now and 2012. We have
been very successful in getting a lot of our adults
through those volunteer programmes.
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Q325 Rosemary McKenna: I think it is really, really
important that you get as many people as you can
involved.
Sir Robin Wales: There are two things here. One is,
obviously, we will want to bring people from all over
the country to be part of the Games, and that is
important, because then diVerent parts of the
country get involved. We all recognise that you can
volunteer, perhaps, to be in the Park but there are
loads of other volunteer opportunities around it,
and it is about us trying to engage with our
communities. If we can get them volunteering and
doing things now—we do a volunteering scheme and
we have been looking to see: “Can we then get people
moving from there into employment?” Very
interestingly, we have managed to get some into
employment but we also have evidence that people
who are not working think that is their contribution
and do not want to stop doing the volunteering and
go into work. We will be doing research on that, so
we are working now because we see it as a way of
pushing people towards employment as they get
connected. Clearly, all of us have plans to have
extensive volunteering programmes; the more the
merrier and the more people can get involved in that
and the more they are part of it, the better. I think
that is extremely important.

Q326 Rosemary McKenna: That is part of the legacy
as well.
Sir Robin Wales: Yes, absolutely.

Q327 Rosemary McKenna: People will continue;
once they have done some kind of volunteering, they
tend to continue to do more. Thank you. Can I ask
you about how you feel your views are being
reflected? You are not on the Olympic Board, and
you do not have any direct representation on the
Olympic Board. Do you feel that they are listening
to your views or are you struggling?
Sir Robin Wales: I am on LOCOG and LOCOG
absolutely listens to every word we say with great
interest. I think people are listening. There were
some initiatives—and I think Jules explained why
that is—but people are trying very hard to listen. Do
they give us what we want? No. Do we expect that?
No. There is an engagement, and I think quite an
adult engagement. I think there is a willingness to
listen. Sometimes, clearly, costs and things like that
will drive things in a particular way, so we will not
necessarily agree with some of the things that are
done. I think the Park thing recently was very
positive,4 with people having real vision about what
they wanted to do and the sort of place we want to
build. The challenge will be to deliver that. I think
people are trying to listen and trying to work with us,
but it is a challenge. It will not be exactly as we want.
So, yes, I think they are coming in good faith, to
be honest.
Councillor Jones: Also, Neale Coleman mentioned
earlier that there is a regeneration board that has
been set up that we will sit on together.

4 Note by witness: Refers to Vision day

Q328 Rosemary McKenna: You already mentioned
that; you said you thought there was a very good
structure within that, and you are confident that that
structure will be suYciently strong for you to be
really, really involved in the regeneration aspects of
it. That is one of the biggest things, I think, that
persuaded the Government that it was a good thing
to do the Olympics and to bid for them.
Councillor Loakes: We do actually have very good
access to those on the Olympic Board when and if
required. So, for example, certainly from Waltham
Forest’s and Hackney’s perspective, the northern
sports hub that comprises Hackney Marshes, the
Manor and the velodrome in Newham, there are
some bridges that are integral to actually making
that a successful sports hub, and ourselves and
Hackney have been at the forefront of lobbying
quite hard with David Higgins and Alison Nimmo
to make sure that they understand the full
implications of ensuring that those bridges are
maintained and do go in and do exist in a legacy
context. Otherwise, that northern sports hub, which,
for all intents and purposes, is a community sports
facility, will not work or function as well as it
possibly could.
Councillor Jones: I would endorse that because the
bridges also running from Tower Hamlets across the
two rivers are needed after the Games as well as
during the Games. That is very important.

Q329 Rosemary McKenna: So you see a real legacy
for the five host boroughs in the future?
Councillor Jones: Yes.
Sir Robin Wales: Far be it for me to suggest what the
Committee should do, but it would be really helpful
if we can try to get an understanding in the public
about, actually, the development of the
communities. London is expanding, and a lot of the
expansion is going to come in this area. You need
housing; you need places for them to come. We need
to make it work and we need to make it sustainable.
We need to get the people who are not in
employment into employment; we need to get people
connected and doing things. We need to develop a
Park that will be an east London and a north-east
London Park, that we do not have anywhere. If we
can recognise that that, and developing that
sustainably, will be a long-term benefit to the UK
and not just to the local populations perhaps we can
just focus on that and say: “That is what we have got
to get out of these Games first”. If we get that and we
make sure that is a priority, then at the end of the
time the money that will come out, or whatever, in
2030 will be a bonus. However, if we can say
publicly: “That is what we have to do; we have to
transform this area and get people into work and
change people’s lives there”, because it is a huge area
of deprivation, then I think we will engage in more
eVective debate because then we will actually be
making sure there is a permanent legacy. We need to
focus on that and the more you do that the more
helpful it will be for us.
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Mr Pipe: As well as changing the realities for people
who live there—for example, employment—I think
what is key as well is that we have to change the
reputation of East London. If anyone says: “North
London”, “West London” or “South London”,
everyone has an image—usually positive—of those
places, but as soon as someone says: “East London”
it is automatically linked with Dickensian poverty in
many people’s minds.

Q330 Rosemary McKenna: That is exactly what they
are trying to do in Glasgow with the East End in the
Commonwealth Games.
Councillor Loakes: It is not just about saying to the
ODA: “You have to do this for us”. We have to
make the most of some of these opportunities
ourselves. I know that all of us are investing in
various diVerent ways in diVerent services to ensure
that we maximise the opportunities from the Games.
So, for example, we are putting up money towards
our Cultural Olympiad oVer, from October this
year, to make sure that that is successful. We can
hang around and wait for DCMS or ODA, or
whoever, to give us money, until the cows come
home, but it actually starts this October. For a lot of
residents that will be one of the major points of
engagement; for a lot of residents that will be one of
the first key milestones of the 2012 Games, when that
torch is handed over in Beijing, and in October,
when we launch the Cultural Olympiad. So we
cannot hang around and wait forever; we have got
to do a lot ourselves and not just keep thinking that
the ODA needs to answer this question and deliver
on this question.

Q331 Paul Farrelly: Just on that point, I gave you
very good notice of my question on kids and sports
and participation, which has been talked about. I am
boring people now because I mention it every time,
but the most noticeable way is to say: “These are the
five London boroughs and, Mr Bundey, Pro-Active
East we are going to deliver a playable sports surface
in every school on our patch. We are going to tap
you, the Government, and you, the sponsors, who
are awash with money, to deliver that, and it is good
for us and it is good for you”.
Sir Robin Wales: We can then say that sponsors
should spend their money in the East End of London
rather than the rest of the country. I like that. I will
go for it.

Q332 Paul Farrelly: It is a no-brainer for the
leaders’ group.
Sir Robin Wales: Yes. Each of us has diVerent
requirements in diVerent boroughs. Each of us can
give you a story. For example, in my borough, we
introduced free swims way back, to try and get to
kids, and we are currently drawing up a programme
and saying: “What do we want to invest in, in terms
of a sports infrastructure, between now and 2012?”
We are significantly cutting our budget elsewhere so
that we can fund that. I think the sports
infrastructure will be critical. We have got a
programme where, again, we have cut budgets so

that we can invest heavily in activity, both for adults
and for young people, because the adults’
investment is often left behind in this, but, actually,
it is a big factor in reducing ill-health and mental ill-
health in adults—or older people. We have set up the
Newham Sports Academy. I think 70% of all medals
come from people from independent schools, from
private schools, so we have set up a sports academy
in Newham (with Tessa Sanderson) funding it,
saying: “We want to help the kids, the Ds and Es that
never get a chance because they have not got the
support, the good ones, to get access to medals, so
that they can then come back and say to other kids:
‘Look, I can do that, why don’t you take part in
sport?’” That is what we are doing in Newham. Each
of my colleagues can tell you exactly the same story,
but with diVerent emphasis, because each of us has
diVerent requirements. Jules sits with the biggest
number of football pitches in the world in one place;
he has got something very special—so we have each
got diVerent things and I think we all recognise the
importance of that. Investing in that is absolutely
critical, and the more we can get support for that
from the sponsors or from the Government the
better.
Councillor Loakes: It is about using the government
programmes. So, for example, Building Schools for
the Future, in Waltham Forest we are using that to
totally revamp the sports oVer that there is in our
secondary schools currently. So the Leytonstone
School, the new community sports facility there,
during the day serves the school population but in
the evening serves the local community population.
That is a brand new facility. At Mayville Primary
School, we have put in a synthetic, all-purpose
sports pitch, and that is the first in Waltham Forest
for a primary school. So it is there at the forefront of
our mind, and when other government programmes
are coming on board we are ensuring that we link the
Olympics and Paralympics with what we want to do
in those schools to ensure that we maximise the
opportunities. Like Newham, in Waltham Forest we
have been doing the free swims, and our target
around participation in sport—two hours a week—
in one year has gone from 63% to 87%. I am not
happy with that, I want it 100% in an Olympic host
borough, and we will be pushing hard on that and
will probably make that one of our local area
agreement targets that we are currently in
negotiation with. So there is a lot that we can do. We
have a “Tour de Waltham Forest” now, a
celebration of cycling and bikes and all that is fit and
healthy, because that is something that we know
adults are particularly keen to participate in. That is
a new festival that we added to our programme last
year. So we are just building all the time on what we
already do and making sure that it gets linked to the
positive aspects of the Olympics and Paralympic
Games.
Councillor Jones: Without going into detail, in
Tower Hamlets we are also working with the
Primary Care Trust, so we are sharing budgets,
looking at preventative health, so that sports
activities and healthy initiatives are being set up for
people of all ages.
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Mr Bundey: To round up, that is exactly spot on. No
borough is the same, and across the UK, not just in
London, every borough will be doing what the five
boroughs are doing, which is looking at their
sporting provision, looking at their sporting
infrastructure, and building on that, so that,
hopefully, coming out of the Olympics, the demand
from young people and adults to get into sports
facilities is such that we are going to have to look at
a major expansion programme to cope with the
capacity.
Mr Pipe: I would like to say that in Hackney, and we
have mentioned the pitches and the £3.5 million that
is going in there—£2 million from the LDA and £1.5
million from Hackney itself—in investment in the
facilities. One highlight would be that we have
opened a 50-metre lido which has attracted 100,000
people to use it in one year. There are probably few
pools that could say that they have actually attracted
that level of participation. Also, just one anecdote,
there is a Paralympian who is going to Beijing who
says that he probably would not be able to do it if it
was not for that pool there because it would have
been too far to travel to train.
Mr Bundey: He is actually sitting behind you now.
Chairman: We need to quickly move on to legacy.

Q333 Philip Davies: In Manchester, they knew
before they designed their stadium that Manchester
City were going to be the people taking over
afterwards. Do you think that decisions have got to
be taken now about the design of the Olympic
Stadium, and things like that, even though no legacy
tenant has been agreed?
Sir Robin Wales: Clearly, in Manchester, they had
some idea beforehand and were moving forward.
We would probably have supported (I would as a
West Ham season ticket holder) them going into the
centre, but, actually, what has happened is quite an
imaginative and innovative legacy development
from the Mayor, who has been able to identify some
land which is more appropriate for West Ham. So
from a point of view of the borough, I could
probably say now that a significant legacy benefit is
likely to be in use for West Ham in a better part of
the borough, freeing up some of my borough and
making it work. I think the work they are now doing
for the tenants of the stadium and how we run the
Aquatics Centre afterwards, people are working it
through, they are trying to be imaginative and they
are trying to come up with some ideas. I think it is a
good example. There was a bit of a problem at the
beginning but I think it is settling down and people
are trying to resolve it. So I would probably say that
I am quite hopeful that we will end up with a solution
to these problems. In the meantime, I can genuinely
say that I think we have had something, in terms of
West Ham, in the borough which is, eVectively,
legacy; it would not have happened but for the
Games, and that for us is quite a significant gain in
our borough.
Mr Pipe: There is a similar tension around the IBC.
It arises from the same thing that we have already
touched on before: initially there is the drive to get it

right for the Games and get on because they have got
to let contracts. At the moment there are still two
consortia involved who are vying to build the IBC,
and hopefully that will be sorted by February and
they will know which consortium is going forward.
It is absolutely vital then that that consortia and the
ODA talk to the array of broadcasters and recording
industry people and others that we have put together
that we want to see as the end-users, because they are
saying to us they are not going to be interested in
taking on that venue afterwards if they have not had
some input into the spec, and it is something that
they will be interested in. Whilst, yes, okay, we will
end up with a shed that someone is going to want to
pay a lot of money for afterwards, it does not do that
trick that I spoke about before about changing the
reputation of the area. Soho cannot give the power
supplies to the creative and film and broadcasting
industry, Hoxton is bursting at the seams with
digital and creative media industries; they want
somewhere new where the location is right, it is
accessible and all the power supplies are there, and
all the support that they need. This location, the
IBC, the MPC and the surrounding areas is
absolutely ideal for that, but we will lose the
opportunity for that to happen if the ODA do not do
as they have committed they will do. They have
committed to do this, but they must do this. Come
February/March, when we know who the contractor
and the consortium is, they must start talking to
those people that we and Hackney borough have
actually put in front of them.

Q334 Philip Davies: Obviously, we are all interested
spectators as to what is happening, but do you have
a preferred model of ownership and operation of the
Olympic Park—what you would like to see?
Sir Robin Wales: I think the governance of the Park
is an integral part of the discussion—how we do it.
We would probably echo what Neale Coleman was
saying earlier: we want to be part of the governance;
we recognise you need to have business there, and it
will be as it develops. What we have got is a
governance body which enables us to engage
eVectively so we can develop a model for the Park
afterwards. So the answer is I do not think we have
a model at the moment; we recognise the diVerent
interests that need to be there and then, depending
on the development, how that develops is really the
governance structure you will want, but we have a
body that can eVectively take that forward. So the
answer is no, we have not got an end game but we
have got a process in place that will give us the end
game, and give us it with some confidence. I think it
is fair to say this from my colleagues: we have a lot
more confidence now in the development and
partnership that has been working and the
improvements in relationships. That is down to what
Jules is saying; that initially it was: “We must get this
done, we must get it done on time”. I think, as that
has gone on and we have worked together with
developers in partnership I would certainly,
personally, argue that I am feeling very comfortable
about where we might end up with this. I do think
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the governance structure (I said it earlier) in this is
probably better than anything else that is operating
in regeneration elsewhere in London, including the
rest of my borough. So I think this is a very good
model because it is involving local councils in an
eVective way.
Mr Bundey: From our point of view, having seen it
from the ground, we would be comfortable with the
LDA or the five boroughs in their approach as
public guardians of the service. I think, generally,
the issue around facilities is about flexibility for
long-term legacy; to be flexible to meet demands and
to make sure that we have got the ability to
programme and get some community use into that.
The reality of our structure is that the philosophy of
the operator needs to match the philosophy of the
guardian, so that it is a public asset from the five
boroughs or from the LDA: a public asset, public
benefit from the operator and the ongoing use of it.
There has been discussion in the Aquatics Centre,
for example, about softening oV into leisure water,
into flexibility with movable floors and booms,
which helps all of the programming side, and it is
quite right there is debate coming forward now.
There is a healthy debate—it has already been
mentioned early on—and that healthy debate is
being had with the ODA, and they are listening
through the stakeholder groups.

Q335 Adam Price: You said in your submission that
there is not enough money allocated in the budget
for legacy for transformation of the Olympic Park
and venues. You also said it is too soon to put a
figure on it. So how do you know it is not enough?
Sir Robin Wales: I think it is more we said there is a
concern about it. We are concerned. As we have
said, we must get the legacy right. We must get a
place that is sustainable and that we do not knock
down in 40 years. We must get a place where the
communities work so that then there is less cost
overall to the taxpayer. We must get a place where
people are aspirational and get into work. Those are
all challenges, in how you do that and how you
develop that. If we said that has got to be a guiding
principle, there will be a sum of money involved in
that. Neale Coleman was making the point that we
do not know how much money is going to come
from this. One of the things with the international
competition that we are going out to for some of the
development platforms is that we could get
something very interesting that will supply a lot of
money to the public purse. I do not know.
Hopefully, it is “to go” to the rest of the world. It is
“eyeball” economics. People are going to look at this
area in the next four years in a way that they would
not have done otherwise. This can transform the
reputation but it could bring people in who would
never have thought of the area. What do they bring?
How do we then use that? If you look at the O2, what
a transformation, where somebody said: “I could do
something with this”. We do not know what is
coming. What we have got to be saying is we must
make sure that the first priority is to get this right.
Then, if we do it properly, the money will be what it

will be. If you take some principles and say the
development of legacy and the sustainability in
developing long term, for whole life, costs, then
actually that is a better approach. We should then
try, as far as we can, to maximise the benefit to the
public purse always, but I think that is the priority.
What we would be saying is we have concerns (and
Neale Coleman said it as well): how dense do you
want your housing? How much social housing do
you want in it? Do you scrap all the social housing,
build it dense and you get a big sum of money? But
it will not be sustainable. So that is the debate we
have to have, and we, as boroughs, are naturally
concerned about it and raising it. I say again, and I
said earlier, it would be very helpful if this
Committee says that is actually a priority that
should not be missed in arguing about sums of
money.

Q336 Adam Price: Do you currently expect, as local
authorities, to have to make a contribution
yourselves to the conversion costs, for instance, of
any of the venues and facilities?
Sir Robin Wales: We have already said ourselves,
and Tower Hamlets have already said, we will make
some of that contribution. If you take the aquatics,
it has been agreed by the ODA to put in the movable
floors that will enable the conversion, but then the
question becomes: what are we then going to put in?
I will give you an example: we would like leisure
water; we want it for our communities and we are
prepared to put some money in for leisure water for
our communities. There is a proposal to build a
block next to the aquatics. If you are doing that you
will probably take Section 106 money as well, so
where does that then leave the overall benefit? That
is part of the debate you have to have. Just down the
road, in Silvertown Quays, we have a development
which is going to have the largest aquarium in
Europe, Biota. Now, Section 106 money has gone
into that because we recognise the benefit of
developing that. Until somebody had the idea of
putting an aquarium down there we would not have
had that idea. So I genuinely think the legacy debate
is happening early, people have come together in a
structure that works, that enables us to have a
debate. Is it solving our problems? Not yet, but we
have a way of working it through. We need to decide
what we want as a country and as communities. If we
say develop these communities so that they will be
net contributors to public purses (and a lot of
housing benefit is paid in my borough) they actually
can develop something diVerent. Now we have a
vision that actually will give us something better at
the end of the day.

Q337 Adam Price: Do you foresee any risk that you
could be saddled with very substantial, long-term
revenue costs? Is that part of the analysis that you
have made?
Sir Robin Wales: No, we would not take them!
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Q338 Adam Price: How big is the risk?
Mr Pipe: As Robin said, we will not take them,
really. I think it would be reasonable to expect the
boroughs to make a significant contribution if they
were expecting additionality. I think, really, there
was almost a kind of a bargain struck (however
much it might have been unsaid) when we embarked
on this; that, eVectively, this was meant to transform
a run-down area of the finest city in Europe, and that
should not be the way it is. In that bargain there was
a certain amount of legacy. If we go beyond what
was in the original brief, and do something that is
specifically, really, just for local people, I think it
would be reasonable to have the boroughs make a
contribution.
Sir Robin Wales: Could I give you an example? We
happen to have in Newham an opera house. You will
not be aware of this because it is one of the few opera
houses in London. It is currently being used as a
night club. We have looked at it and said: “Wouldn’t
it be good if we could convert that back into some
sort of theatre or some sort of oVer?” We will have to
pay for that ourselves. It is right next to the Olympic
Park. So if we do do that (and we are not sure that
the money will stack up) we will do it ourselves; we
will pay for it and we will raise money where we can,
but we would not expect the Olympics to be paying

for that. However, the fact of the Olympics and the
Paralympics has made it possible for us to think
about it. As I say, if the sums do not add up we will
not do it, we will chuck it away and it will not be
done. Another example is on the docks. It is
interesting. We have looked at the docks because, of
course, we talk about “the Park” because Excel has
one of the largest number of sport events of any
arena. On those docks, we are looking at putting in a
lot of things. There are lots of floating opportunities:
you can put all sorts of bridges floating in it, you
could put greenhouses—there is lots of stuV that
happens across Europe. So we are saying: “We want
to develop the docks, link it in with the Olympics and
do something interesting.” We will have to pay for
that. We expect to pay for that. We are piggy-
backing on the back of the Olympics. The West Ham
potential move will then open up the whole inside for
us so that we can have a much better residential area
there. Obviously, any costs from that we would
expect to meet. It is using this and saying: “What
could we do with this opportunity that is coming?”
We will pay for those additionality things. We would
expect to do that—that is our job.
Mr Pipe: There is that awful word “synergy”.
Chairman: I think we will have to call a halt there,
but thank you all very much indeed.
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Memorandum submitted by Sport England

Introduction

1. Sport England is the lead agency for community sport in England and as such welcomes the
Committee’s inquiry into the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. We believe that hosting the Games in
2012 represents an unparalleled opportunity for sport at all levels.

2. Sport England is contributing in several ways to both the preparation for, and potential legacy from,
the 2012 Games:

— Preparation of specific Olympic venues.

— Legacy use of specific Olympic venues.

— Development of training camps.

— Generating impact from the Games in terms of a grassroots legacy of the Games (see paragraph
3 below).

3. At the time of submission Sport England is awaiting the conclusions of the Comprehensive Spending
Review with respect to the precise details of the organisation’s funding and priorities for 2008–11. Once this
process is completed Sport England will be able to plan and communicate its specific role in terms of
grassroots legacy.

Progress in Preparing Venues, both within the Olympic Park and Elsewhere

Olympic Park venues

4. As part of our initial commitment to London 2012 Sport England ring-fenced a budget allocation
against which bids for lottery funding for the Aquatics Centre and Velodrome could be made. Applications
for these projects have recently been submitted and are currently being assessed. The components of Sport
England’s contribution are outlined below:

— Aquatics centre

A total of up to £40 million of lottery funding is available from Sport England towards the
development of the Aquatics centre. An initial lottery grant of £1.5 million was approved in 2004
to cover the majority of the costs relating to a feasibility study for an Aquatics Centre. £1 million
from this allocation was drawn down during the bid phase to develop the project and demonstrate
to the IOC London’s commitment to providing world-class facilities for the Games. The Sport
England Main Board is due to consider, in December 2007, the approval of a further Lottery
application for the remaining £39 million to be utilised to help ensure the Aquatics centre will
provide both a world-class facility for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games and be
consistent with providing a lasting, sustainable community sporting legacy. Consideration will be
given to funding conditions that will help realise the facility’s potential in legacy and the
achievement of participation outcomes.

— Velopark

£10.5 million is available from Sport England towards the cost of the Velopark, consisting of the
velodrome, BMX track, cycling road circuit and a possible cycle speedway track. The purpose of
the grant will be both to provide an appropriate facility during the Games, and a lasting sporting
legacy at both the community and elite level following the Games. The Lottery application has
been received and the Sport England Main Board will consider approval of the £10.5 million early
in the new year subject to appropriate conditions to help provide a successful Olympic and
Paralympic facility and a sustainable sporting legacy.
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Other Olympic venues

5. Sport England’s support and funding is not limited to just the Olympic Park. The East region plans
to fund the development of a community sports loop to the white water canoe course in Broxbourne. A
Lottery grant of £1 million has been approved for this purpose.

6. Weymouth & Portland National Sailing Academy, which will host the sailing regatta, was initially
built with a Sport England Lottery grant of £6 million. The development has acted as a catalyst for further
regeneration of the area. This will extend the facility’s future use and capacity to increase usage and access
to water.

7. Sport England is also a statutory consultee on other Olympic venues including the Olympic Stadium,
Handball Arena and Eton Manor.

Training venues

8. In addition to the Games venues a key element of hosting a successful Olympics and Paralympics is the
provision of quality, accessible training venues where athletes can continue to train leading up to their event.

9. LOCOG are the agency leading the selection of training venues and Sport England are assisting in
identifying the potential needs of visiting teams. Sport England is supporting LOCOG in evaluating hosting
bids ahead of the publication of the directory of 2012 training camps at Beijing.

Legacy Use of Venues

Permanent venues

10. Sport England is emphasising the importance of the legacy use of both the Velopark and the Aquatics
Centre in its discussions with ODA, and will enter into funding agreements that will include conditions on
issues relevant to a participation legacy.

11. As part of this process Sport England is consulting regularly with other stakeholder groups and is in
dialogue with the ODA to influence the facility designs to reflect legacy participation needs. Issues being
considered include ensuring the most appropriate provision of movable floors and booms in the pools of
the Aquatics Centre to enable flexibility for activity programming, elite swimming, swimming lessons and
ethnic group participation following 2012.

12. In addition to funding conditions which impact upon elements of design for legacy, Sport England
will also develop conditions which require future operators of the facilities to deliver sports development
and community participation outcomes.

13. Sport England will also require that the facilities are maintained to an appropriate level after the
games and for a 21-year period thereafter to help ensure a long term legacy benefit.

Relocatable venues

14. Potentially, some of the Games’ relocatable sporting venues and assets could be oVered for re-use to
promote sports development and participation at both grassroots and elite levels. The Department for
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) has tasked Sport England
to help identify the likely level of end-user interest in the relocatable venues that may be available after
the Games.

15. Sport England is seeking to establish the volume and the nature of that interest through a marketing
exercise eliciting initial expressions of interest from the sports sector. This demand information will be
analysed to assist both DCMS and ODA take forward proposals for a number of venues which have the
potential to be relocated and reused as sports facilities at new locations throughout the UK. By 9 November
2007 deadline for initial expressions of interest 56 diVerent organisations had lodged responses. These will
be taken forward in early 2008.

Impact of the Games upon Grassroots Participation in Sport both Before and After the Games

16. Sport England, as the lead agency for community sport, has begun to work with partners to ensure
that the build-up to 2012 both reinforces existing sports participation as well as attracts new participants to
sport. As explained at the beginning of this submission, Sport England is awaiting the conclusions of the
Comprehensive Spending Review with respect to its funding and priorities for 2008–11. Once this process is
completed Sport England will be able to plan and communicate its specific role in terms of grassroots legacy.
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17. Pending the outcome of the CSR, we have undertaken some limited work in diVerent regions of
England, and in particular have worked with Regional Development Agencies, local authorities,
universities, businesses and health partners to produce regional legacy plans. We have also undertaken some
specific initiatives, including:

— Holding over 200 taster sessions at this summer’s London 2012 Roadshows—from the Rip Curl
surfing Festival in Newquay to an open day at Stoke Mandeville hospital. We oVered people the
chance to try a host of sports from fencing and football skills to wheelchair basketball. Over 50,000
people attended the roadshows and participated in organised activities at these events.

— In the North West, working with Manchester City Council and the British Cycling Federation, we
have resurfaced the track of the Manchester Velodrome and major community use has been
secured for schools, clubs and local voluntary groups.

— In Yorkshire & Humber we are working with the region’s ten universities to take full advantage
of the potential they oVer to arrest drop of in sports participation among students, whilst
encouraging staV and their local communities. This includes increasing the number of students and
staV who become sports volunteers in their local community.

— Sport England’s London Region ran the Summer of Sport, in partnership with the Mayor of
London. This gave Londoners the chance to try out diVerent sports for free. In 2006 the Summer
of Sport attracted 50,000 people to get involved in 300 sports events.

Standards of Performance by UK Participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in 2008
and 2012

18. UK Sport is the agency primarily responsible for standards of performance by UK participants at
the 2008 and 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. Sport England does not play a direct role in this area
and therefore is not in a position to comment.

November 2007

Witnesses: Ms Jennie Price, Chief Executive, Sport England, and Mr Sean Holt, Regional Director,
London, Sport England, gave evidence.

Chairman: Good morning. This is a further session
of the Committee’s inquiry into the impact of the
London 2012 Games and we are focusing this
morning particularly on the eVect on the wider
participation in sport. We were intending to take
evidence this morning from the Minister for the
Olympics but sadly she is indisposed. We will be
seeking to re-schedule with her in due course.
However, we are still looking forward to hearing
from the Minister for Sport, but before him I would
like to welcome from Sport England Jennie Price,
the Chief Executive and Sean Holt, the Director
for London.

Q339 Mr Sanders: Sport England is going through
fairly turbulent times. Is it in good enough shape—
in terms of skills and morale—to be able to make the
most of the 2012 Olympics?
Ms Price: It is absolutely true that we have had a
great deal of change in Sport England recently.
However, I think the most recent events, with a very
clear sense of direction stated for us by the Secretary
of State, a combination of sports development and
participation, mean that we have a sharpness of
focus that gives us a very good prospect of being able
to deliver. In terms of morale, the staV morale inside
the organisation is quite strong. I think that the
sports development agenda is at least in part
responsible for that because we have many people
for whom that is their natural home and their
experience and they very much welcome the change.
I think we are also managing to recruit some senior

people who have got good skills to help us. So I am
confident that we can make an extremely good eVort
at delivering a strong legacy.

Q340 Mr Sanders: When do you expect that a new
Chair will be appointed?
Ms Price: The process of appointing the chair is
being done by the normal public appointments
process and it is being run by the Department. There
was an advertisement published just before
Christmas. We are anticipating that a new
permanent Chair will be in place within the next
few months.

Q341 Mr Sanders: Do you not think that, in
comparison to the sports bodies that cover the other
nations, Scotland and Wales, Sport England is
actually at a disadvantage because it covers such a
big area? Would it not be better if perhaps its
functions, its organisation and its budgets were
regionalised to be closer to the areas that they
provide services for?
Ms Price: I think that the link between what is going
on at regional and sub-regional level is absolutely
crucial, particularly when you are working on
participation. As you may know, Sport England
does have a regional structure with nine regional
oYces and the main function of those oYces is to
make sure they know what is going on on the
ground, that they do have appropriate contacts with
people like the Regional Development Agencies, the
Government OYces and of course, crucially, local
authorities who deliver so much sport. Without a
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strong sense of connectivity at regional and sub-
regional level I think it would be challenging for us,
but because we have that network I think we are able
to do a good job.

Q342 Mr Sanders: Why not just devolve the budget
to that regional level? Rather than just having a
presence in a region, why not actually have an
organisation proper in a region that responds to that
region’s sporting needs?
Ms Price: My view is that you need a combination. I
think that you need people on the ground who really
understand what is going on in the regions. I also
think there are certain types of skills where when you
aggregate up to national level then you can have
more impact. For example, we have very senior
planning advisers sitting centrally who support our
regional colleagues in their day-to-day work on
planning. I also think to have an overall strategic
thrust is very important. It is quite easy in an area as
challenging and diverse as community sport to do a
lot of things without making a lot of impact. I think
we need to make sure centrally that the diVerent
interventions really do add up to a substantial
impact.

Q343 Adam Price: Your former Chair resigned
because he disagreed with the decision to downgrade
the focus of Sport England on physical recreational
activity. Sport England has done some important
work in that area, has it not?
Ms Price: Sport England certainly has done a
number of projects which look specifically at
physical activity and which combine sport and
physical activity, that is right.

Q344 Adam Price: Who is going to be responsible for
that work now? Who is going to build on the work
that you have done? Is it being shifted to another
department?
Ms Price: We have a very clear direction as an
organisation from the Secretary of State that our
focus is sport. At the same time the Secretary of State
made the announcement about our focus he also
talked about cross-government discussions and who
would be responsible for physical activity and how
that would be delivered. I understand that the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury is leading those
discussions and that they include, among others, the
Department of Health. I am not party to those
discussions at the moment so I am afraid I do not
have a lot of detail about them.

Q345 Adam Price: It sounds like a bureaucratic
nightmare to me. It certainly does not sound like
joined-up government. Let us take the example of
cycling. How are you going to separate out cycling
as a sport from cycling as a recreational activity?
Ms Price: I think it is important that we do draw
lines. As far as cycling is concerned, when we were
concerned with both sport and physical activity we
needed to distinguish between utility cycling, ie
people cycling to work and people cycling for
recreational sport purposes. So with some activities
there will always be a very broad continuum with

competitive sport at one end and very casual
engagement or engagement for transport purposes
at the other, and cycling and walking are the two
that most definitely fall into that category. We have
talked to British Cycling about how we might work
with them under our current umbrella. They have
responded very positively to it. They are happy with
the link between sport participation and sport
development that we now have. They are happy that
provided there is a clear definition as to who is
responsible for what they can deal with the
boundary. I should perhaps also say that it is crucial
we have a very good, positive and communicating
relationship with whoever does deal with physical
activity.

Q346 Adam Price: Is not physical recreation the
entry point for some people into participation in
sport, and in making this distinction are you not
making it more diYcult to encourage your
grassroots participation agenda in the long run?
Ms Price: It is the entry point for many people. The
governing bodies who deal with those sorts of
activities and sports like cycling are extremely
conscious of that. What they try and do is to identify
the people for whom it will only ever be a cycle ride
round the park compared to the people who are
interested in doing it in a more organised or a more
intensive fashion, and we need to work with them to
make sure that we are working on the sport elements
of that and that is the people who operate in the
more organised environment.

Q347 Chairman: Is it the case that previously
walking and jogging were regarded by Sport
England as sports but that they are now no longer
regarded as sports?
Ms Price: We had a definition which encompassed
both sport and physical activity in terms of what we
measured and so we did not have to distinguish
really between sport and physical activity, it was
what we counted and what we did not count.
Walking was included provided it was over 30
minutes in duration and done at moderate intensity.
If you went for a wander down the street that would
not be classed as sport. If you do it such that you get
your heartbeat raised that is moderate intensity and
that would count. Jogging would count in any event.
Chairman: Obviously a new Secretary of State is
perfectly entitled to look at all of the activities of his
Department and say that he wishes to change the
focus in some areas, but it would be right to say that
the previous Secretary of State set you oV in one
direction and now you are being sent oV in a
diVerent direction, would it not?

Q348 Adam Price: At a moderate pace!
Ms Price: Certainly the previous Secretary of State
had set us Public Service Agreement targets and we
have been working with his Department to deliver
specific targets that were about sport and physical
activity. We now have the clearest possible direction
from our current Secretary of State that Sport
England is about sport and it is about a combination
of participation in sport and sports development. So
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there is a shift there, but there is a very definite
relationship between what we were previously
pursuing and what we are now pursuing. Many of
the interventions we would make would be similar in
terms of club structure, coaches and volunteers, et
cetera.

Q349 Mr Hall: Let us explore the Lottery funding
that Sport England are responsible for distributing.
In 2006–07 you drew down £81 million less than the
previous year in Lottery funds. Was that by design
or by accident?
Ms Price: You are absolutely right that we did draw
down less. There are three components of that £80
million. The first element of it is £31.1 million, which
was a transfer to UK Sport, which reflected the
transfer of the elite responsibilities to them. There
was a £20 million decline in the amount of money
available to us from the Lottery for that year which
was due to a larger decline in the amount that was
available to the NLDF, to the good causes as a
whole, and the balancing £30 million was not drawn
down in this year but it was committed in that
particular year and that was two sorts of projects.
We were at that point setting up our county sports
partnerships, of which there are 49. We had
anticipated being able to spend rather more in
setting those up that year than we were able to. They
needed more help and development and so that was
spent in a subsequent year. Similarly, part of the £30
million reflects community projects where we needed
to work more with applicants, so the money was
committed not spent. In terms of overall impact, £31
million went somewhere else, £30 million was spent
but was not spent in that year and £20 million was
money that was not available to us in the first place
because of what had happened to the amounts
available to good causes.

Q350 Mr Hall: Are the figures going to be adjusted
or is that explanation just the way it is? The figures
are £183 million in 2005–06 and £132 million in
2006–07, but clearly that is not accurate, is it, from
what you have just said?1

Ms Price: The events that I have described are what
caused that diVerence. I am obviously very happy to
make sure that is properly understood and well on
the public record.

Q351 Mr Hall: We have not got figures for 2007–08
yet. Do you have those for the Committee now?
Ms Price: Yes. For 2007–08 our Lottery funding will
be £126.4 million.

Q352 Mr Hall: So that is a further decline?
Ms Price: That is a small decline, yes. The figure for
2006–07 is £132 million.

Q353 Mr Hall: Are there any examples where
programmes and bodies have been receiving less
funding because of a reduction in the amount of
money available?

1 Figures are for Lottery income rather than drawdown of
Lottery funds.

Ms Price: I am not aware of any. Obviously we look
at the bids that we get with the amount of overall
funding that we have in mind. The significant
diversion in funding due to the Olympics has not yet
taken eVect so that has not aVected our funding
decisions. I am not aware of any specific projects
where we have said we will not fund them because we
do not have the money available. There may be
something to do with the quality of the project or
timing, but it is not because we simply do not have
the Lottery funding.

Q354 Mr Hall: Have you not made it more diYcult
for organisations to bid for grants by stiVening up
the criteria?
Ms Price: No, we have not. I think it is really
important that we are as open as we can be in terms
of the organisations that do approach us for
funding. One of the things I am very keen to do in
the implementation of the new strategy is to make
sure that the criteria are clearer and therefore easier
for people to fulfil and also that we make the process
they have to go through as light touch as possible.

Q355 Mr Hall: What about the Comprehensive
Spending Review figures, have they been
announced yet?
Ms Price: Yes. In terms of three-year funding over
the period for the total amount we will receive, the
Exchequer funding is £391.6 million, for 2008–09 it
is £133.2, for 2009–10 it is £130.2 and for 2010–11 it
is £128.2.

Q356 Mr Hall: If I understand the process properly,
you are asked to submit three bids, minus 5%,
baseline and plus 5%. Did you get the baseline or did
you get a bit more?
Ms Price: We got the baseline plus some extra
money for the five hour oVer specifically for young
people. We also put in a specific bid for the English
Institute of Sport which was met in full.

Q357 Chairman: You are looking at almost a
halving of the amount of money available to you
over the course of the next three or four years and yet
at the same time DCMS has said that they are going
to ensure that the diversion of Lottery funding is not
going to put at risk the community sport legacy.
How are you going to go about cutting back on your
programmes? Is it going to be across the board or are
you going to focus more precisely on particular
areas?
Ms Price: I think we will focus very precisely on
what we are delivering. The advantage of being able
to prepare a new strategy for the three-year period
that we are looking at means that we can prepare
something which is proportionate to the resources
we have and we can also be very clear both to our
own funding streams and to the partners we work
with exactly what Sport England money is for and I
think that sense of direction is helpful. It is probably
worth highlighting that over the full three-year
period we are looking at now in this spending review
period we will have total resources of just over £740
million, which although is a reduction, it is a very
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substantial amount of money with which we should
be able to make a very significant diVerence if we
spend it well and if we leverage other people’s
investments. It is worth mentioning in that context
that we do, particularly with our Lottery funding,
target matched funding from other sources and so
the size of project with which we work can be much
more substantial than just our own funding would
otherwise indicate.

Q358 Chairman: On the issue of whether or not you
can raise money from the private sector through
sponsorship and other methods of support, all the
witnesses we have had in relation to the Olympics
have been seeking to try and draw in private sector
support, that is LOCOG and the British Olympic
Association are. Presumably there is a finite amount
of money out there. Do you think you can attract
additional private sector money?
Ms Price: I think it is a very fair question and I do
think it is an ambitious target. We have a specific
target of £50 million by 2012 for community sport.
The reason that I have some confidence that we are
able to deliver it is I think community sport is a very
specific oVering which is attractive to a specific type
of corporate body. In my previous existence on
environmental work I worked with a lot of large
corporates where they knew exactly what they
wanted to do on the environment but they genuinely
struggled in terms of the community elements of
their programmes to find good things to fund that
really did connect them to local communities. So if
you are a utility or a major supermarket that local
community connection is absolutely crucial to you
and I think that is what we can oVer. I am also
conscious that many of the smaller sports find it
diYcult to put together packages which might be
attractive to sponsors. I think that is something
where at the community level we can add expertise
and where we can facilitate. Certainly our
Commercial Director has only been in post for a
short period, but he has had no shortage of people
from the private sector approaching him,
interestingly, as well as the amount of people he has
had to go out and approach. Clearly we have to
deliver on that promise, but because of those reasons
I am reasonably confident we have good prospects of
doing that.

Q359 Rosemary McKenna: Let us move on to trying
to improve participation, which is everybody’s aim
including the Government’s. Sport England has not
yet had any success in delivering against the Public
Service Agreement targets to increase participation
in active sports among priority groups, which is the
five to 16-year-olds, et cetera. Why do you think
this is?
Ms Price: I think inherently it is a diYcult thing to
do. That is no excuse for not achieving it. I do think
understanding the degree of challenge is important
in this. I think you are looking at quite a significant
behavioural change for people. It is not one small
simple action you are asking them to do like recycle
or putting on a seatbelt, it is something that requires
a certain amount of eVort and attention. I think

sustained eVort is needed from us. I think we need to
make sure that the overall infrastructure is in place.
That is why I do welcome the bringing together of
the agenda of sports development and participation
because I think if you simply focus on drawing
people into sport but then when they walk into a
sports club they are not welcomed properly, they are
not given the basic training in term of just the skills
to do the job, there is not a decent competitive
structure, if that is what they want, they will walk out
of the door again quite quickly. I think it is very
important we have a good strong structure that is
welcoming. In terms of the figures, across adults in
the whole of the English population we are showing
0.9% increase in the one year for which we have
figures, which indicates that it is moving in the right
direction, although I completely appreciate it is not
yet meeting the targets.

Q360 Rosemary McKenna: Have you reached any
conclusions as to why adult participation in sport in
England lags behind other countries within the EU?
Ms Price: I think it is really diYcult to pin it down
to a single cause. I think there a number of factors,
habit, our club structure, the facilities that are
available and the range of sports which are
habitually done by large numbers of the population.
Some of our most popular sports are practised only
by quite small numbers of people. Football has
terrific participation figures, but rugby and cricket
have relatively small participation figures, whereas if
you look at skiing in Finland it is enormous. I think
perhaps the best example we can draw is the
Canadian experience where over a 20-year period
they did manage to double participation from 21%
to 41% and they did that by a sustained campaign
combining investment in the opportunity, in
facilities and their club structure together with
constant stimulation of demand for sport, so PR,
reminding people about sport, reminding people
about the value of sport. I think it was the
interlocking of those two things over sustained
periods that really made the impact. We do have a
good record in this country in terms of participation
in sport in the school environment and I think we
have got something to learn from that. The two
things that really strike me about the school sport
strategy are, first of all, they asked the pupils what
they wanted and then they listened to the
information that they were given and, secondly, they
really did expand the range of sports available, so as
well as more conventional school sports they did
give them the opportunity to try new things. I think
in our version of sports participation we need to try
the same things with adults.

Q361 Adam Price: Let us move on to the legacy. You
have received 56 expressions of interest in re-useable
facilities from the Games. Could you say a little bit
about that? Do they cover, for example, all the re-
useable venues?
Ms Price: Mr Holt has particular experience of the
facilities side. Would you mind if I asked him to
answer?
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Q362 Adam Price: Of course.
Mr Holt: We were asked to facilitate a website that
would look for expressions of interest around the
temporary venues and we have had a number of
expressions of interest, 72, from around the country
for these temporary venues. The current situation is
that we are evaluating those bids with a view to
having further discussions to move that forward.

Q363 Adam Price: Does that include Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland?
Mr Holt: Absolutely, yes.

Q364 Adam Price: Including Wales?
Mr Holt: Including Wales, yes.

Q365 Adam Price: Who would bear the costs of
relocation? Would it be the applicant in total? How
is that going to work?
Mr Holt: Currently, in terms of the relocation, we
have to set some criteria about is it fit for purpose,
where it is going to go to and the timing of it, et
cetera. We are not at that stage yet of looking at the
financial implications with regard to the relocation
of those facilities, but clearly once we have those
expressions of interest we can drill further into that
detail and then look to see where the cost of that
relocation actually will sit and who with.

Q366 Adam Price: Could you say a little bit more
about the participation programmes that you are
running and planning to run which are specific to the
Games and trying to use that opportunity?
Ms Price: We have a number of community projects
where we are either specifically using the Olympics
as one of the levers or where they are closely
connected with Olympic activity. For example, we
have a project funded by the Royal Yachting
Association called “Sailability”, which is actually
connected with the Paralympics, which is about
giving young disabled people who would like to
acquire sailing skills the ability to do so either by
specifically adapting the ship or giving particular
coaching and training and that has had a
tremendously strong response, with 3,400
participants now regularly sailing as a result of that
intervention. We are also doing a lot of work on the
volunteering side. We have a specific project in the
north-west of England where we are working with a
Social Enterprise agency on coaching to bring in, as
well as paid coaches, volunteer coaching. One of the
reasons people are volunteering is because of the
connection now with the Games. It is bringing forth
a diVerent sort of volunteer and also diVerent
quantities of volunteer and it is important we can
receive them in the right way.

Q367 Adam Price: In your earlier answer you said
that introducing new sports which may not have a
tradition in this country may be a good way of
bringing new people in to sporting activity.
Presumably you would support the decision to give
£3 million to handball, for example, which does not
have a widespread tradition in this country?

Ms Price: Obviously I am most interested and Sport
England is most concerned in sports which have got
opportunities at the community level. Handball
does not have a strong tradition. I am not sure where
the £3 million figure comes from. I am assuming that
comes from elite sport.

Q368 Adam Price: It was in The Times today or
yesterday so it must be right!
Ms Price: Certainly I am aware that UK Sport are
funding handball because it is an Olympic sport. As
I understand it all of that is going into the elite side.
In terms of whether it would be appropriate for
community sport, that is the sort of thing that we
would need to discuss with them, but obviously we
would need some sort of consistent programme to
make sure that handball was available, that there
were coaches who understood the game and that
there were proper competitive structures so it could
become something that reached right down into the
community, not simply something that was done at
the elite level.

Q369 Adam Price: So it is a bit like the famous Greek
baseball team then, it is probably a waste of money
when it comes to supporting sport at the grassroots
level because nobody understands the rules and
nobody is particularly interested in it, is it not?
Ms Price: I think there certainly are examples where
particularly Olympic success by a particular country
can engender enormous interest in a sport. Curling
is one example where I think we did rather well and
a lot of people became very interested as a result. I
genuinely think for some of the smaller sports that
are in the Olympics this is the best showcase they will
ever have and it is their best opportunity to attract
new young participants to it. There are sports like
fencing, for example, which traditionally have had a
very small participant base but because of the build
up to the Olympics they are attracting a lot of
publicity. So I think it is certainly possible for a sport
to reach a wider base of participation through being
showcased in the Olympics.

Q370 Adam Price: I understand you are considering
designating paintballing a sport, is that correct?
Ms Price: Paintballing has certainly applied to be
recognised as a sport and, working with the other
home country sports councils, has not been
approved.

Q371 Philip Davies: Is there not a danger that you
are banking too much on the Olympics providing
this upsurge in participation in sport? It seems from
some of the answers you just gave my colleague
that we have the Olympics coming up and so
everyone will start taking it up. As far as I am
aware there is very little evidence from anywhere
that hosting the Olympics has led to any real
increase in participation in sport afterwards. Do
you not think you are banking too much on the
Olympics providing this panacea of sporting
activity afterwards?
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Ms Price: I think you highlight a really important
risk. It is really important for us as Sport England
to recognise the Olympics are an opportunity and
not a guarantee. We need to use that opportunity
and I think some small Olympic sports certainly
will do that. I think our overall responsibility for
participation needs to utilise the influence of the
Olympics wherever that is appropriate, but we also
need to recognise that growing participation in
sport is something you would be doing anyway and
that many of the things we will do over the next
three or four years we would do to boost
community sport and to boost participation in any
event. What the Olympics adds is an element of
momentum, it is an element of heightened
aspirations and particularly for community sport,
which depends so crucially on partnerships, it is a
very good way of persuading people to make
decisions simultaneously. Often what wrecks a
partnership is the timing is not quite right for one
of the key partners. What the Olympics can do if
we use it intelligently is to provide a focus where
people will say, “If we’re not going to do it now
then there’s never going to be a right time to do it
so let’s close out the decision.” I do agree with you
entirely that if we were to rest entirely on the
Olympics for boosting participation in sport we
probably would not succeed and our strategy needs
to feature strongly the Olympics, but it needs to be
broader and deeper than that.

Q372 Philip Davies: The Olympics is only on for a
few weeks. It is a very short window. I am not
entirely sure what plans there are to do something
in such a short window in order to boost
participation afterwards. It is like Wimbledon, is it
not? All the tennis courts are full for two weeks and
then after it is finished they are empty again. I am
not entirely sure why the Olympics should be any
diVerent over such a short timescale.
Ms Price: I think there are two issues there. One
is that certainly the Olympics and the amount of
press coverage and general public interest it is
generating for London has started now. You do
not see sport just on the back pages of the papers
anymore, the Olympics puts it into the front half
of the paper. You are seeing already with Beijing
a tremendous amount of coverage of our athletes
and of the sports that are going to be covered.
There will be a profile for sport over the period
between now and 2012 which it is unlikely to have
in normal times. Again, that is absolutely not
enough on its own but it does present an
opportunity. I think the sustainability issue you
raise, that it is just a short period of time, people
will go and then perhaps lose interest very quickly,
is where it is so important that we do build a really
good community sport infrastructure because if
people are stimulated, be it by a press report in
advance or the event itself, to try something or to
visit somewhere, if they are received well, if they do
have a good experience that first time, if somebody
does take care and encourages them to come back,
then it may well be a way of building participation
habits in that individual. If we do not invest in our

club structures, in the quality of our coaches,
particularly at that basic participation level, in the
volunteers that are the oil and the engine of
community sport, then it will absolutely be a lost
opportunity. That is why building the right sort of
structure is crucial to our focus for the next four
years.

Q373 Chairman: You clearly are intending to focus
your activities much more through the sporting
organisations, the governing bodies and the clubs.
If that is the case, do you still need the large
bureaucracy that Sport England itself has? Is it still
necessary to have regional boards across the
country?
Ms Price: We are in the middle of designing our
strategy at the moment. I think it is very important
that we get very clear what we need to do and, as
you rightly say, a central plank of that strategy is
going to be substantial funding going through
governing bodies. Once we have that very clear
shape of the strategy the next question for Sport
England will be what structure do we need to
deliver it and those questions will need to be asked
and answered. I would say that if a governing body
says in its submission for four-year funding that
they can stimulate participation, perhaps multiply
it five times in a particular area of the country, it
is important that Sport England has the knowledge
of that area of the country to be able to challenge
this where necessary to really understand those
proposals. We do need some local knowledge. The
real details of the structure need to come once we
have the strategy very clear.

Q374 Chairman: Would it be fair to say that it is
likely that Sport England will be smaller and more
streamlined at the end of this?
Ms Price: It is fair to say that I will be designing
the structure that really does deliver on that
strategy and that obviously we will look carefully
at value for money and appropriate costs in
doing that.

Q375 Chairman: In terms of your programmes,
£183 million of the £295 million that you are
contributing as part of the package for the funding
of the Olympics is for the community legacy. Can
you just tell us a bit about how that money is going
to be spent and why it is diVerent from the money
that you spend anyway on supporting
community sport?
Ms Price: In terms of how it is going to be spent,
quite a lot of it has already been spent on a range
of projects. When the bid was put in Sport England
put together a strategy with a number of areas
including club infrastructure, talent, skills and
access to facilities. A number of those activities are
ones that are intrinsic to community sport in any
event and I think that is perhaps some of the issues
we have been discussing, that great community
sport is great community sport Olympics or not.
The Olympics gives it a great boost and some of
those projects have a very clear Olympic link. Some
of them have a link to issues which would be
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22 January 2008 Ms Jennie Price and Mr Sean Holt

relevant to the Olympics. The “Sailability” example
I have already given you. We have specific
volunteering projects. We have a number of specific
projects connected with talent pathways, for
example, because, as you know, UK Sport only
focuses on the very elite of elite and it is the job of
the community sports structure to make sure that
there is a good pool of talent being delivered there
and a certain amount of the money has been
devoted in that way. I would be very happy, if it
would be useful, Chairman, to provide the
Committee with an analysis of the specific projects
on which that money has been spent and the sort
of areas they have covered.2

Q376 Chairman: I think that would be helpful.
What you say does suggest that to some extent it
is money which probably would have been spent on
much the same sort of thing anyway; it has just
been rebadged as part of the Olympic package.
Ms Price: I think we have thought quite carefully
to try and make sure that the projects do have
appropriate connections and are going to
contribute to delivering a really good legacy.

Q377 Rosemary McKenna: I want to ask Sean a
specific question about a sport which is dear to my
heart and it is a non-Olympic sport but a really
good participative and social community sport and
that is netball. The numbers involved in playing
netball, particularly with the development of mixed
netball, are growing. How much involvement do
you have in developing that and encouraging it? I
think it should be an Olympic sport but it is not!
Mr Holt: It is a sport close to my heart as well.
From Sport England’s perspective, we have
supported netball over many years and we see it as
a tremendous sport for participation and will

2 Ev 115

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Sport England

During my oral evidence to the committee, on 22 January, I undertook to write to you with details of our
investment into, and an analysis of, the community projects we are supporting as part of our 2012 legacy
work.

Sport England’s total contribution to the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games is £364 million and will
be spent between 2004–05 and 2012–13. This is made up of two elements: £264 million, which we pledged
within the 2012 bid as our contribution to staging the games; and almost £100 million which is being diverted
from our share of good causes (between February 2009 and August 2012).

Of the £264 million pledged in the bid—the funding that we have control over—£150 million (57%) has
been drawn down and claimed. The £264 million is supporting activity focused around three areas:

£63.3 million to fund World Class Environments, including our investment into the 2012 Aquatics
Centre and Velopark, of which £7.5 million has been drawn down and claimed;

£17.5 million to fund Olympic Success, all of which has been drawn down and claimed and was
deployed through Whole or One Sport Plans; and

£183 million to fund multi sport Community Projects across England, of which £125 million has
been drawn down and claimed.

continue to support it through our new strategy
going forward. It is an NGB that traditionally we
have worked with and we will continue to work
with them both in terms of increasing and wider
participation but also in the context of developing
their players and their player pathways to make
sure that we can reach the international goals that
we have set ourselves.

Q378 Rosemary McKenna: In terms of local
participation, it is one of the cheapest forms of
participation. It is very, very easy to book a court
for a number of people to play inside or outside.
There is a school near where I live in London where
there are tournaments going on in the evening and
it is marvellous to stand and watch. It has got two
parts to it, it has got the aim of international
excellence and success, but I believe it is one of the
best sports to encourage participation. People play
on quite late in their lives.
Mr Holt: They do indeed, which is terrific. Like all
sports, we have to make sure that we have a good
club infrastructure to support that interest in that
sport. We have also got to make sure that there are
opportunities for the wider community and netball
certainly does oVer that. We have also got to make
sure that the sport itself is encouraging not just
participants but also match oYcials, volunteers,
attracting those and—

Q379 Rosemary McKenna: Are they losing out on
any cash because of the Olympics?
Mr Holt: No. We have invested over £2 million in
netball over the last four-year cycle and so from
our point of view we will continue to invest in all
sports regardless of whether they are Olympic or
non-Olympic and netball features very strongly for
us in terms of participation in sport and it is one
that we hope will develop over the next few years.3
Chairman: I think that is all we have for you.
Thank you very much.
3 Ev 116
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As part of the 2012 bid, we identified five areas where the Olympic and Paralympic Games could add
value—Access, Fitness, Clubs, Talent, and Skills—and pledged £183 million between 2004–05 and 2012–13.
As stated above, £125 million of this sum has already been claimed and has supported over 1,000 projects.
More details on each of these themes is set out in annex 1 attached to this letter.

Could I also take this opportunity to amplify the answer Mr Holt gave in response to Question 379 from
Rosemary McKenna MP about Netball. Mr Holt said that Sport England had invested over £2 million into
Netball over the last four year cycle (2004–05 to 2007–08). In fact we have invested considerably more. The
table attached as annex 2 sets out the details of our investment into Netball which totals over £13 million
between 2004–05 and 2007–08.

February 2008

Annexe 1

2012 COMMUNITY LEGACY PROJECTS

The figures below cover projects and funding drawn down and claimed between April 2004 and November
2007 (The latest information available).

Access

Activity supported under this theme develops community use of institutional (for example, schools) and
corporate facilities. It supported interventions which widen access to both sports provision and facilities for
harder to reach groups; including people with disabilities, people from ethnic minorities or deprived
backgrounds, and women. For example £1.9 million has supported the Inclusive Fitness Initiative to provide
training and adapted equipment to enable people with disabilities to access and use gyms.

In total, 132 projects have been supported with an investment of £21.1 million (17% of the total funding
claimed to date).

Fitness

Activity supported under this theme develops health and wellbeing through sport, for example through
funding workplace activities. For example Sport England invested £600K (with additional funding from the
Department of Health) to fund sports co-ordinators who run work-based sessions (including at Heinz and
Masterfoods) to re-engage employees into sport. Over 10,000 employees accessed the sessions.

In total 150 projects have been supported with an investment of £8.7 million (7% of the total funding
claimed to date).

Clubs

Activity supported under this theme develops multi sport clubs at the heart of communities. It supports
interventions which link school, college or university sports provision of community or local NGB clubs.
The interventions seek to create both local supply and demand. For example in the East region £3 million
was invested to enhance NGB clubs and coaches. As a result 391 clubs achieved ClubMark kitemark which
denotes their ability to reach out to new participants and oVer them a quality experience.

In total 89 projects have been supported with an investment of £11.4 million (9% of the total funding
claimed to date).

Talent

Activity supported under this theme supports interventions which identify and develop talent through
improvement to talent pathways. It has also provided funding to National Governing Bodies of Sport to
enhance their Long-Term Athlete Development Frameworks. This included reaching down into schools
through the National PE, School Sport and Club Links strategy. In the East Midlands region we invested
£3.5 million to enhance talent pathways across 22 sports (better and more coaches, lifestyle management,
enhanced support for volunteers and advice on how talented individuals could access funding through, for
example, Sports Aid or local business).

In total 211 projects have been supported with an investment of £32.7 million (26% of the total funding
claimed to date).
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Skills

Activity supported under this theme develops the skills and capacity of the sports workforce (coaches,
volunteers, oYcials and those working in community/leisure services. It supports community and club
coaches, young leaders and volunteers. In London the funding has created 429 FTE coaches providing just
under 121,000 coaching hours to 272,000 young people. The funding also provided coach education and
accreditation.

In total 233 projects have been supported with an investment of £33.7 million (27% of the total funding
claimed to date).

Other

Projects which support two or more of the above themes have been grouped together under this category.
For example:

The Active Parents project in Gedling (East Midlands) supports the skills, clubs and fitness themes.
Funding was used to employ coaches to deliver sport sessions designed which engage spectating
parents in sport whilst their children were training. It also encouraged other parents to volunteer
in local clubs and provided them with leadership training.
Other interventions range from supporting a mobile gym which tours disadvantaged areas in
Derbyshire which has engaged over 800 young people; the “Getaway Girls” programme which
received over £300K to provide opportunities for young women to participate in a range of sports
from athletics to canoeing and obtain sport qualifications.

In total 268 projects have been supported with an investment of £17.8 million (14% of the total funding
claimed to date).
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Memorandum submitted by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)

Terms of reference requested by the Committee:

1. Progress in preparing venues, both within the Olympic Park and elsewhere.

2. Developments in securing funding for all aspects of the Games.

3. Legacy use of venues.

4. Impact of the Games upon grassroots participation in sport, both before and after the Games.

5. Standards of performance by UK participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in
2008 and 2012.

Introduction

The Government welcomes the opportunity of this inquiry to provide the Committee with a
summary of the progress it has made to date in its preparations to host the Olympic Games and
Paralympic Games in 2012. 2007 has witnessed the achievement of some key milestones: full
possession of the Olympic Park site; the signing of three sponsors of the Games; LloydsTSB, EDF
and Adidas; the publication of the Olympic Transport Plan edition 1 and significant progress in
legacy planning for the Games resulting in the publication of the 2012 Promises in the Summer
and the imminent publication of the full legacy Action Plan. Furthermore, the IOC Co-ordination
Commission visit in June confirmed London’s achievements to date. Denis Oswald, Chairman of
the Commission commented, “there is an excellent team in place, who work together with real
spirit [. . .] operationally and financially they are on-track.”

The Government therefore believes that the Olympic Programme is on course to deliver a
spectacular Games that will also deliver a sustainable legacy for the people of the UK as a whole.

1. Progress in preparing venues, both within the Olympic Park and elsewhere

Land Assembly

1.1 The transfer of ownership of the Olympic site to the London Development Agency (LDA) in July
saw 100% of the required land move into public sector control. Vacant Possession has been implemented
smoothly without major diYculty. The site contained some 2,200 land interests. The LDA supported 193
businesses in moving from the site by the end of July 2007, safeguarding 98% of the 4,750 jobs. Three new
LDA business parks were constructed to accommodate businesses moving form the Olympic site. In
addition the LDA has facilitated a further 500,000 sq ft of development on its sites with specific businesses
(eg Bywaters) and developed the eight acre Thames Wharf waste site for waste business which is now fully
let. The last remaining tenant on the Olympic Stadium site vacated in October. Approval was granted to
Olympic Park planning applications on 28 September.

Site Preparations

1.2 Enabling Work continues to progress with site clearance, demolition, archaeological excavations,
identification and remediation of contamination hotspots and site investigations. Good progress is also
reported in remediation work with current volumes meeting expected targets and much of the demolished
material to be recycled for re-use within the Park. This steady progress has bolstered confidence of meeting
early construction start dates for the Olympic Stadium. The demolition work on the Olympic Village site
continues to programme, with site investigations ongoing and initial earthworks underway.

Infrastructure

1.3 The powerlines tunnelling programme was completed this Summer on time and to budget allowing
cable laying to commence on schedule. The temporary diversion of overhead powerlines preparations is also
complete. Elsewhere the high-level designs for all road, foot and over rail bridges have now been completed,
and design competitions run for two of the Park’s bridges. The first is the main entrance to the Park from
Stratford Station and forms part of the Aquatics Centre roof, taking spectators over the Aquatics Centre
into the Olympic Stadium area. The second, a smaller waterways bridge feature within the Olympic Park,
was awarded recently to Heneghan Peng Architects, with Adams Kara Taylor Engineers.
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Utilities

1.4 Utilities projects continue to make steady progress with ongoing work on the removal or diversion
of over 250 existing services. The contract for the Energy Centre, (the on-site provision of an
environmentally eYcient heating and cooling supply in both Games time and in legacy) has been awarded
and the design of the Centre is underway currently. Work has also commenced on the Primary Substation,
which will bring electricity into the Park. Tenders are in progress for the remaining networks including gas,
water and telecoms.

Olympic Stadium

1.5 Strong progress has been made in preparing the stadium site. Twenty-eight out of 33 buildings have
been demolished and work is already well underway to bring the ground level of the site to the correct level.
The ODA is working with the Team Stadium consortium to design and build the venue. The consortium is
led by building contractors Sir Robert McAlpine Ltd and includes renowned sports and design architecture
team HOK Sport, and international engineering team Buro Happold. Contract terms for the Olympic
Stadium are being finalised. Previous projects include the Arsenal Stadium and the Telstra Stadium in
Sydney, the main stadium for the Sydney Olympic and Paralympic Games in 2000.

1.6 A launch event for the Stadium design took place on 7 November. The main design elements
announced are as follows:

— Bowl—a sunken bowl built into the ground for the field of play and lower permanent seating,
designed to bring spectators close to the action.

— Seats—25,000 permanent, 55,000 demountable.

— Roof—a cable supported roof will stretch 28 metres the whole way around the Stadium, providing
cover for two thirds of spectators.

— Wrap—a fabric curtain will wrap around the stadium structure, acting as additional protection
and shelter for spectators.

— Pods—facilities such as catering and merchandising will be grouped into self-contained “pod”
structures, adding to the spectator experience around the access level of the Stadium.

Aquatics Centre

1.7 The award of the construction contract is expected for early 2008 with work scheduled to start in
Summer 2008. A detailed cost plan is being developed currently for the Aquatic Leisure facility. Over 90%
of the buildings of the site of the Centre have already been demolished, with ongoing work on the cleaning
and sorting of contaminated soil for reuse.

Velopark

1.8 An integrated design team—led by Hopkins Architects—was appointed in July 2007. This team are
leading the procurement process for the track designer. The procurement process for the Velodrome
contractor has now determined a shortlist of bidders with announcement of the successful bid expected in
Spring 2008. Velodrome construction work is expected to start at the same time.

Handball Arena

1.9 A shortlist of designers has been drawn up and selection and appointment will be made in the next
few weeks.

IBC/MPC

1.10 Enabling earth works have commenced and are progressing well on the IBC/MPC site. The
procurement process has shortlisted two DBFO (design/build/finance/operate) bidding consortia from the
late September bid submissions and these are being considered at present by the ODA’s legal and
commercial advisors. The ODA hope to recommend a preferred DBFO partner for the IBC/MPC
development by the end of the year.
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Eton Manor

1.11 The Eton Manor Venue will host the Paralympics Tennis and Archery. The procurement process
for the venue designer is in progress with an appointment planned for early next year. The designer will
develop Eton Manor so a contract for construction can be awarded late Summer 2009.

Venues outside the Olympic Park

1.12 The planning applications for both the Weymouth and Portland National Sailing Academy
(WPNSA) marine enhancement work (including a new permanent slipway) and the Dean & ReddyhoV
commercial arena were approved in June 2007. On-site WPNSA works are expected to commence in the
spring of 2008. Both schemes are ahead of programme and are expected to be completed by the end of 2008,
meaning Weymouth and Portland will be one of the first venues ready for the 2012 Games.

1.13 The investigations into risk of contamination at the planned Spitalbrook site for the canoe slalom
and kayak course in Broxbourne, Hertfordshire, are nearing conclusion. In parallel with this work an
alternative site, six miles south of the planned site, is being considered as a suitable alternative. Should there
be a recommendation for relocation, the current venue designs could largely be transferred to this alternative
site, given its similarity to Spitalbrook. Venue designs continue to be developed so that a planning
application can be submitted once the site decision has been taken. In either case, work is on track to
complete the venue for test events in 2011.

LOCOG Venues Overlay

1.14 LOCOG will install the overlay at all venues and sites for the Games, and is responsible for the
complete delivery of non ODA temporary venues. At Games time, LOCOG will operate all of the venues
and manage the village. There are 36 competition venues, 41 training venues, the main media centre and a
number of villages. In addition, there will be wider overlay requirements, for example at live sites.

1.15 LOCOG and ODA have been working closely on the venue designs of permanent facilities. This
ensures that any changes made by the ODA are reflected in LOCOG’s planning for overlay. LOCOG has
a detailed programme plan for its venue preparations, and has already started to design the venue overlay
for specific venues.

2. Developments in securing funding for all aspects of the Games

2.1 On 15 March 2007, the Government announced a funding package of £9.325 billion for the 2012
Olympic Games and Paralympic Games:

— Exchequer funding of £5.975 billion.

— Lottery funding of £2.175 billion.

— Greater London Authority (GLA) funding of £0.925 billion.

— London Development Agency (LDA) funding of £0.250 billion.

Exchequer funding

2.2 £405 million of Exchequer funding will have been spent up to 31 March 2008 out of funds allocated
within the current CSR period (2005–08). Additionally, £3.623 billion of the total £5.975 billion Exchequer
funding has been allocated in the recent CSR 2007, for years 2008–09 to 2010–11. It is expected that the
remaining £1.947 billion of Exchequer funding will come from the next CSR.

2.3 Within the £9.325 billion funding package, a provision of £838 million (including £238 million
contingency) towards the cost of policing and wider security, will be met by the Home OYce and relevant
Departments.

Lottery funding

2.4 In addition to the £410 million of National Lottery funding included in the £1.5 billion of Lottery
funding in the original public sector funding package (and which we said at the time we might need) we are
seeking from 2009 a further £675 million from the traditional National Lottery good causes.

2.5 On 25 October, the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport laid in Parliament an Order under
Section 60(2) of the National Lottery etc. Act 1993 and Section 36(4) of the Horserace Betting & Olympic
Lottery Act 2004 to permit the transfer from the National Lottery Distribution Fund to the Olympic Lottery
Distribution Fund of this £675 million, together with the £410 million of National Lottery funds included
in the original £1.5 billion contribution. The Order is subject to an aYrmative resolution in both Houses.
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2.6 The original Lottery contribution of up to £1.5 billion was made up as follows:

— £750 million from new Olympic Lottery games;

— £340 million from the Sports Lottery distributors; and

— Up to £410 million from mainstream National Lottery games from January 2009.

2.7 On 27 June 2007 the Government published a revised Memorandum of Understanding between the
Government and the Mayor of London setting out the new funding and the arrangements for sharing the
profits from the disposal of land after the Games, with a view to refunding to the Lottery up to £675 million.

GLA funding

2.8 Total GLA funding contribution to the Games is £1.175 billion. Of this, £625 million has been secured
from Council Tax precepts.

2.9 The Mayor has given assurance that no further Council Tax funds will be drawn to pay for the Games.

2.10 Of the £1.175 billion of GLA funding, the remaining £550 million includes an additional £300
million announced in March, which the Mayor of London is to make available over the lifetime of the
Olympic programme. The revised Memorandum of Understanding between the Government and the
Mayor of London states that the additional £300 million will not be found from either an increase in the
Council Tax precept or an increase in public transport fares.

Cost control

2.11 Cost control is a top priority. An approvals process within Government scrutinises every project in
detail and agrees the spending of funds for the major projects in order to ensure value for money.

2.12 The £9.325 billion funding package announced on 15 March 2007 includes programme contingency
of £2.747 billion (including provision for tax). Four funders will contribute to the contingency fund (less the
£238 million for security contingency): Communities and Local Government, the Department for Transport
and the Department for Culture Media and Sport together with the Olympic Lottery Distributor. The
Ministerial Funders’ Group has been established to manage allocation of the contingency—it has to be
convinced of the justification for each and every call for programme contingency. In addition CLM, the
ODA delivery partner, is incentivised to bear down on costs. The ODA’s incentive structure means that on
cost, a contractor will carry a share of any overspends, but also share under spends; on timing, a contractor
will face delay damages, but benefit from completion bonuses; and on quality, improvements will be
allowable costs during the work but any adjustments to quality needed after completion will be borne by
the contractor.

2.13 We expect to be able to provide Parliament with the detailed breakdown of the ODA’s programme
scope and budget, within the £9.3 billion funding package, in January. Beyond that, the Government will
also put in place arrangements for regular (at least annual) reporting to Parliament on progress across the
whole programme, including key financial information.

Other sources of funding

2.14 In respect of sourcing funds outside the £9.325:

LOCOG

2.15 To host and stage the London 2012 Games, LOCOG has a budget of £2 billion, almost all of which
will be raised from private sources. The costs that LOCOG will incur in staging the Games are not part of
the funding package announced on 15 March 2007, with the exception of a 50% contribution in 2012
towards the costs of the Paralympics (a provision of £66 million was made in the March announcement to
cover this obligation). There are a number of funding sources for LOCOG:

— Domestic sponsorship programme.

— International sponsors (TOP) rights income received from the IOC.

— Broadcast rights income received from the IOC.

— Ticket sales.

— Merchandising activities—the main merchandising programme will commence after Beijing 2008.

— Revenue from other sources, including commemorative 2012 Games Coins Programme and
Stamps Programme.
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2.16 Sponsorship is a vital part of delivering a successful Games. Around a third of LOCOG’s revenue
will be raised through domestic sponsorship activity. LOCOG has already signed three domestic sponsors—
Adidas, LloydsTSB and EDF—and expect to announce others in the coming months. LOCOG are
confident of having the majority of their Tier One partners in place by Beijing. This would be unique in
Games preparation terms and allows LOCOG to concentrate on further sources of commercial revenue
from 2008–11.

2.17 The London 2012 brand is integral to all of LOCOG’s plans, including all their commercial
operations and activities. For example, their sponsors will buy rights to the brand and it will underpin
LOCOG’s merchandising strategy. LOCOG believe that the brand is making a very eVective contribution
to the full £2 billion budget. The London Olympic Games and Paralympic Games Act 2006 and the Olympic
Symbol etc (Protection) Act 1995, together with trade mark and other intellectual property law, prevent
those who have not entered into an agreement with LOCOG from making any association with the Games
or using the brand.

2.18 In addition, LOCOG will also receive a proportion of revenue from the worldwide sponsors in the
International Olympic Committee’s (IOC) The Olympic Partner Programme (TOP).

Olympic Village

2.19 Private sector investment in the Olympic Village is expected to be £1.5 billion, for a project costing
some £2 billion—the remainder being the ODA’s contribution, much of which is for infrastructure. Lend
Lease is the ODA’s preferred development partner for the Village: the ODA is in detailed negotiations with
Lend Lease, Westfield and London and Continental Railways in order to finalise the contracts under which
the Olympic Village will be built for 2012, alongside Westfield’s Stratford City retail centre and as the first
phase of a larger residential and community development. The Village will deliver, after the Games, up to
4,000 residential units, which will meet the lifetime homes standard, at least 30% of them being social rented
and intermediate tenure housing, together with a new health centre and educational facilities.

3. Legacy use of venues

Olympic Stadium

3.1 The current vision is for the Olympic Stadium to become a “living Stadium” at the heart of the
community. Following the Games, the Olympic Stadium will be scaled down to a 25,000-seat venue to
deliver a vibrant and sustainable all-year round sporting and community legacy. Detailed work is ongoing
to ensure that the vision of the Stadium as a versatile multi-sport venue is realised and active discussions are
taking place with lower league football and premier league rugby clubs about how best to deliver this. We
are committed, however, to honouring our commitment to the IOC that athletics will be at the heart of the
Stadium post Games and there is now agreement in place for a warm up track in legacy. The legacy
transformation of this venue will enable the UK to stage other major athletics events.

Aquatics Centre

3.2 In legacy, the Aquatics Centre will provide two 50m pools and a diving pool to enable a mix of elite
usage and community use. After the Games temporary seating will be removed, leaving in legacy a 2,500
capacity swimming venue that can be boosted to 3,500 seats for larger competitions.

Velopark

3.3 The Velodrome is a 6,000 seat structure for the indoor Olympic cycling events and will remain as a
venue in legacy. A temporary BMX Circuit is also being provided for the Games and this is to be relocated
and retained in the Velopark in legacy along with:

— 1.6km/1 mile Road Cycle Circuit.

— Cycle Speedway Track.

— Mountain Bike Course.

The VeloPark will also be connected to the Sustrans National Cycle Network, linking the new facilities
into cycle routes across London.
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Handball Arena 3

3.4 Conversion post-Games will provide an indoor multi-sport centre to become a training and
competition venue and regional home for a range of indoor minority grass-roots sports with a flexible
seating arrangement.

Broxbourne Canoe Slalom

3.5 In legacy, the Broxbourne White Water Centre (WWC) will oVer the opportunity of combining a wide
variety of paddling sports in a single location for beginner to elite use and creating the first artificial white
water facility in the south of England.

Weymouth & Portland Sailing

3.6 The National Sailing Academy will benefit from the improved facilities the Games will leave behind,
providing a state-of-the-art facility for elite training, competition and local community use.

Temporary Venues

3.7 The London 2012 Candidate File identified a number of sporting facilities which have no legacy
within the Olympic Park after the Games. These have been termed Reusable Arenas which could be
relocated around the UK. After the Games the temporary structures may potentially be reconfigured and
relocated elsewhere in the UK. This will range from the entire venue “shell” or its parts, “field of play”,
courts, seating, fit-out elements including hospitality, changing, assembly, oYce, support accommodation,
lighting, heating and air conditioning plant. There is a soft market testing exercise to gauge what appetite
exists amongst funded National Governing Bodies for sport, Local Authority OYcers, all home country
sports councils, 30 organisations in the private sector and the 2012 regional co-ordinators across the UK
for these structures. This will be concluded in due course.

4. Impact of the Games upon grassroots participation in sport

Introduction

4.1 Government has set out its legacy aspirations for the London 2012 Games articulated in five 2012
promises published in June. One of these promises is to create a world class sporting nation. A legacy of
increased participation in community and school sport is a key part of meeting this ambition. This is why
we have been putting all the plans in place to ensure the London 2012 Games legacy is realised.

School Sport

4.2 The Prime Minister announced in July an additional £100 million from 2008–11 to deliver the five
hours of sport oVer. Our ambition had been to oVer all children in England a minimum of four hours of
sport a week within and outside of school. This confirmed funding now means from 2008 we can start to oVer
all children in England aged 5–16 five hours of sport per week, and three hours for young people aged 16–19.

4.3 This funding will provide:

— New National School Sport Week, championed by Dame Kelly Holmes where all schools will be
encouraged to run sports days and inter-school tournaments. This will build on the success of the
UK School Games and its impact on motivating young people to take part in competitive sport.

— A network of 225 competition managers across the country to work with primary and secondary
schools to increase the amount of competitive sport they oVer.

— More coaches in schools and the community to deliver expert sporting advice to young people.

— Sports coordinators to increase the sporting oVer to those in further education.

4.4 In addition to this clearly defined programme for delivering the five-hour sports oVer, and as a result
of London hosting the 2012 Games, we have launched two new programmes in the last 18 months; the UK
School Games and Young Ambassadors. These exemplify the way in which we are using the London Games
to inspire young people to achieve their personal best.

4.5 The UK School Games (UKSG) will form an essential part of the preparations leading up to the
Olympic Games in 2012. The UKSG are a multi-sport competitive event for talented young people across
the UK. Our vision is to create an event which will become the pinnacle of competitive sports for schools
showcasing our emerging young talent in the run up to 2012.

4.6 The Inaugural Games were held in Glasgow last year and featured 1,000 young athletes competing
in seven sports (including disability sports in swimming and athletics). The 2007 Coventry Games involved
more than 1,300 young people and also the introduction of three new sports and one disability sport. The
sports will increase annually until 2011.
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4.7 The Young Ambassadors programme was launched in June 2006 by DCMS and DCSF. Part of Step
into Sport, it has created a network of dedicated young people—two from each School Sport Partnership
(SSP) who are acting as advocates and role models to other young people within SSPs. Each Young
Ambassador is working in a variety of imaginative ways to increase participation, support learning through
the Olympic and Paralympic values and provide inspiration for other young people to “choose sport”.

Coaching

4.8 To realise our ambition for participation in sport for children and young people and adults, continued
investment in coaching will be essential. We will continue to align government investment to the UK
Coaching Framework, which will improve even further the quality and quantity of coaching across the
country ensuring skilled coaches support children, players and athletes at all stages in their development—
creating a coaching system which is number one in the world by 2016. Over £60 million (lottery and
exchequer) is being spent on coaching in the five years up to 2008 funding 3,000 Community Sports Coach
posts. An additional £40 million of Sport England lottery funding is supporting clubs and coaches between
April 2007 and March 2010.

Community Sport

4.9 Achieving a legacy of increased mass participation in community sport will depend on the
involvement of organisations, communities and individuals across the UK. The Legacy Action Plan will
detail some of the major programmes Sport England, the Government’s lead agency on sport, will deliver
to meet this ambition. The plan will provide both qualitative and quantitative data on programmes in terms
of new participants they will attract and how the London 2012 Games will be used to ensure a sustainable
increase in mass sport participation.

4.10 In early 2008 Sport England will also publish their five year “Plan for Community sport” detailing
how they will deliver sport to 2013, with key partners such as Local Government, National Governing
bodies, higher and further education, the Central Council for Physical Recreation (CCPR) and the private
sector placing the 2012 Games at the heart of the strategy.

Volunteers

4.11 Volunteers are the backbone of community sport and an eVective strategy around developing their
role will be crucial in meeting our community sport ambition. At 26%, sport is the single biggest contributor
to total volunteering in England. Sport England’s “Plan for Community Sport” will include a focus on
working with the voluntary and community sector to boost sports volunteering. In addition 10% of the
70,000 volunteers needed for Games will come from the Personal Best Programme.

4.12 The wider benefits for volunteering will form part of a wider set of social legacy benefits, which will
be delivered through the London 2012 Games, of promoting social inclusion, developing talent, and
providing work experience as a route into employment.

Facilities

4.13 Easy access to a range of quality sports facilities is one of the fundamental building blocks in
delivering a sustained increase in sports participation. Currently around 90% of the population lives within
20 minutes travel time of at least two diVerent facilities that are most in demand by the public, including
swimming pools, playing fields, synthetic turf pitches, health and fitness centres and sports halls. And of
those facilities 65% (not including playing fields) have been built or refurbished in the last 10 years. Looking
forward to 2012 we want to build on this success.

4.14 Since 2001, Government and the National Lottery distributing bodies have committed over £1
billion through targeted initiatives to develop new or refurbished sports facilities. A further £40 million is
available for the Community Club Development Programme over 2006–08 and a proportion of the £35
million for the National Sports Foundation will also be spent on facilities.

4.15 In total, over 4,000 new or refurbished sports facilities are being supported by funding programmes
(eg Active England, New Opportunities for PE and Sport, Community Club Development Programme).

Funding

4.16 The diversion of lottery funding from Sport England to part fund the London 2012 Games will not
put at risk the community sport legacy. No currently funded community sport project need lose out. The
diverted sum is only a part of Government’s total investment in community sport. Investment in community
sport was £390 million in 2007—6 times higher than in 1997. There will be about £440 million of new Lottery
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money for Sport England between 2008–09 and 2011–12. The new Memorandum of Understanding signed
with the Mayor of London in June provides a means to refund distributors using the proceeds of land sales
from the Olympic Park after 2012.

5. Standards of performance by UK participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in 2008 and
2012

Introduction

5.1 The Chancellor announced in March 2006 additional investment for our world class athletes of the
future of £200 million of public money to be matched by raising £100 million from the private sector.
Combined with an additional £300 million to be invested from the Lottery, this will result in over £600
million being made available over the period 2006–13.

5.2 Since the introduction of the additional funding, UK Sport (the Government’s agency for high
performance sport) has been ensuring that this substantial public investment is being used to the best
advantage to assist delivery of medal-winning performances in 2012.

5.3 The additional investment now means that UK Sport is able to provide financial support to more
Olympic/Paralympic sports than ever before and is now distributing funding to 24 out of the 28 Olympic
sports and to all 20 Paralympic sports in the run up to Beijing.

Athlete Performance

5.4 Since the introduction of the additional funding there have been encouraging athlete performances
in targeted competitions:

— April 2006—March 2007: 11 of the 12 Olympic sports with performance targets agreed with UK
Sport either met or exceeded that target. Of the 10 sports competing at World Championship level,
eight won medals and six produced World Champions in Olympic disciplines. Overall Olympic
sports won 51 medals in all targeted competitions against UK Sport’s target of 30, while
Paralympic sports won 108 against a target of 78.

— Summer 2007: British athletes won 41 medals in World Championship competition this year in
Olympic disciplines of which 11 of these were gold. Our Paralympic athletes have also fared well—
in a year where several major sports do not have a World Championship, a total of 46 medals have
been won. The performance of the following sports were the highlights:

— Olympic Sports

— Archery—targeted 0 medals, but achieved three, enabling the sport to gain maximum
qualification of six places for Beijing.

— Boxing ıachieved three, including the first ever gold medal at World Championship level.

— Canoeing—targeted two medals and achieved three.

— Cycling- best ever World Track Championship results, targeted six medals, but achieved
seven medals in Olympic disciplines of which four were gold. In addition, cycling won a gold
medal at the BMX World Championships which is included in the Beijing Olympics for the
first time.

— Rowing—achieved their best ever results from a World Championship winning seven medals
in Olympic classes with two gold and five bronze medals. All boats with the exception of the
women’s single scull, women’s pair and men’s quadruple scull have qualified for Beijing.

— Sailing—targeted three medals, achieved six medals of which two were gold. They are the only
team (with the exception of China as hosts) to have qualified boats in all 11 classes.

— Paralympic Sports

— Archery—targeted three medals and achieved four medals.

— Cycling—Great Britain team topped the medal table with 13 gold medals and 17 medals in
total.

— Equestrian—targeted six medals and achieved 13 medals.

— Rowing—targeted one medal and achieved two medals.

There have also been encouraging performances from other sports, such as Women’s Hockey in
qualifying early for Beijing and the Basketball teams in taking significant steps towards qualification for
2012.
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Medal Targets

5.5 While recent athletic performances have shown encouraging signs of future medal potential it is too
early to predict the number of medals that might be achieved in Beijing, let alone London. A number of
factors need to be considered before this will be agreed.

— Beijing

— UK Sport are committed to moving towards 8th in the Olympic and 2nd in the Paralympic
medal table at Beijing (from 10th and 2nd in Athens respectively).

— UK Sport has agreed annual targets with the individual Olympic and Paralympic sports up
to 2008 when the Beijing Games takes place, but a formal target for Beijing will not be agreed
with Ministers until a few months away from the Games.

— London

— The ultimate goal for London 2012 is to finish fourth in the Olympic medal table and first in
the Paralympic medal table.

— As with 2008, UK Sport will agree annual medal targets with the Olympic and Paralympic
sports up to 2012 when the London Games take place, but a formal medal target for London
will not be agreed with Ministers until a few months away from the Games.

Monitoring and Evaluation

5.6 With the significant new investment and the ambitious goals for London 2012, it is vital that we are
able to determine whether we are on track and there is a means of demonstrating that public investment in
elite sport is being spent eVectively. With this in mind UK Sport has developed Mission 2012 to help each
Summer Olympic and Paralympic sport understand how it is progressing and identify anything that might
stand in the way of success in 2012.

Mission 2012

5.7 Mission 2012 is UK Sport’s new traYc light-based monitoring and evaluation programme for all
Olympic and Paralympic sports. It was launched in May and will take eVect in November.

5.8 The programme aims to bring an open and transparent peer review of the sports’ performance in a
number of areas, through the establishment of an Olympic and Paralympic Performance Panel, chaired by
UK Sport’s Chief Executive OYcer and include Sir Clive Woodward (Director of Elite Performance, British
Olympic Association), Steve Cram, former elite athlete and Dame Tanni Grey Thompson, UK’s most
successful paralympic athlete.

£100 million for Elite Sport

5.9 The Government, supported by UK Sport, has also been exploring a number of options to raise £100
million from the private sector to help support our most talented athletes. This work included UK Sport
commissioning an independent report into its current fundraising opportunities, including information on
the activity of other sporting organisations both in the UK and internationally.

5.10 DCMS considered these and other options which may deliver £100 million in total before 2012 and
discussed them further with UK Sport and LOCOG. DCMS and UK Sport have continued to explore the
potential for these funds to be realised from a number of options and have now agreed, in consultation with
LOCOG, on a way forward.

5.11 Expressions of interest from interested parties to act as a fundraising partner to raise £100 million
from the private sector to support UK Sport’s World Class Pathway Programme are currently being sought.
An Invitation to Tender was placed in the OYcial Journal for the European Union (OJEU)—26 October—
and interested companies have 40 days in which to submit a tender. Interviews with interested parties will
be held towards the end of the calendar year with the appointment of the successful bidder in January 2008.

Elite Coach

5.12 This initiative aims to ensure that a new generation of British coaches will be available to pick up
the baton in the lead-up to Beijing in 2008 and, potentially, London in 2012. The scheme provides tailor-
made programmes developed for each of the coaches, to allow them to develop their technical skills by
working with and observing the best in action, but also to develop their leadership skills. The programme
covers three core areas of work.
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5.13 UK Sport is investing £1 million per year to the programme. Each tailored programme lasts three
years, with a new intake of up to 10 posts in October each year. The first intake of coaches took place in
October 2004. First intake of Elite Coaches graduated at end of September 2007 and seven out of the eight
coaches secured post-Programme employment within the UK High Performance System (NGBs/Institutes).
26 coaches are currently on the programme.

Sporting Giants

5.14 Launched in April 2007, the Sporting Giants Campaign aimed to find Olympians of the future. It
is administered by the English Institute of Sport (EIS) and UK Sport with the National Governing bodies
of Rowing, Volleyball and Handball. The campaign received over 4,800 applicants from 16–25-years-olds
right across the UK. A series of talent ID sessions have since taken place over the summer for each of these
sports, with good progress being made with each.

November 2007

Witnesses: Mr Gerry SutcliVe MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, and Mr Jonathan Stephens,
Permanent Secretary, Department for Culture, Media and Sport, gave evidence.

Chairman: Can I welcome Gerry SutcliVe, the
Minister for Sport. I hope that you will convey to the
Minister for the Olympics our best wishes for a
speedy recovery, but I am sure you will do an
excellent job on your own.

Q380 Mr Hall: The Prime Minister has put great
store in getting more people to participate in sport
and he has said that there is going to be a lot of
money spent on that and extending sport in schools
and various other things. I approve of that as I am a
former PE teacher myself and I know that you are a
superb goalkeeper for your part in football! What
are the barriers to adults participating in sport?
What does the Department see as the major
problems and the obstacles preventing adults getting
into sport?
Mr SutcliVe: Thank you very much for the kind
introduction. I will pass on my best wishes to my hon
friend. She has asked me to say that she was due to
announce today that she was publishing the Annual
Report for the Olympics and a copy of that will be
available from the Library. It will be placed in the
Libraries of both Houses. Let me just respond on
participation. I was interested in the earlier debate.
There are barriers. We are a nation of sports
watchers but not a nation of sports participants and
there are many and varied reasons for that. People
get involved at school and then at 16 drop oV for
whatever reason. What was important to us in the
new ministerial team was to look at all the areas
where we could stop the barriers to people
participating. There are target groups that we want
to aim at. We are particularly concerned about the
number of women that drop out of sports after being
involved. We are concerned about the elderly, but
thanks to healthier lifestyles and medical science
those people are living longer. We want to encourage
people into a wider range of sports than perhaps is
available at the moment and that is why the
investment in school sport is going to be significant,
because we want to increase the two hours to five
hours and we want to oVer a wider range of choice
in terms of the sports that are available.

Q381 Mr Hall: Part of what you said is it is about
lifestyles. People are engaged in sport at a young age
and then as they get older they stop doing it for

whatever reason. Is it possible to change adult
lifestyles to get them to re-engage in sport after they
have given it up for whatever reason?
Mr SutcliVe: I think it is. I still play because I enjoy
playing. If we can make sport fun people will
continue. We can have sport at all levels, we can have
elite sport and competition sport at the highest level,
but we can have sport for fun in terms of activity and
physical fitness, which clearly is a benefit to the
nation in terms of the improvement it makes to
healthier lifestyles and the reduction in costs in terms
of the economic cost of people being unfit and
unhealthy.

Q382 Mr Hall: Are there any international
comparators about where countries have been
successful in getting adults back into sport? If there
are, which are the countries that have been most
successful?
Mr SutcliVe: I have been very interested in this and
clearly there is the Canadian model that Jennie Price
talked about. There is a diVerent attitude around the
world. In Australia and New Zealand sport is key in
terms of the lifestyle and the culture of individuals
and we want to learn from the rest of the world, but
we do believe that the investment that we have put
into sport in the UK is showing dividends and will
continue to show dividends as we move into what the
Prime Minister calls the “decade of sport”. Yes, we
have the Olympics in 2012, we have the Beijing
Olympics starting this summer, but every year from
now there is a major sporting event taking place in
the UK. We hope that the combination of those
events together with the investment that we are
putting in at all levels—at elite level through UK
Sport, at grassroots level through Sport England
and through school sports through the Youth Sports
Trust—will be the right infrastructure so that we can
encourage people to get involved in sport. I think
this issue about making sport fun is a key element as
well as returning to competition. We had a period of
time when competition was seen as a dirty word and
we want to try and make sure that we bring that back
with competition between schools and in schools
and making sure that people compete at all levels.

Q383 Philip Davies: Everybody can see why it is
important to encourage schoolchildren to play sport
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and get the opportunities to play sport and enjoy it,
but if people have played sport at school and then
they decide afterwards that they do not want to play
sport anymore, they are quite happy watching it,
why is it that we have got to force everybody to play
sport? If they do not want to play sport, they are
quite happy watching it, why is that a problem?
Mr SutcliVe: We want to encourage people to
become more active. If you look at the obesity
figures in particular, which are growing alarmingly,
we want to encourage people into sport and physical
activity, but I am happy if people want to watch
sport, that is fine. Our target is to increase
participation by two million by 2012. I think that is
a good thing to do. I think that will benefit the health
of the nation.

Q384 Philip Davies: People have only got so much
leisure time on their hands and the lower league
football teams want more people to go and watch
them play on a Saturday afternoon. Some people
want more people to go horseracing. I do not think
anybody is going to become a jockey on the back of
it. So much sport depends on lots of people
watching. Why are we trying to convert those people
into participating when they are doing an awful lot
of good for sport simply by watching the sports?
Mr SutcliVe: You can do both, you can watch and
you can play. I think it is this thing about choice and
diversity. I agree with you that there are
opportunities for people to do other things.
Participation in sport can be fun but it can also be
something that enhances people’s lives. I have seen
people’s lives changed through the power of sport.

Q385 Philip Davies: For me there is a distinction.
There are people who are not particularly bothered
about participating in sport for whatever reason but
who enjoy watching it and there are those people
who might wish to carry on playing sport but find
that there is nowhere to play. Have we got a problem
with the latter, that people want to carry on playing
sport but find that there are not the relevant clubs or
facilities available to them, or is it simply that people
have just decided that, even though the facilities are
there, they just do not want to carry on playing?
Mr SutcliVe: It is a bit of all of that. What we are
trying to do with the individual sports governing
bodies—Rugby Union is a good example where
players retire when they come to the end of their
careers in terms of professional or semiprofessional
games. What Rugby Union is trying to do now is
encourage people back into the game to oVer
support to younger players and just enjoy the game.
Many of the governing bodies are looking at how
they can deal with their individual sports in a
diVerent way to make the game easier perhaps for
older people or make it easier for younger people to
get into. I was interested in the comments about
netball. Netball and some of the other sports are
looking at how they can encourage youngsters into
the game so they then can get an understanding of
the rules and what those games are about. I believe
it is important to encourage a person to participate,
that is for the benefit of the nation and I do believe

that sports can oVer alternatives to those people who
think that they have gone as far as they can go in a
particular sport.

Q386 Adam Price: The Government says that one of
the legacies you are hoping for is to raise levels of
physical activity and to combat obesity, but, from
what Jennie Price told us, is the responsibility for
delivering that within government now shifting from
DCMS to presumably the Department of Health?
Does that make sense when we have got so many
agencies and departments already involved in the
Olympics? Surely bringing one more in does not
make any sense.
Mr SutcliVe: I think it is vital. I think part of the
problem, and one of the reasons why the Secretary
of State and I felt that there needed to be a review of
what Sport England do, is that there was the
possibility, if you like, that the other programmes
that the Government wanted to introduce to help
with the health of the nation or the achievements of
the nation through education were being missed
because it was being left to Sport England to deliver.
What we looked at was a review of Sport England
with the Health and Wellbeing Committee, which is
a Cabinet sub-committee chaired by the Chief
Secretary, looking at what contribution other
government departments can make to health, well-
being and activity, and I am confident that the
resources will be there and that we will be able to
integrate the structures that exist, whether it is
through primary care trusts or through a variety of
bodies that will be able to work with Sport England
at a regional level and work with local authorities.
What I am pleased to see is that sport is now very
much higher on the agenda of local government.

Q387 Adam Price: But you were just making a
strong case for the close connection between sport
and physical activity on the one hand and, on the
other hand, the Government is actually making a
distinction and shifting the responsibility over to
another department. I do not see the logic in that.
Mr SutcliVe: I do not think it is shifting the
responsibility. I am still responsible for making sure
that two million people participate in sport by 2012,
but I do not want that to be a narrow focus on just
what we do in the DCMS through Sport England,
UK Sport or the Youth Sport Trust. I want the
whole of the Government’s agenda to be delivered
and we know that contributions from health and
education and other government departments can
help and, if you like, what I want to see, and we will
have to see what the review throws up, is very much a
sporting attitude, if you like, in terms of departments
contributing to that overall objective of getting more
people engaged which delivers programmes for
health and which delivers programmes for education
as well. I actually see it being joined-up government,
if you like, in terms of delivering right across
government to beat the agenda of increased
participation.
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Q388 Rosemary McKenna: As a former council
leader, I sometimes struggled with my colleagues to
persuade them of the importance of participation in
sport, so I am glad to hear you say that local
authorities seem to be taking it on board, but how
far do you rely on them to drive the increase in
participation by adults and young people and do
you have the right level of leverage over local
authorities?
Mr SutcliVe: I think it is improving and, again as a
former local authority leader myself, I understand
that there are problems around budgets and
resources and the political agenda. What I am happy
to say is that, through the local area agreements, we
are seeing sport graded higher in that level and that
we are working with local government through the
community sport partnerships, making sure that
local government is represented there. What we are
seeing, and I think this is why the regional structure
of Sport England is important as well, are the
opportunities to see what is going on in a particular
region, and local government then can play its part
about its priorities that it sees within that regional
context.

Q389 Rosemary McKenna: What about the oft-
reported sale of green, open spaces, school playing
fields, et cetera? Is there anything you can do about
that and have you done anything?
Mr SutcliVe: Very much so and I have the
opportunity this morning, thank you very much, for
saying that the myth that the Government is keen to
sell oV playing fields is wrong, and we will be
publishing very shortly the up-to-date picture from
Sport England in relation to playing fields, but
playing fields alone is not the issue. It is about the
provision of proper sports infrastructure, which is
all-weather pitches, it is about indoor sports centres,
making sure that the provision is there because we
very much want to see world-class facilities for
community sport in addition to elite sport. What we
have been able to do is make sure, before playing
fields are sold oV, that Sport England are involved in
the planning process and the Secretary of State has
to sign oV the sale of sports fields and, unless there
is equal or additional value, those sports fields will
not be sold oV.

Q390 Rosemary McKenna: I am sure everybody
though would be glad to see the disappearance of the
ash pitches and the red, glazed pitches that children
had to play on in the past, so that is part of the
Government’s agenda, is it?
Mr SutcliVe: Very much so. The Olympics 2012 is
going to be a fantastic inspiration, I believe, to the
whole of the country. I am pleased to see, on the
whole, that there is cross-party consensus that that
is the case and it is right and proper that we scrutinise
all aspects of that, but we are in this Decade of Sport,
as I say, over the next ten years and we have the
opportunity to inspire people at all levels in terms of
sports participation and I do not want us to miss that
opportunity and I want really to get it to every
corner. Personally, I have been speaking to business
about how business can help in terms of not only

through the sponsorship mechanisms, but also how
they can assist their workforce to become involved in
sports, and I am looking at talking to business about
whether or not it is possible to allow people time oV
for sporting activities, whether that is participation
in sport or becoming oYcials or administrators of
sport, as part of their corporate social responsibility.

Q391 Mr Sanders: Are you happy with the degree of
co-ordination that exists between your Department
and, say, the education ministry?
Mr SutcliVe: Very much so. The Education and
Sports Minister, Kevin Brennan, and I meet on a
regular basis looking at the relationship between our
portfolios, making sure that there is consistency
there, and we are particularly pleased with the
investment now in increasing the two-hour oVer to
five hours. We know that that is a gigantic task and
it will be important for schools, but it will also be
important for clubs and coaches and we know that
we are going to need a substantial increase in the
number of coaches that we have, so I am working
with Kevin and with other ministers, David Lammy
in the Skills Department, looking at coaching and
the skills required for coaching, so I am quite happy
with the co-ordination across government on the
issue of sports.

Q392 Mr Sanders: Would you accept though that it
is actually more diYcult for the Government to
encourage what happens in schools, given the
number of schools that bear now foundation status
or that have become detached or semi-detached
from their local education authorities?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, I have seen no evidence of that
and, through the sports partnerships that we have
and through the school sports co-ordinators, there
are opportunities for schools to be involved and I
want to encourage that, so I believe it is up to parents
and it is up to teachers too that want to participate in
sport to make sure that they get through those routes
and through the bodies that I have just mentioned.

Q393 Mr Sanders: But you have no control over that
detached school that decides that it has control over
its own asset base and, therefore, will sell oV the
playing field? You have no control over that at all?
Mr SutcliVe: We have. We have control over
whether that school can sell its playing fields through
the points that I made in answer to earlier questions,
that those would still have to go through the various
planning authorities with the constraints which I
have already mentioned, but I would encourage all
schools, regardless of their status, that sport can
enhance academic achievement and that they ought
to be involved in sport. One of the things again that
I want to see is this wider range of sports being
available and I think the vision is going to be that we
need to have regional centres and then maybe
universities or colleges of further education that can
employ coaches across a range of sports that schools
then can buy into in terms of the diVerent types of
sports that they want to provide within their schools.
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Q394 Mr Sanders: What practical steps are you
taking to recreate what was around when I was at
school and probably when you were at school which
was teachers taking time out at the weekend for
school teams to take on other school teams at
diVerent sports? It seems they have just evaporated
over if not the last ten then probably over the last 20
years, so what practical measures are you taking to
try and bring that back up?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, that is the investment in school
sport that I talked about which the Prime Minister
announced in July of last year, the £100 million
investment, where we want to see school sport, so we
want sport within schools and between schools. We
already have a large number of teachers that are
involved, we have lots, 3,000, community coaches
and we have got lots of investment in people that
want to support school sport. We are working with
the national governing bodies so that there is no
confusion between the governing bodies and the
schools’ associations, so where elite sportspeople are
involved, you do not have other competition, so I
think that you will see over the next few years a
return to those days where there is competition
within schools. Where teachers can provide it, that is
great, but, if it is not teachers, then it can be
community coaches and it can be people brought in
to provide those school competitions.

Q395 Chairman: Can I turn to your view about the
purpose and remit of Sport England which we
explored a little bit earlier. First of all, perhaps you
can tell us about how fast you have to walk in order
for it to become a sport.
Mr SutcliVe: I think that is the dilemma that Sport
England got into in terms of its funding
arrangements without the ability to look across
government about whether it might be appropriate
for other departments to contribute to those. I
certainly would not want to get into the definition of
a fast walker being a sportsperson or a slow walker
being a sportsperson. I want people to be active, but
I want Sport England to be very clear where they fit
in the strategy, along with the Youth Sport Trust
and UK Sport, and it is important that they know
where they fit in the support that they give to
governing bodies, so I personally would not want to
get into the detail of the definition and I think it is
quite legitimate and in the discussion around
cycling, I think it is important. I want to sit down
with governing bodies and I want Sport England to
sit down with the governing bodies to try and work
out where they believe recreation stops and sport
starts.

Q396 Chairman: But you clearly felt that Sport
England had become unfocused though in drifting
away from their prime focus which was focusing on
what everybody would recognise as sport, and you
have talked about giving them a tighter focus. How
do you see that actually aVecting Sport England?
What do you look to them to do now which they
were not doing before and what should they be doing
which previously they were not?

Mr SutcliVe: I think they were funding projects
where a governing body would argue that it was not
within the definition of sport and it was not directed
to a sporting activity, and I think those funds were
taking place. What do we want to see? We want to
see that focus being tightened, we want some closer
work with the governing bodies about how the
governing bodies are going to deliver their whole
sport plans, and we are approaching the next
funding phase of that, so it is key that Sport
England’s definition is tight so that it works with
those sports governing bodies at how we can
increase community sport within those sporting
areas. I do believe that there had started to be
antagonism between Sport England and the
governing bodies about the direction of travel, and I
thought that that was detrimental to what we
wanted to try and achieve, so I will be looking
forward to the review and we hope that it will be
ready by March because it is important that we do
it very quickly. Whether that leads to restructures or
not, I am not sure, but we want to see what is said.
The people who are leading the review, Jennie Price,
Richard Lewis, Ged Roddy and Steve Grainger are
all experts, if you like, in terms of what has happened
and what needs to happen in the future.

Q397 Chairman: Plainly you see the principal
responsibility lying more in the future with the
governing bodies than with Sport England directly,
so will Sport England become essentially just a
vehicle for providing sport to governing bodies?
Mr SutcliVe: No, I think it is more than that, and
they focus on community sport and the various
programmes that they can adopt, but it will mean a
closer working relationship with the governing
bodies and I think that can only be to the good. The
governing bodies have got responsibility to their
sports, they have got responsibility to that wider
agenda of community sports and activity and school
sports, and it is important that we have a clear
relationship

Q398 Chairman: Obviously Sport England, as we
have explored, is going to look at quite a significant
reduction in the money available to it in the next few
years. How is that going to allow you to achieve the
ambitions which you set for community sport?
Mr SutcliVe: I hope that the resources will come
from other government departments, and I am
confident that that will be the case. If I look at my
own area in Bradford, we have just seen the transfer
of the obesity workers in the PCT to the local sports
and recreation division, so we are seeing these
partnerships develop where resources from other
government departments will come in and help us
achieve our agenda for that wider participation.

Q399 Chairman: So you are suggesting that the
reduction in funding from Sport England might be
made up out of budgets of the Department of
Health, education and elsewhere?
Mr SutcliVe: That is what I hope to achieve.
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Q400 Chairman: One of the stories which the
Secretary of State told, he recounted how Seb Coe
and Daley Thompson had come back from their
Olympic success to find a queue 50 metres long of
young people wishing to join sports clubs, but being
turned away because there was not the capacity, and
he suggested that that was a tragedy which he
wanted to make sure did not happen next time. How
are you going to achieve that because you are not
suggesting that the Department of Health is going to
be supporting individual sports clubs?
Mr SutcliVe: I think what we want to achieve, and
we are doing it before the 2012 Olympics, we are
doing it through the Decade of Sport, is to use sport
to inspire people, to use sport to work in partnership
with local government, with the regional sports
bodies and with the governing bodies to look at what
needs to happen in terms of participation rates. We
talked earlier about the investment in school sport
and how we are going to achieve that through the
increased oVer from two to five. In community
sport, and I see it in my own constituency and I am
sure colleagues do in theirs as well, local people
volunteer, get involved and try and run these sports
clubs without a great deal of support in the early
stages. What I hope to achieve is that that level of
support is there so that there are people to go to that
can give advice about the investment that is needed
in facilities, what support can be given in terms of
training facilities and what support can be given in
pitches. In Bradford, I have to say, some of the
football pitches are the same now as when I played
on them 35/40 years ago because the investment has
not taken place, so we need to work with local
authorities and we need to work with the governing
bodies about how we will turn all that around. I
talked earlier about world-class facilities and I
genuinely believe that, that community sport is
entitled to world-class facilities and it is important
that we put the investment in at the elite level to get
the return on medals that we hope we will see in
Beijing and in 2012, but we want to oVer up those
low-cost facilities as well, so it is about raising
capacity, about encouraging people to be involved,
and about giving direction to people in knowing
where to go in terms of advice and support for the
many clubs and many volunteers that are out there.

Q401 Chairman: You have, to some extent,
increased the grant-in-aid to Sport England, but not
suYciently to make up for the amount of money it is
going to lose from the Lottery, but clearly, if you
take those things together, you are then talking
about hoping to attract money from other
government departments. Is it your hope that
actually the total amount of money going into sport
will not decrease, despite the Olympic drain?
Mr SutcliVe: I hope that that is the case. Another
sector we can look at for investment is the private
sector with all that I said earlier about trying to get
people to be involved. We were very clear at the
outset of the Olympics that money would come from
the Lottery and the Secretary of State and the
Minister for the Olympics have been very clear
about setting out that case, and again I am pleased

to see that that was supported certainly by the
Commons last week and hopefully by the Lords in
the coming weeks so that people understand fully
where we are, but yes, we will be looking at all
opportunities to increase the level of income that
comes into sport.

Q402 Chairman: And, in order to achieve that vision
of ensuring that community sports clubs are there to
accommodate the rush of people who are going to be
inspired to participate, that is going to require at
least that the present level of funding is maintained,
if not increased. Would you not agree?
Mr SutcliVe: Yes, but we can work wiser, we can be
more eYcient in the way we do things and we can
look at what support other departments of
government, particularly the Treasury, can give to
sport, and again we will push all those opportunities.

Q403 Chairman: On Sport England itself, when do
you want to see a Chairman in place?
Mr SutcliVe: As quickly as possible. As has been
said, the process has already started and we will be
looking or Sport England will be looking at the
candidates and hopefully we will get to a very early
appointment.

Q404 Chairman: Were you disappointed by the
remarks of the outgoing Chairman?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, first of all, I would like to
congratulate Derek Mapp on the work that he did
when he was Chair of Sport England. He clearly
disagreed with the direction of travel that we wanted
to go in. I think he was wrong and the proof of the
pudding will be in the eating. I think that he could
have stayed and would have enjoyed working with
us, but clearly that was not to be.

Q405 Chairman: But presumably he agreed the
direction of travel with the previous Secretary of
State?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, the direction of travel was to
increase participation by two million by 2012, and
that has not changed.

Q406 Chairman: But, nonetheless, his vision and
how you went about increasing participation must
have been something that he then agreed with the
previous Secretary of State and, if not, it was not his
fault, but the Secretary of State has changed and we
now have a completely diVerent vision.
Mr SutcliVe: No, I think that the participation
targets have remained the same. I think he had not
the same faith perhaps in our ability to negotiate
with our colleagues in other departments, and I am
happy to say already in the meetings that I have been
involved with that I am heartened by the discussions
that we are having, so again the proof of the pudding
will be in the eating.

Q407 Chairman: This is the Andy Burnham-chaired
committee?
Mr SutcliVe: It is a mixture actually. It is the Health
and Wellbeing Committee and I also sit on the
Obesity Committee dealing with the Foresight Study
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and, again with Kevin Brennan and now Dawn
Primarolo from education and health, so I think
there are a number of avenues where resources and
support will come in addition to all the things we
have talked about today which will make sport
activity a benefit.
Chairman: Well, I am delighted to hear that you are
finding enthusiasm in the Treasury to spend more
money; it will be a novelty if it is the case!

Q408 Philip Davies: One of the great benefits of the
Olympics, we are told, is the increased participation
in sport, even though there seems to be no evidence
from any other host city anywhere previously that
they have seen this increase in participation in sport,
so do you think the Government are perhaps placing
too much faith in it providing a boost to
participation in sport?
Mr SutcliVe: No, I think it is the right thing to do
and, you are right, it is about the legacy that has
happened in other cities, and there will be
arguments, I am sure, from those countries about
the benefits that they had. Certainly we are looking
at what is going on in Vancouver, for instance, on
the 2010 Winter Olympics and how they are looking
at participation and how they are setting about
increasing it. I am very confident, I think it is the
right thing to do and certainly I think now is the right
time to be doing it rather than leaving it, as you said
earlier, to the two or three weeks of the Olympics.
We need to be putting the infrastructure in place
now and we need to be trying to inspire now to make
sure that we do get people participating.

Q409 Philip Davies: Most people, and hopefully a lot
of people in this country, will be able to see the
Olympics in 2012 when it happens and, even if that
happens, the vast majority of people in this country
in 2012 will access the Olympics by watching it on
TV, so why should anybody be more inspired to get
involved in sport by watching a British athlete win at
the Olympic Games in 2012 in Britain than they
would be by watching a British athlete win an
Olympic Gold Medal in Beijing in 2008? If they are
both watched on TV, why should one inspire
somebody to take part in sport more than the other?
Mr SutcliVe: I think it is more than that. The
Olympic Games, whilst we focus on sport, is more
than just sport. It is about the whole nation coming
together and being part of the Olympic events in
London, and that is why there is the variety of
bodies, there is the Nations and Regions Committee
of LOCOG and in the DCMS I chair the Legacy
Board, looking at all activities across government
that can help people benefit from the Olympics in
2012, but I think that was very much part of the
reasoning for bidding for 2012, to look at a legacy of
inspiration of all things, whether that is cultural or
economic, and we want to make sure that people are
boosted by the Olympics taking place in 2012, so I
believe that people will get more than just the
satisfaction of watching many more British
Olympians getting medals on TV. It will be more
than just watching it on TV, it will be the actual fact
of it taking place here in the UK.

Q410 Philip Davies: If we tried to use our Olympic
heroes as role models to get people to participate,
and the Chairman mentioned earlier this 50-metre
queue of people who were waiting for Daley
Thompson and Seb Coe, but they did not win their
Gold Medals in Britain, they won them in other
parts of the world, so should the Government not
really be making more of an eVort to use the
Olympic Games in Beijing, for example, as a
stepping stone for getting people to participate in
sport rather than waiting for this panacea of 2012?
Mr SutcliVe: That is a fair point and we are doing.
In UK Sport, the £600 million has been invested in
elite sportsmen and women, meaning that for
Beijing we will hopefully have an improved
performance on what we had in the previous
Olympic Games in terms of the medal count and the
development of our major athletes, so you will start
to see hopefully from Beijing improvements which
will inspire people to perform in 2012 as well.

Q411 Adam Price: On the issue of elite sport, could
you just describe how you see the diVerent roles
played by UK Sport and the British Olympic
Association in preparing high-performance athletes
for 2012?
Mr SutcliVe: Complementary, and I am pleased to
see BOA and UK Sport working very well together.
There have been hiccups along the way, but we have
managed to resolve those in terms of the
relationships that exist, but everybody is focused on
making sure, with the investment that has gone in,
that we provide the best opportunities for our
sportsmen and women and paralympians to make
sure that they do the best they can in Beijing and
in 2012.

Q412 Adam Price: There is potential for duplication.
What were the hiccups that have been ironed out, if
I can mix my metaphors?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, the particular thing that caused a
problem was the BOA’s view about the involvement
of Clive Woodward in terms of his ideas on coaching
and performance and that of UK Sport. I was happy
to meet both bodies individually, look at what was
put to me and I saw them being complementary and
I am happy that I was able to persuade both the
BOA and UK Sport that they were complementary,
and people are now working very hard together to
make sure that we deliver those projects.

Q413 Adam Price: The BOA have set a target for the
UK in 2008. Does the Government support that
target?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, clearly on the basis of the £600
million investment, that is what we were told should
be the outcome for that level of investment.

Q414 Adam Price: You are not the Minister for
betting?
Mr SutcliVe: I actually am!

Q415 Adam Price: Well, are you a betting man? How
confident are you that we will reach that target?
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Mr SutcliVe: Very confident in the sense that the
investment is there and I have looked at what is
going on within UK Sport with the BOA, so I believe
that everything that could be done is being done and
we have to keep monitoring that. I do not want
people to become complacent. The investment is the
largest-ever investment in elite sport. I am slightly
concerned by some of the news about tennis players
being sent home because people should be aware of
the level of investment that is there, people should
not be complacent, and we do expect people to
deliver on the level of investment that has gone in.

Q416 Adam Price: The Government has said that
you hope to raise an extra £100 million from private-
sector sources additionally to fund elite sportsmen
and women development. Are you announcing
today in your annual report the appointment of the
fund-raising partner?
Mr SutcliVe: Not in the annual report, but I am
happy to announce it to the Committee today, that
we have entered into partnership with Fast Track to
help us raise this money. Fast Track have good
experience of raising money in this sector in the way
that we foresee and we are now working and
drawing up detailed plans with them about how we
are going to achieve this money.

Q417 Adam Price: In broad terms, in what kind of
timescale would you expect that money to be raised
so that it will be invested in suYcient time for it to
have an eVect?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, the Treasury expect us to be able
to raise £20 million a year for the next five years, so
we need to be up and running very quickly.

Q418 Adam Price: Could I finally raise the issue of
the Paralympics and the current ban upon
participation in the Paralympic Games by adults
with an intellectual disability, which I know
Rosemary McKenna has raised previously. Is the
Government pressing the International Paralympic
Committee to revoke the ban on people with
learning disabilities taking part?
Mr SutcliVe: I think there are a number of things
here, and I know that most hon Members will be
aware of the Mencap campaign on the involvement
in youth and school games, and, I am happy to say,
we have had a very positive meeting with Mencap
about how we can let athletes with learning
disabilities be involved in those games. I have met
with the Paralympics to talk about intellectual
disabilities and clearly there is an international issue
here which needs to be addressed, but again, I am
happy to say, we have been working with especially
the Olympics Disability Sports and the Paralympics
about what can be done. It may mean that we have
to look for some investment in trying to sort out the
definitions, but what I got was a feeling from all of
those organisations that there is a willingness to
make sure that this issue is resolved as quickly as
possible.

Q419 Adam Price: And you have come to a
judgment, as far as UK Sport and government-
funded sporting activity is concerned, that there will
be no discrimination against people with intellectual
disabilities?
Mr SutcliVe: Very much so. I see this being a part of
the family of sport and I want to make sure that
there is equal treatment for those people who want
to participate.

Q420 Rosemary McKenna: As a follow-up to that,
there is an issue about the length of time it is taking
to get this resolved because what it does result in is
the denied access to UK Sport world-class-funded
programmes and also exclusion from school
schemes, so the longer they are excluded, the longer
it is going to take to catch up in terms of achievement
and it is very diYcult for them to understand exactly
what is happening there. We had a marvellous
programme for them and they were really, really
happy about it, so can I just press you on that and
can we really, really push this issue?
Mr SutcliVe: Very much so and you may know that
I am working very closely with Anne McGuire, the
Minister for Work and Pensions, on this issue and
we have been holding joint meetings, pressing the
bodies at the Youth Sport Trust level for the School
Games and the Paralympics in terms of the
international competition, and I am confident that
progress will be made.

Q421 Chairman: Can I just ask you about one
specific issue which is the ability for potential
Olympic medal-winners in pistol-shooting to train.
Can you just tell us what progress has been made to
actually allow them to practise in this country?
Mr SutcliVe: I am hoping that there will be an
agreement between the governing bodies and the
Ministry of Defence and the Home OYce, so we are
trying to make sure that the ability for our athletes
to be able to train in the UK is there. Clearly, there
are problems relating to the Firearms Act of
November 1997 about where guns can be used, but
the discussions, I understand, are almost at the point
of an agreement,2 so perhaps when my hon friend,
the Minister for the Olympics, arrives at the
Committee, that deal may well have been done.

Q422 Chairman: So you appear confident that the
deal can be reached whereby those who are potential
medal-winners can train in advance of the Games in
the UK?
Mr SutcliVe: Yes, but clearly, with all the
relationships and issues relating to the legislation,
we have got to make sure that departments are
happy with that and that the sites that may be chosen
are appropriate.

2 Note by witness: Agreement has been reached in principle for
the use of MoD shooting ranges but discussions on the detail
are still ongoing.
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Q423 Chairman: So that means that we can hope
that we might stand a chance of winning medals in
this discipline in 2012. What chance have we of
winning medals in any Games after 2012 if people
cannot practise?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, clearly that is an issue that we will
have to discuss further. I think the first step is to get
2012 resolved and then to see what progress can be
made with the individual sport. I know that at the
moment competitors are training abroad.

Q424 Chairman: But you would like to see some
mechanism whereby the people who wish to take up
the sport of pistol-shooting might be able actually to
practise it in this country?
Mr SutcliVe: I would like to see that, but clearly
working in conjunction with the legislation that
exists and in consultation with our colleagues in
other departments.

Q425 Chairman: And you are talking to the Home
OYce about how that might be achieved?
Mr SutcliVe: Yes.

Q426 Philip Davies: Simon Clegg, the Chief
Executive of the British Olympic Association, said
that the British public would judge the success of the
Games by how many British athletes stand on the
podium with medals around their necks. Is that a
sentiment that you share?
Mr SutcliVe: That is one of the measures, but the
other measures will be that people participate in
sport and that there is a feel-good factor about the
whole of the UK because of our athletes and a
variety of other sportsmen and women that will be
competing in this Decade of Sport.

Q427 Philip Davies: Is there a possibility that the
Government is sort of willing the ends of winning
medals, but not particularly willing the means? I
went to a swimming gala in Shipley just before
Christmas and I met somebody there, a girl, who
hoped to take part in the 2012 Olympics and it was
inspiring her to try and do better, but, as you will
know as well as I do, there are no 50-metre pools in
Bradford anywhere for her to be able to train and
she struggles to get the appropriate pool time to
practise as much as she wants to, so how can we, in
reality, try and inspire people like that to see London
2012 as a goal when she has not got the facilities that
she needs in order to be in a position perhaps to win
a medal at this Olympics?
Mr SutcliVe: Well, I am sad at that because that
individual should have been identified by that
sport’s governing body as talented and gifted and—

Q428 Philip Davies: As she is.
Mr SutcliVe:—and she should have gone on to UK
Sport’s programme for talented and gifted athletes.
The route exists now, so perhaps outside the meeting
we need to talk about the individual to see whether
or not she does meet the criteria for the sport in
terms of her opportunities. On the bigger issue of
facilities, I agree with you and that is why I
encourage local authorities like Bradford to have a
serious sport strategy, which they do not at the
moment and which they have not had for over seven
years, which has prevented us having a swimming
pool of 50 metres, which has prevented us having the
opportunity for lots more sport infrastructure, so I
am sure that we can work together, particularly in
Bradford, to make sure that Bradford delivers.
Chairman: I think that is all we have for you. Thank
you very much.



Processed: 24-04-2008 22:07:42 Page Layout: COENEW [SE] PPSysB Job: 392554 Unit: PAG1

Ev 136 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Tuesday 29 January 2008

Members present

Mr John Whittingdale, Chairman

Mr Nigel Evans Adam Price
Paul Farrelly Mr Adrian Sanders
Rosemary McKenna Helen Southworth

Witnesses: Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP, Minister for the Olympics and London, Cabinet OYce, Mr Jonathan
Stephens, Permanent Secretary, Department for Culture, Media and Sport, and Mr Jeremy Beeton, Director
General of the Government Olympic Executive, gave evidence.

Q429 Chairman: We now move on to further
consideration of the preparations for the London
2012 Games and I would like to welcome the
Minister for the Olympics, Tessa Jowell, together
with the Permanent Secretary of the DCMS,
Jonathan Stephens, and Jeremy Beeton, the
Director General of the Government Olympic
Executive. Can I first of all say it is very good to see
the Minister back and I hope you are now fully
recovered.
Tessa Jowell: I am indeed, and can I thank you,
Chairman, and the Committee for their forbearance
with the fact that I was ill last week and unable to
appear before you.

Q430 Chairman: Of course, the last time you
appeared before this Committee to talk about the
Olympics it was as Secretary of State. You are now
in your new role but you are still with the Permanent
Secretary from the DCMS. Can you just tell us
whether or not you are happy with the divisions of
responsibilities, because there are some areas where
it still appears to us to be a little hazy as to exactly
where individual responsibilities lie.
Tessa Jowell: Thank you. Fortunately, I think we
are very clear about where responsibility lies. When
the Prime Minister appointed me to this job, he
made it absolutely clear that it was in very specific
recognition of the need for the Olympics to have
more or less full-time ministerial time and attention
in order to realise the legacy potential, which
requires the harnessing of resources right across
government. So while DCMS is clearly an absolutely
key contributor to legacy because of the importance
of participation in sport and physical activity by
young people, there are legacy impacts which extend
right across government, hence my dedicated role,
with of course my associated role as Minister for
London but there is a very clear synergy between the
two, and the relevance and appropriateness of my
location in the Cabinet OYce. Physically, the
arrangements are very easy to negotiate. The
Cabinet OYce is less than a few hundred yards from
DCMS. I think the development of the Government
Olympic Executive sitting within DCMS but as a
self-contained organisation within DCMS, ensuring
the protection of the public interest, works well now
and I think over the next four years, once we actually
become the host city, will be seen to be both
functional and eVective in safeguarding the public
interest and maximising legacy.

Q431 Chairman: You have overall responsibility for
legacy but, as we were hearing from Gerry SutcliVe
last week, he is obviously focusing on sports legacy
and cultural legacy, which is still within the DCMS.
Do you leave that to him to get on with?
Tessa Jowell: No. The sports legacy, you are
absolutely right, belongs within DCMS. The
Cultural Olympiad is a shared responsibility
between me, as Olympics Minister, and the
Secretary of State for Culture. To take you perhaps
too quickly into some of the detail, the Cultural
Olympiad is structured on three tiers. The first tier is
the ceremonies, the opening and closing ceremony
and the torch relay. That responsibility for
Government sits with me but of course is organised
and delivered by the Organising Committee. We
then have what are described as the tier two
commitments, which appeared in the bid book,
some ten commitments for cultural festivals and
activities in the run-up to the Games. That is a
shared responsibility between me and the Secretary
of State. There is then tier three, which is seeking to
promote greater cultural participation on the
strength of the Olympics and that is a responsibility
which is carried by the Secretary of State and the
Arts Minister.
Chairman: Thank you. Inevitably, we are going to
get into the money quite rapidly. Can I turn to Helen
Southworth.

Q432 Helen Southworth: This is something you will
understand absolutely, Minister, that those of us
from outside London have a very particular interest
in. Can I ask you if you can focus around the new
memorandum of understanding which is setting out
some of the processes by which Lottery monies will
be repaid from the benefits of realisation of assets
rather than profits. Could you actually take us
through some of those things? We are very
particularly interested in how focused organisation
is currently on having a very robust business
planning process to ensure that there is an actual
return on assets, that the amounts are delivered and
that the memorandum will actually operate, that it
is not going to be a gentleman’s agreement that starts
disappearing into the future. First of all, how robust
is the business planning going to be to ensure that
there is a return? Secondly, how guaranteed is it that
that is actually going to be paid and we are going to
see the benefit of it?
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Tessa Jowell: Let me take that in two parts. First, the
robustness of the assumptions and therefore the
business case on which the agreement about
disbursement was then reached between me and the
Mayor. The LDA undertook through the work of a
surveying and estate agency which has a national
reputation an assessment of trends in land prices and
they concluded that there was a likely range by the
time at which land would be available for sale after
2012 of between £800 million, the most pessimistic
case, and £3.2 billion, the most optimistic case.
Again, based on the increase in land values over the
last 20 years, of which the average has been 19.5 %,
we went for the midpoint, which by general
agreement is a prudent and realistic assumption. So
our assumption about the return from the sale of the
land is £1.8 billion. In relation to how that will be
repaid, because it is our intention that the Lottery
should be reimbursed for the £675 million most
recent diversion, which is currently being considered
by the House, the agreement is that the first tranche,
£650 million, will be repaid to the LDA, which is the
cost of land acquisition. 75% of the next tranche,
£506 million, from memory, will go to the Lottery
and 25% to the LDA. From the third tranche, 25%
will come back to the Lottery, completing the
repayment of the Lottery, and the remainder will go
to the LDA and of course, it is the LDA’s intention
that that money is used for the further regeneration
of the Lower Lea Valley, so for the construction of
more homes in the development of the community
that will be a very important part of the legacy there.

Q433 Helen Southworth: Is that tied into the process
or could it be used for other things? Is it free money
that is being paid back? You are saying it was the
intention that that will be spent on redevelopment.
Tessa Jowell: No, the Mayor is very clear that that
is what the money will be used for and that is what
the five Olympic boroughs have been very clearly
told.

Q434 Helen Southworth: All those figures are based
on current costs?
Tessa Jowell: No, they are based on an assessment
of trends, in the light of trends over the last 20 years,
which have seen between 19 and 20% year-on-year
growth in land values. There has been some, if I may
say, rather uninformed flurry about this. Keep
separate the receipts from land sales, which have no
impact on the Olympic budget. They have no
bearing on the £9.325 billion which is the funding
provision for the Olympics. This is the realisation of
an asset in due course over and beyond that, and the
Mayor and I entered into an agreement that the
Lottery would be a beneficiary, as would the Lower
Lea Valley be a beneficiary as far as the regeneration
money is concerned.

Q435 Helen Southworth: My understanding is that
the Lottery would be a beneficiary—you are saying
it will definitely be a beneficiary?
Tessa Jowell: It will definitely be a beneficiary.

Q436 Helen Southworth: But there will not be any
interest payment back to the Lottery?
Tessa Jowell: No.

Q437 Helen Southworth: So it is very particularly
important that that money is actually repaid.
Tessa Jowell: Of course it is. It will obviously restore
the benefit to the whole of the country because the
money will go back to the Lottery, which will then be
available as Lottery funds are for the whole country.

Q438 Helen Southworth: Can I take you on to the
next point, which is that this is currently a
memorandum. What is the legal position in terms of
that payment and how is it going to be secured?
Tessa Jowell: The memorandum of understanding is
not a legally binding document but we have
obviously discussed this with the lawyers. The
lawyers take the view that it could be enforceable
because people have expectations arising from the
commitments in the memorandum of
understanding. I think it is important just to put this
in the bigger context, which is that memoranda of
understanding, as you will know, are very common
ways of formalising agreements in government
between diVerent parties. They are worth
substantially more than the paper they are written
on and I am quite sure everybody is clear about the
level of expectation that attaches to honouring this
commitment, and we would expect that.

Q439 Helen Southworth: Is this going to be
supported by primary legislation?
Tessa Jowell: No, it is not our intention to seek
further legislation at this stage. That does not rule
out that if at some time in the future, in the unlikely
event—but with the Olympics, talking about
hypotheticals very quickly gives rise with our
colleagues on my right here to the certainty of a
looming crisis, so let me be very careful about that.
Just because there is a hypothetical possibility that
the commitment might not be met does not mean
that we expect it not to be met. We expect it to be met
and met in full. Were it not met, then of course a
government at the time might well consider the case
for legislation to enforce it.

Q440 Chairman: You expressed some anger at the
reporting of the so-called “black hole” of the
Olympic budget, and certainly the headline to that
story was misleading. The substance of the story
however—you talked about uninformed
comment—actually did contain some comment by
people who one would imagine are fairly well
informed. They are the property developers and
estate agents operating in London now, and they
said that they thought it was madness to assume that
we could see a continuation of a 16 or 19% annual
rise in land values.
Tessa Jowell: I think there is some dispute about the
language that was used but I would not want to go
any further than that, beyond saying that the work
that was undertaken by the LDA looked at long-
term trends, not a snapshot within the context of the
uncertainty about house prices now. The second
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point, of course, is factoring in the impact of
regeneration, and we will obviously come on to some
more detail about the budget later but something
like two-thirds of the investment in the Olympic
Park can actually be seen as investment for
regeneration, so if you are going to do anything with
that land at all, that is money that you would have
to spend. Certainly I think that the Mayor, the LDA
and we have confidence in the robustness of the
advice that we have been given about the reasonable
expectation, which was on the basis of work carried
out by a highly reputable organisation.

Q441 Chairman: But you must accept that events of
the last few weeks have caused a large number of
commentators to say that the kind of asset inflation
that we have seen in recent years is not going to
continue. We are entering a whole new part of the
economic cycle. Does that not cause you to at least
have some doubt as to the robustness of those
forecasts?
Tessa Jowell: It does not cause me to have doubts. It
means that we did look quite carefully at the trends
during past recessions, and actually, land inflation
has been remarkably resilient, over time even during
times of recession.

Q442 Adam Price: You seem fairly confident that it
may still be possible therefore to reach the
assumption of the figure of £1.8 billion but the
revised memorandum of understanding says that if
there is a surplus beyond the £1.8 million, then the
Government will discuss with the Mayor of London
how to best use this money. Given that the diversion
of funds from the National Lottery into the
Olympics fund is actually not £675 million but, if the
House of Lords agrees the motion tomorrow, it will
be £1,085 million, should not the National Lottery
funds also benefit from any surplus above the £1.8
billion and should that not be written now into a
further memorandum of understanding?
Tessa Jowell: No, I do not think so. If I can go back
to the assumptions that we have made, which we
consider to be prudent and realistic—and this is my
judgement but informed by the expert advice, the
best expert advice, which has been made available to
me—it is a strange idea to think of the Lottery being
in the business of making a profit. The Lottery is a
national investment fund and the Lottery is
investing in the Olympics, a great national event, in
a rather similar way to the way the Lottery invested
in the Millennium, where 20% of Lottery income
was actually spent on the Millennium celebrations
and the lead-up to that. 16% of Lottery income is
being spent on the Olympics. I would not accept and
I do not think it would be wise at this stage to spend
a lot of time on speculation about what happens if
we exceed the £1.8 billion. If we are in that very
happy position, then I think it will be a fairly
straightforward negotiation.

Q443 Adam Price: Surely, Minister, you accept that
a lot of communities throughout the rest of the UK
are having to suVer the impact of this very
substantial diversion of Lottery funds to support the

Olympics. If there is going to be a surplus, surely it
is only fair that those communities should receive
recompense by having a fair distribution—no
problem with London also benefiting from any
surplus but should that surplus beyond the £1.8
million, if it does happen, not be spread evenly
across the UK? That is all I am suggesting.
Tessa Jowell: I take your point. Of course I do, but
I would not see it in terms of profit coming back to
the Lottery. Certainly, were it the case that land sales
exceeded the figure that we expect, then of course it
would be fair that a proportion of that were returned
to the Lottery for national benefit. I think the other
point that it is important to remember is the very
high level of public support that there is for hosting
the Olympic Games and that support extends right
across the United Kingdom. It may come as no
surprise that the British public are as robust as they
are in support of the Olympics. We all have
experience of our constituents, and our constituents
celebrate the fact that their children are going to
have the experience of an Olympic Games. This idea
that we constantly set the Olympics against other
potential beneficiaries is a false dichotomy which is
not actually reflected in public opinion. I would just
very quickly remind the Committee of the
safeguards that we negotiated as part of the Lottery
diversion, the £410 million which was always part of
the original deal, and the £675 million, which was
part of the revised budget. That was that we would
honour the cash terms commitment that had been
made to the voluntary and community sector
between 60 and 70%, so £2 billion between now and
2012; second, that there would be no take before
2009. All the rather overblown talk about arts
projects suVering because of the Olympics and so
forth is simply not borne out by the facts. The third
point is that the Olympics, we are absolutely
determined, will bring national benefit, so to that
extent the Lottery as a national investment fund for
communities is doing the job that it is intended to do
for communities right round the country but very
specifically focused for these purposes on the
Olympics.

Q444 Paul Farrelly: Minister, I just wanted to
pursue Adam’s very fair point about who benefits
from further proceeds. I suspect in my constituency
if you asked people the question “Do you support
the Olympics?” you would get one answer. If you
asked them the question “Do you support the
Olympics but you do realise that our project to
replace our 100-year-old swimming baths will not
now qualify for up to £5 million of Lottery funding
because the money is not there any more?” I suspect
you would get a very diVerent answer. We went
through many years under a Conservative
government where the London Docklands
Development Corporation lionised pretty much all
of the budget for regeneration around the country.
That has changed since 1997 with the new regional
development agencies, but here we have a situation
where, although you say there is no take from 2009,
actually if the proceeds are realised, the amount the
Lottery is going to get back is actually less in real
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terms than the amount it is handing over because
inflation is not taken into account. Is there not
therefore another argument just to preserve the real
value of that additional take from the Lottery that
actually the Lottery should share in any further
proceeds, be it on a 50-50 split or whichever is
decided?
Tessa Jowell: I have agreed wholeheartedly with that
point. Of course the Lottery should, but what at this
stage I would not be prepared to do is to predict with
certainty that the income from land sales would
exceed the £1.8 billion that we have currently
calculated. If I could just develop your question a
little bit—and it is a very fair question and it is this
question of the balance between London and
regional, UK-wide benefit, which is something that
has really driven the way we have designed this
project right from the outside outset. You will know
that we have a very active nations and regions
structure now operating in every single region of
England. You will know that, for instance, over the
next year £6 billion worth of contracts will be let,
some 75,000 contracts altogether. Major eVorts are
being made to ensure that firms outside London
benefit from those contracts. Obviously, a minority
have been let so far but 50% of the contracts that
have been let so far have gone outside London. In
your own region 20 contracts have already been
awarded to the West Midlands and we have made
provision that every constituency Member of
Parliament will be written to by the ODA to let them
know when one of their local firms has been awarded
a contract. I am very well aware of the risks of doing
nothing. If we did nothing about building this
regional diVusion of benefit from the Olympics, then
you are absolutely right that the economy of
London would benefit disproportionately and there
would be substantial displacement from the regions.
The thrust of our work through the nations and
regions, working with the regional development
agencies, is to ensure that the economic benefit is as
widely shared as can possibly be the case. Jeremy
Beeton has just joined us as the Head of the Olympic
Executive and has 30 years’ experience in the
construction and engineering industry. Perhaps you
can just give us some examples of the way in which
firms have been recruited around the country.
Mr Beeton: If we take the stadium as an example, we
hope to be placing that contract in the market
probably within ten days. Although the work will
nominally go to a London-based group, there are
sub-contracts outside that which will be spread
around the country. So if you look at the structural
steelwork, we fully expect that to end up in Bolton,
for instance. If you take the ODA, they have 2,000
prime contracts but below that there will be 15,000
sub-contracts. We are monitoring how that work is
going to be spread around the rest of the country and
we will keep a regular health check on how that is
going. That is an entirely normal way of seeing
business diVuse out from a central point of award
through to all the sub-suppliers and sub-contractors.

Q445 Paul Farrelly: Just very briefly before we move
on, I am very glad to hear that. So the avarice of the
Mayor of London to keep as much as possible in

London is being checked and monitored and,
certainly in terms of work being awarded, very little
has come out of that. It would be useful if you could
publicise some of that because I have seen, for
instance, the splash article in Building Design a few
months ago where the number of architects outside
the M25 getting work on the project in the Olympic
village was countable on one or two hands. It is
important that you publicise that. Just to reiterate
Adam’s point, I am glad to hear you say it is fair that
this issue of further repayment of the Lottery is
added into the mix in the future when you discuss
surplus proceeds, if there are any, with the Mayor
of London.
Tessa Jowell: Can I also add as a postscript that the
Committee will want to factor into its assessment
about the impact of this the impact of the new
licence, and the National Lottery Commission
estimate that once the new licence takes eVect after
2009, the impact on extra good cause income will be
between £60 million and £100 million a year. So we
also have a reasonable expectation that the money
available to the Lottery will increase, and the
Committee will also be aware of the review of the
case for gross profits tax for the Lottery that the
Treasury would need to undertake.

Q446 Chairman: Are you suggesting that the
Treasury is looking favourably on that?
Tessa Jowell: I would be neutral on that.

Q447 Mr Sanders: I am sure my constituency in
Torbay would love to supply the sand for the beach
volleyball or, better still, we would rather be the
venue for the beach volleyball. I have to say that the
further away from London you get, the more frayed
becomes the support for the Olympics. This week
alone, local voluntary organisations are up in arms
that they are going to miss out over the next few
years. Can I come back to what you were saying
about this financial calculation as to the value that is
going to come from the land sale, because I think this
is crucial. You say it is prudent to take an average of
the last 19 or 20 years but we are talking about a
four-year period now. That is actually a snapshot.
Would it not have been more prudent to have taken
the worst four years of the last 20 years and base
your financial figures on that to give you a more
realistic figure for what will actually be accrued from
the sales?
Tessa Jowell: If you look back over the last 20 years,
the rate of growth is, as I said earlier, remarkably
consistent. The other point to bear in mind, I think,
is that the decisions about when the land is sold will
be taken on the basis of selling the land in the most
favourable circumstances, so we would certainly
expect that the LDA will start selling the land very
soon after 2012 but the period of land sale may be up
to ten years. Your question is absolutely right; it is
important that the LDA have the latitude to sell
when conditions are most favourable.

Q448 Mr Sanders: That obviously means a longer
wait for the money to come in.
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Tessa Jowell: Yes, but we have always been clear
about that.

Q449 Mr Sanders: Can you explain a little bit more
about this memorandum because it all sounds a little
bit loose. I would be interested to know what the
diVerence is between a memorandum commitment
and a manifesto commitment.
Tessa Jowell: A memorandum of understanding, as
I said earlier, is an agreement to achieve particular
or to give eVect to particular decisions between two,
three or four parties. It is less onerous than going to
legislation or to regulation but it is nonetheless
eVective because of that. As I say—and it is a rather
negative way of describing it—people have legal
expectations or legally enforceable expectations
arising out of what is a non-legally binding, to put it
in its most extreme form, agreement between two
parties.

Q450 Mr Sanders: In that sense, it is a better promise
than a manifesto commitment?
Tessa Jowell: Certainly my party takes the delivery
of its manifesto promises very seriously indeed.
Mr Stephens: It may also be worth adding that the
memorandum does not just cover land sales in the
future; it also covers the Mayor’s commitments to
contribute to the Olympic budget between now and
2012 and those commitments are being fully met
under the memorandum.

Q451 Mr Sanders: What happens if a diVerent
mayor is elected on a diVerent manifesto to the three
main candidates who have declared they are broadly
on course with this strategy? What if an anti-
Olympic mayor were elected? How could you then
guarantee these commitments?
Tessa Jowell: Can I just say that I think it is highly
unlikely, given the level of support and the certainty
that the Olympics are going to take place in London,
that there would be much of a platform for an anti-
Olympic mayoral candidate.
Mr Sanders: You would be surprised!

Q452 Helen Southworth: The memorandum of
understanding does not have a time schedule
attached to it.
Tessa Jowell: The memorandum of understanding
on land sales, yes.

Q453 Helen Southworth: You just said that land
sales will be made over a period of time when it can
give the best return and it could be over a period of
ten years. If there is going to be a total amount of
£1.8 billion over a period of up to ten years after
2012, which is 14 years from now, and the
memorandum says that the cost of land acquisition
up to £650 million for LDA will be first return, there
is no guarantee at all then that the Lottery
repayment money is going to come in the
foreseeable future.
Tessa Jowell: If the Mayor were here, he would say,
as I think, we obviously want the Lottery to get its
money back as quickly as possible but those are
decisions that have to be taken in the light of land

values at the time. Again, there are judgements that
will be taken about the desirability of selling a large
amount of land at once or phasing the sale of land
and so on and so forth. There are many judgements
and decisions about the Olympics that you have to
make closer to the time at which the decision is going
to take eVect but what we have as part of our legacy
commitment is a very clear commitment that the
Lottery will be repaid and that money yielded from
the Olympic Park will be used to the benefit of the
regeneration of East London.

Q454 Helen Southworth: I think Members here
would be very concerned to know that there was not
going to be a situation where the first £650 million of
land sales was made in order to make the return to
the LDA but then a decision was made that it would
be more appropriate to delay sales to get a better
return and so the Lottery did not see its money back.
Tessa Jowell: No, no, no. It is absolutely clear that
there are two beneficiaries from land sales. There is
the Lottery and there is the LDA. If you like, the deal
has been constructed but certainly from
Government’s point of view, they are partners with
equal interest. The Lottery is not a supplicant here.
The Lottery stands to be an equal beneficiary in the
sense that it will have the £675 million that has been
diverted repaid to it, together with, in the event that
there is a surplus beyond £1.8 billion, a share of the
further £1.8 billion.

Q455 Rosemary McKenna: Minister, can we go back
a few stages and talk about actually getting the
Olympics delivered. The ODA depends upon
revenue from government departments, the Mayor’s
oYce, the LDA and the Lottery, and we have been
reassured that that money is in place. We are a little
bit concerned however about what steps have been
taken to phase the various funding streams for the
ODA and ensure that it has the revenue when it
needs it.
Tessa Jowell: The cash flow is very carefully
managed. The peak year for the ODA expenditure
will be 2009–10. There is a very substantial increase
from the end of this year in the rate of spend. When
we get to 2009–10 the ODA will spend around £1.8
billion. In 2008-09, the financial year, a month or so
ahead, the ODA will spend around £1.5 billion. Next
year, and the year after that, £1.6 billion, falling to
around £0.8 billion in 2011–12. There is a very clear
cash flow profile and that will be very tightly
managed both by the layers of scrutiny within the
ODA itself and also within the Government
Olympic Executive and the Olympics Project Review
Group on which the Treasury sit. So there is within
government very tight scrutiny of cash flow and, as
the Committee will be aware, last week or the week
before last, with the publication of the first annual
report, I announced that we would publish a six-
monthly update on the budget and, in view of the
importance of cross-party information about the
Olympics and the progress of the budget, that we
would provide regular briefings in between times so
that the figures, which are more commercially
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sensitive, like we are negotiating or the ODA are
negotiating the price of venues at the moment, they
can be shared.

Q456 Rosemary McKenna: So you do not envisage
there being a cash flow problem at any time?
Tessa Jowell: We certainly do not envisage that, no.
Let me ask the accounting oYcer, whose job it is to
make sure there is not.
Mr Stephens: We have a full cash flow profile
through to 2012 based on diVerent assumptions,
including an assumption of maximum contingency
being required. That has been agreed with all the
funders, both the Lottery body and the other
government departments and the Mayor’s oYce that
had been involved in funding, and we have a process
in place of regular monthly reviews of the cash flow
needs so that as and when cash flow needs change,
we have the ability to respond to that. We are very
confident.

Q457 Rosemary McKenna: So the contingency
would be the first port of call, or would you go to the
Exchequer?
Mr Stephens: In cash flow terms, we have fully
planned for the cash flow associated with the £9.3
billion budget. That is fully reflected in departments’
funding arrangements set out in the Comprehensive
Spending Review. Departments all know the
commitments expected. It matches with the planned
cash flow budget profile of the Olympic delivery
authority.
Tessa Jowell: The cash flow expectation totals, as
Jonathan has said, just under £8.1 billion, the
assumption being use of the full contingency, even
though that is not actually the expectation.

Q458 Rosemary McKenna: You do not expect there
to be a problem?
Tessa Jowell: We do not anticipate any problems but
Jeremy and his colleagues are scrutinising this day
in, day out.

Q459 Paul Farrelly: I just wanted to pursue the issue
of contingency. Minister, you said there that you did
not anticipate all the contingency being used, which
is at odds with what has been said by oYcials before.
Tessa Jowell: Let me explain that, and I was asked
about this on the floor of the House yesterday. When
Jonathan Stephens appeared in front of the Public
Accounts Committee, his words were, I think, “The
only safe assumption at this stage is that the
contingency will be fully used.” The reason that we
have a 60 % ODA-wide programme contingency
over and above the project contingency allowance is
because this is such a risky project, and it is risky
because it has to be completed by a fixed date. We
have to have the opening ceremony at the end of July
2012; we cannot delay it. That is what drives risk and
therefore the greatest risk in this project is loss of
time, things getting behind. For a project of this
scale and of this risk, a 60 % ODA-wide programme
contingency is judged, in accordance with industry
standards and industry modelling, as being
contingency at the right level. That having been said,

the contingency requirement has been subject to
further very close scrutiny and risk modelling, and
so, in a sense, the expectations of the contingency fall
into two groups: the anticipated risks and the
unknown and unforeseen risks. The unforeseen risks
would be government and regulatory change,
legislative change, inflation and so forth. The
foreseen risks are the risks that the ODA, together
with Jeremy and his colleagues, spent the six months
scrutinising in order to confirm the robustness of the
baseline budget. The conclusion of that review is
that there is an 80 % probability that the full
contingency will not be wholly required, and indeed,
we have contingency provision up to 95 % of
confidence and I do not think any firm would go
beyond that. That is why we can be confident that
the funding package is suYcient and that the
Olympic Park development will be delivered within
the £8.1 billion.

Q460 Paul Farrelly: Minister, before we get too vice
presidential with the status of knowns and
unknowns, you have actually neatly anticipated my
second question. I want to get to the bottom of how
much contingency there is within this total budget.
You distinguished between programme contingency
and project contingency. Are you saying that 60 %
of the budget is the level of the contingency that is in
there, programme and project combined?
Tessa Jowell: Let me ask Jeremy to explain to you
how on a project by project basis the contingency
profile is built up.

Q461 Paul Farrelly: It is important that we get this
clarified.
Tessa Jowell: Of course it is.
Mr Beeton: It is actually pretty easy to understand.
You take the scope of work, you determine when
you are going to build each component of that scope
of work, that yields a programme. You do a risk
analysis on each scope of work and, by event and
risk, decide whether it will happen or not; if it
happens, what is the eVect and you do in eVect a
contingency curve—it is like a programme almost—
which says if these risks happen and that is the
consequence, here is the sort of cash that we need to
fund and deliver on those component parts of the
Games. We then split that—and we have split it—
into three parts. Part of that budget for contingency,
about £973 million, sits within the ODA project
part. We have assessed the risks as quite likely and
the authority to analyse the risk and release the cash
is determined by the ODA Project Director and
Change Board and his project managers. Then there
is a second tier of contingency—that is about £970
million—which sits within the control of the
Government Olympic Executive and the Board at
our level. If an event happens and there is a risk, we
would analyse that risk and sign oV the release of
those monies. Finally, the top tier—again, about £1
billion—sits within the control of the Funders’
Group, so in the event that you have a very high-
level risk has occurred, an event, we would produce
the business case for release of that contingency
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down into the project.1 You are doing that as you
progress through time. You may get to an event and
the money is used. You may get to an event and the
money is not used, in which case it is released down
to a fund and may be relocated or may be released.

Q462 Paul Farrelly: Let me just to tie what you are
saying to the figures that we have. We have
contingency of £2.009 billion being left after the
release of £500 million. That is the programme
contingency—is that correct?
Mr Beeton: Yes.

Q463 Paul Farrelly: Within each individual project
then it is always prudent to put in—the rule of thumb
is usually 20 %. I do not know what it is here but
within each project there is also a contingency per
project. Let us take the stadium, for example, gross
with VAT £496 million. That includes project
contingency.
Mr Beeton: There is a bit of project contingency in
there.

Q464 Paul Farrelly: How much is that?
Mr Beeton: I think that is £94 million, oV the top of
my head.

Q465 Paul Farrelly: So it is possible with the
programme contingency and all the contingencies
prudently already built into each project to give a
total figure for the contingency for the Olympics.
What is that figure now? What is the total?
Mr Beeton: It is about £2.7 billion.
Tessa Jowell: That is the total figure. You are talking
about allocated and unallocated contingency.

Q466 Paul Farrelly: I want the lot: programme,
project, the total figure within these budgets for
contingency.
Tessa Jowell: That is £2.7 billion.
Mr Stephens: That is the programme contingency.
The individual project baseline budgets which are
published in the ODA scope report are the baseline
budgets to which each project is being managed.
They include an element of contingency for risks
that will materialise on individual projects that is
constructed, as each budget is, on the basis of an
individual analysis of that individual project, the
particular design, and ground challenges that will
arise on each of those. That is not being managed at
a programme level so we have not added those
together into [. . .] That is not being operated as one
contingency pot.

Q467 Paul Farrelly: Yes, absolutely. The cottage I
am doing at the moment, as long as I know the roof
is right, the joists are fine and the walls are properly
pinned, I can get away with ten %. On most projects
you will have 20 %. Perhaps you could write to us.
What I would really like is to add up all the levels of
contingency within the projects and the programme
contingency we have been talking about so that we
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can get a feel for how much of the budget is
contingency. If you could do that, it would be very
helpful.
Tessa Jowell: I think the figure you want is, if you
take £2.7 billion, how much of the £2.7 billion has
already been allocated and assumed against the base
costs for projects.

Q468 Paul Farrelly: However you wish to lay it out,
it is the total figure.
Tessa Jowell: Yes. It is in the ODA report.

Q469 Paul Farrelly: If you could write to me, I would
be very grateful.
Tessa Jowell: Yes, it is very easy to do.2

Q470 Paul Farrelly: Could you just explain what the
£500 million initial contingency has been released
for.
Mr Beeton: Yes, I can certainly do that for you. Site
preparation and infrastructure, £177 million.
Venues, £100 million. Transport projects, £21
million. Other park-wide projects components, £208
million. There is a little balancing number of £6
million and that totals £500 million.

Q471 Chairman: You have said that you hope that
there is an 80 % probability that you are not going
to draw down all of the contingency. The funding
package which is set out raises the £9.325 billion,
which includes the contingency. If you do not need
£9.325 billion because you do not spend all the
contingency, which of the contributors is the
beneficiary? Who is going to end up putting in less
than they are currently forecast to put in?
Tessa Jowell: Chairman, once we get to that happy
point, if we exceed the income from land sales, then
the decision will be taken but I think a principle of
fairness is reimbursement in proportion to
contribution.

Q472 Chairman: So if the contingency is not all spent
because your 80% probability turns out to be
correct, can the Lottery look forward to receiving or
at least not having to pay out as much as is currently
intended?
Tessa Jowell: Again, I have said that I think there is
a fair way of doing this, which is return
proportionate to contribution but I do not at this
point want to say that a decision about that has been
taken because one of the very important disciplines
about the Olympics is that we have the budget, it is
a robust budget on the basis of every occasion on
which it has been scrutinised and I do not at this
stage, although I shared with you the probability
assessment, want to create an expectation that
actually the funding requirement is going to be £1
billion less, because we are four years away and,
quite frankly, none of us can predict the unknowns
that may have a bearing on this over the next four
years. I would not want the Committee to conclude
that actually the cost expectation could be reduced.

2 Ev 146



Processed: 24-04-2008 22:07:42 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 392554 Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 143

29 January 2008 Rt Hon Tessa Jowell MP, Mr Jonathan Stephens and Mr Jeremy Beeton

Q473 Chairman: You have already told us that you
believe there is an 80 % chance that it is not going to
be . . .
Tessa Jowell: I told you that the modelling by people
who have years of experience in the construction
industry leads us to that conclusion. John Armitt
and David Higgins may have made that point when
they were before you giving evidence but I do not
then take from that that we can take £1 billion out
of the provision that we have because, as I say, we
have to make sure that we are in a position to meet
every eventuality.

Q474 Chairman: Without wishing to specify any
individual figure, if it turns out to be the case that
actually the Olympics costs less than £9.325 billion,
will the Lottery see any benefit?
Tessa Jowell: The fair way of dealing with any
surplus would be to return the funds to the
contributors in the proportion in which they have
given them.

Q475 Chairman: That will mean the Government
getting roughly 60% of any saving.
Tessa Jowell: Let us actually draw the conclusions
and do the sums on that scenario once that happy
event actually happens, Chairman. I am very
reluctant to leave the Committee with an impression
that this is a certainty that anybody could bank
because we are not at that point yet.

Q476 Chairman: When the Order was debated in the
House of Commons a couple of weeks ago, the
Secretary of State agreed that the publication of the
figures which would take place on a six-monthly
basis would include the cash flow figures. Is that
correct?
Tessa Jowell: What we agreed was to share cash flow
figures with the opposition parties on a more
frequent basis than six monthly. I do not think there
is any overriding objection to the publication of cash
flow figures on a six-monthly basis because we have
the profile, so we just have to be in a position to
explain any deviation from the profile. The point I
am making is that the opposition will get more
regular briefings than on a six-monthly basis on
cash flow.

Q477 Chairman: Could this Committee have the
same?
Tessa Jowell: I would be absolutely delighted to
share it with the Committee.3

Q478 Chairman: When do you expect the first
published figures to appear?
Mr Stephens: We published the baseline report last
week, so six months from then.
Tessa Jowell: June.

Q479 Adam Price: Just over a year ago you told the
Committee or the Department told the Committee
that you were expecting to secure private finance in
the case of the construction of the Olympic village
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and the press centres. Since then we have had the
sub-prime crisis and obviously the credit crunch. Are
you still confident that you will be able to secure
private finance?
Tessa Jowell: Yes, we are, and indeed, the scale of
private investment in the Olympic Park and the area
around the Olympic Park is not fully appreciated.
The figure is in the region of £7 billion worth of
private investment if you include the new shopping
centre and associated commercial and residential
accommodation, the construction of the Olympic
village and the media and broadcast centre, which
stands to have square footage one and a half times
the size of Canary Wharf, which gives some
indication of the scale for inward investment to the
Olympic Park of new businesses.

Q480 Adam Price: The agreements are already in
place in terms of the private finance?
Tessa Jowell: They are being negotiated now. Again,
Chairman, I am very happy for the Committee to be
kept informed of the progress of negotiations which
may for public purposes be commercial in
confidence. You would be very welcome to have
them.4

Q481 Adam Price: In terms of the original timetable,
when did you expect to sign oV on these agreements
on private finance for the Olympic village and the
media centres?
Mr Beeton: There are three big areas: the retail area
is imminent with Westfield. That is pretty well
known. They are investing about £1.5 billion of their
money in the huge retail centre built around
Stratford Station. We are in negotiations with Lend
Lease, Australia. We expect that deal to be done in
two parts actually, probably a commercial part first,
pretty imminent, in a few weeks, and then a financial
close at the end of this financial year. That is about
the same amount of money, £1.5 billion, that they
are putting in. There is a slight diVerence in that
Westfield are funding it probably from the balance
sheet and Lend Lease will be part balance sheet, part
debt. Then with the media centre, we are still in the
process of evaluation. We have two teams that we
are taking to the wire and that deal we expect to be
in place probably by April. So that is going well.

Q482 Helen Southworth: Can I move on to the issues
around the future of the Olympic Park? Earlier on
this month the LDA told the Committee that no
decision on tenancy arrangements for the Olympic
Park venues after the Games were going to be taken
before March 2009. Certainly in the North West
region one of the things we are intensely proud about
the Commonwealth Games was how very eVective
not just the Games but the legacy contribution of the
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Games was to our region. I cannot help but believe
that a lot of that was because the initial design and
preparation work was taken with a very clear
understanding of what the outcome was going to be
and who was going to be using it and how that was
going to be financed. When you are working on
something of such complexity as this is, surely those
things are even more important because every design
change is going to have such a knock-on cost. What
is the Government’s role in getting the LDA to move
along a little?
Tessa Jowell: Let me just try and answer that. First
of all, legacy is part of the specification that is being
negotiated now for every venue, so the legacy use of
the Aquatics Centre is clear. The British Swimming
Association say that this is going to be like their
Wembley. It will be the finest aquatic centre in
Europe. The cyclists feel exactly the same about the
velodrome; it will be the best in the world, as
Manchester is at the moment, but Manchester is
bursting at the seams because its presence in
Manchester has had such an impact on participation
in cycling that its size is exceeded by the demand. If
we look right across the Olympic Park, the legacy
plans are clear and there is also provision within the
£9.325 billion for legacy conversion. There is a
legacy conversion cost for the stadium to take it
down from 80,000 to 25,000. There is a legacy
conversion for the Aquatics Centre. There are very
little legacy conversion costs for the velopark and so
forth. Of course, with the temporary venues, there is
the possibility of their relocation in other parts of the
country, creating also legacy condition to the sports
equipment. So the design of the Park now for its
legacy use is absolutely fundamental and what we
are currently engaged in, and you will have heard
about this from the leaders of the five boroughs, and
I am passionate about this, is the importance of the
engagement of the local community in the process of
determining the nature and type of the legacy so that
people who live in that area feel that this is their
park, that this is not some monster which has been
imposed on them over which they have had no
influence and no control. That is why, as of now,
legacy is being steered by a committee chaired by the
Mayor on which the five borough leaders sit together
with the LDA, myself, and the Minister for Housing
and Planning. That will then translate come 2009
into the permanent legacy management body for the
Park. The legacy masterplan will be published in
2009. The Legacy Director has been appointed by
the LDA and the outline plan will be published in the
course of this year and then that will be subject to
very extensive negotiation and discussion and local
involvement in the run-up to the publication of the
final masterplan in 2009, but with lots of lessons
learned from Manchester.

Q483 Chairman: The ODA you say is going to meet
the cost of conversion to post-legacy use. What
about the ongoing revenue costs of these facilities?
Tessa Jowell: Those will be negotiated on a venue by
venue basis. The Mayor has already committed a
sum of money to meeting the ongoing costs of

legacy. This again is part of the discussion and the
negotiation that we will have in the context of the
overall management of the Park: who will be
responsible for running the Aquatics Centre, who
will be responsible for running the velopark, and
obviously the running costs in the legacy period will
be part of that negotiation.

Q484 Chairman: Can I ask you about the temporary
venues? It was suggested they could be relocated
elsewhere after the Games. Can you tell us what
progress has been made in determining their future?
Tessa Jowell: Yes. Sport England has been helping
with this consultation and I think it is again
important to be clear that the cost of relocating a
venue would be a cost that would be borne by the
recipient, and that is clearly material to whether a
local authority actually feels they want a basketball
hangar or whatever the venue might be. You will
also know that there are a very substantial number
of temporary venues both oV-Park and within the
Park. A number of these are still subject to
discussion with the governing bodies about the
extent, even though they are temporary venues, of
their legacy use. As those discussions progress,
again, I would be very happy to keep the Committee
updated with negotiations that it is not necessarily
appropriate to make public at this moment. So
market testing will be carried out during the course
of this year. That will be very much led by Sport
England. The criteria that Sport England are
applying to the relocation of venues is, first of all, the
capacity to increase participation, the impact on
elite sport, the contribution to the wider legacy
priorities—promoting health, social cohesion—the
costs to the recipient, the potential for commercial
sponsorship in other parts of the country, and
obviously, the borough or the organisation that
takes responsibility must have the capacity and the
competence to operate the venue. So this is work in
hand. We expect there to be fairly major progress in
this during the course of this year and, as I say, I am
very happy to keep the Committee updated.5

Q485 Chairman: Why should the ODA pay the
conversion cost for post-legacy use for the
permanent fixtures but not the relocation costs for a
temporary fixture?
Mr Stephens: The ODA has in its budget the cost of
removing the temporary venues, so returning the
Park to a basis for future development. It does not
have in its budget the cost of transporting them.
Indeed, we do not know where they might be
transported to, whether that is actually the
economic, value for money outcome or not. So the
cost of removing the venues is in the budget; the cost
of relocating them elsewhere is not.

Q486 Chairman: You would be looking for a local
authority perhaps to bid for that?
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Tessa Jowell: Absolutely, a local authority or a local
authority in partnership with a commercial
organisation.

Q487 Chairman: That is what your soft market
testing is all about?
Tessa Jowell: Yes, exactly, but this is virgin territory
because we are so far ahead of other cities on the
scale of our legacy vision that this is uncharted.

Q488 Mr Evans: I know you want to get the
community as much involved with the Olympics as
you possibly can throughout the whole of the UK.
There has been a problem up to now about the use
of the symbols by non-commercial organisations.
Have you made any progress with your discussions
with LOCOG on that?
Tessa Jowell: There is a lot of discussion and
negotiation about this. LOCOG are as committed as
we are to making what is called the non-
endorsement brand available for community use. I
am sure that the Committee will understand that the
pressure on LOCOG at the moment is to secure all
their tier sponsors in order that the sponsorship
income which they have budgeted to come from
private supporters, private sponsors, is secured and,
for those private sponsors to come on board, being
a sponsor has to be worth the very considerable
amount of money that they are being asked for. We
are looking as of now at a phased implementation of
use of the community brand with, in a sense, access
increasing the closer we get to the Games. The other
tension is to make sure that the use of the community
brand continues to be worth something and that,
whether it is for schools, local sports clubs, volunteer
organisations, lunch clubs, any enterprise, actually
winning the right to use the community brand means
that you have done more than what you would do in
the normal course of every day. This is part of the
great motivational drive that we are also keen to
harness for the Olympics but, again, this is very
much work in action. We are also discussing with the
sponsors their contribution to community
programmes which will produce, we hope, very
substantial value in kind for communities around
the country and, as I say, Chairman, I am very
happy to keep the Committee up to date on the
progress of negotiation on that.6

Q489 Mr Evans: You are also happy for some of the
smaller British organisations or companies that they
will be able to at least get an aVordable part of the
Olympic Games somewhere along the line—clearly
not first tier? Somebody was saying that some of the
costs at first tier are actually huge.
Tessa Jowell: Yes, exactly. These are global
companies that want to be very clearly associated
over four years with the Olympics. Yes, there will be
opportunities as the tier two and tier three sponsors
are brought on board for smaller businesses to have
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a part to play. It is just worth underlining the
significance of this non-commercial brand. This is
the first time that any Games has developed this non-
commercial brand and it is very clearly driven by two
things: what we were talking about earlier, the
inspiration for the whole of the country, the
involvement of local communities and the creation
of legacy.

Q490 Mr Evans: Good. We wish you well with that.
In October 2005 you said, “We have taken the view
that there should not be an exemption at this point
in the seven years between now and 2012 in
relationship to pistol shooting and people being able
to practise in this country.” I have read recently that
you may have had a change of heart.
Tessa Jowell: This is a very diYcult and sensitive
area, as I am sure the Committee will understand,
and actually only three of the 15 shooting sports are
actually aVected by the firearms restrictions but for
people who compete in those sports it is an
enormous inconvenience to have to go and train in
Switzerland. However, we have to be mindful all the
time about public attitudes, public sensitivity, both
in the wake of Dunblane, which is still fresh in
people’s memories, but also because of the anxiety
about gun crime. In the public mind, any lessening
of the restrictions on this and the anxiety about gun
crime can very easily elide. I believe that we have to
tread very carefully here. There have been
discussions between the governing body and the
Home Secretary and the Ministry of Defence, and at
this point it is likely that it may be possible under
very restricted conditions for some pistol shooters to
have access to MoD sites in order that they can
practise in this country, but I have to stress that
public safety will be the overriding concern in this
and confidence about the level of control that would
be applied.

Q491 Mr Evans: You are right. There is clearly great
sensitivity about it but the United Kingdom is not
the only country to suVer from gun crime and
perhaps a common-sense compromise can be found
somewhere along the line which would have public
support and indeed support from the shooters
themselves. Finally, I think it is great news for
London that the Games are coming and great news
for Britain and Brand Britain should benefit from it
but there was one report in a London paper last week
that said a piazza would be created outside in
Parliament Square instead of the traditional
Parliament Square as part of the 2012 Games, and
indeed, there is a possibility that Churchill’s statue
would be moved. In a week where we learn Britannia
is being removed from our currency, do you not
believe that this would be damaging the British
brand, tourism, et cetera?
Tessa Jowell: I think this is a highly speculative
report. Britannia can rule supreme and confident
that the Olympic Games in the UK are going to be
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the greatest celebration of the United Kingdom that
most of us will be in a position to remember.

Q492 Mr Evans: And Churchill will be staying in
Parliament Square?
Tessa Jowell: I do not think there will be any
question that during the Olympic Games he is going
anywhere!

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)

We briefed the Committee in January on a number of confidential financing issues and suggest that we
build on this by arranging a series of private briefings, at approximately quarterly intervals.

These briefings would cover the following issues:

— updates on ODA cashflow figures (Q 477);

— progress of negotiations on private investment in the Olympic Park (Q 480);

— progress of discussions on legacy use of temporary or relocatable venues (Q 484); and

— any other current relevant issues, which the Committeee may find useful.

Many of these issues are, as the Committee recognises, commercially sensitive and will need to be treated
in confidence. If you agree with this approach, we will contact you direct to agree some suitable dates and
a location.

We will write to the Committee separately on the progress of negotiations on use of the community brand,
and contributions by Games sponsors to community programmes (Q 488).

The Committee also requested further information on two specific funding questions. We can confirm
that Jeremy Beeton’s answer to Q 461 on contingency tier approvals is consistent with the written statement
on 12 November 2007 at column 67W, which stated that “contingency funding will only be called upon
where it is absolutely necessary, as agreed by the Ministerial Funders’ Group”. This is because the decision
to permit the allocation of £968 million of programme contingency to be determined by the Government
Olympic Executive was a decision of the Funders’ Group and because the Funders’ Group have also
determined the rules by which this funding will be allocated.

The DCMS Permanent Secretary, Jonathan Stephens, has written to the Committee separately in answer
to Q469 with a full explanation of contingency costs. On the Committee’s specific question, each project
budget contains contingency provision to cover project specific risks. At individual project budget level, as
project provisions are likely to be fully required they are considered an intrinsic element of the base budget
of a project and for this reason are not being separately identified.

February 2008

Further supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)

During the Select Committee meeting on 29 January, the Committee asked me to write with further
information in relation to overall contingency within the ODA Programme.

The overall public sector funding package contains £2.7 billion of contingency, of which £500 million has
been allocated to the ODA and £238 million is earmarked for wider security. This means there is
approximately £2 billion of unallocated contingency.

The ODA, as part of the November Programme Baseline Report, has carried out a Quantified Risk
Assessment which has indicated that, at an 80% probability level, around £968 million of this £2 billion
contingency could be needed as the ODA works continue over the coming years, to cover “programme
risks”, primarily being those risks associated with the management of a portfolio of projects with close
proximity within the Olympic Park against an immovable deadline. None of the funding potentially required
to cover such programme risks has been released to the ODA, and it will only be released in future if such
risks occur, and the ODA then makes a strong case that there is no better way of addressing the risk other
than through the use of such contingency. Even after taking account of such programme contingency, a
further around £1 billion of unallocated contingency is held at the discretion of the Funders Group of
Ministers and the Olympic Lottery Distributor to cover other risks such as macro-economic events (eg
higher than assumed inflation/industrial relations problems) and scope changes beyond the control of the
ODA.

Q493 Chairman: While we are on that theme, just
reassure us on another point which I have received a
large number of e-mails on but I believe is based on
a misunderstanding. There is no question of the Red
Arrows being banned from participating, is there?
Tessa Jowell: Categorically, absolutely, 100 % not!
Chairman: Excellent! On that note, thank you very
much, Minister.
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In addition, within each project there is a provision to cover project specific risks in relation to areas such
as design and contracting uncertainties. This is normal industry practice. At individual project budget level,
as project provisions are likely to be fully required they are considered an intrinsic element of the base budget
of a project and for this reason they have not been separately identified.

At the time of the Minister’s Statement on 10 December 2007 the total allocated project provisions
contained in the £6.090 billion ODA budget amounted to £973 million, including VAT. As these provisions
have been allocated as part of the base budget of individual projects, we do not intend to report separately
on these. We will, however, report on new decisions to allocate provision from the currently unallocated £2
billion of programme contingency and will, of course, report outcomes against the baselines published in
December.

February 2008
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Written evidence

Memorandum submitted by Business in Sport and Leisure Limited (BISL)

Introduction

Business In Sport and Leisure (BISL) is an umbrella organisation for over 100 companies in the private
sector of sport and leisure industry. Members of BISL listed on the London Stock Exchange have a
combined market capitalisation in excess of £40 billion. Members from the sport sector include major
National Governing Bodies (NGBs), like rugby and swimming, private operators (eg health clubs), contract
management companies in sport and consultants.

BISL continues to believe that the 2012 Olympic Games and Paralympic Games present a momentous
one-oV opportunity for sport and leisure in the UK, creating new growth, aiding the healthy living cause
and attracting new participants of all ages—all of great benefit to the well being of the UK population and
the economy. However, we continue to have two major concerns:

(a) “Legacy” promises, in terms of participation in sport, were made by the 2012 bid team in
Singapore. At present, no body is taking responsibility for the “legacy” mission, which BISL
believes is crucial to Britain staging a Games with a lasting impact of which the nation can be proud
and which delivers value for money.

(b) Continued increases in costs—the escalating budgets are hitting grass roots sport hard, already.
Yet this is the very growth area upon which Britain’s bid to stage the Games was based.

BISL is pleased to oVer evidence to the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee for this Inquiry and
would welcome the opportunity to give Oral Evidence.

1. Progress in Preparing Venues, both Within the Olympic Park and Elsewhere

2. Legacy Use of Venues

Operation of Venues

— BISL has recently set up a forum for the London Development Agency (LDA) who are the client
for the major sports facilities from pre Games commissioning through to legacy, to consult with
representatives from private sector leisure management contractors about life-cycle management
of the venues.

— We have welcomed the opportunity to engage with the LDA in this way and are hopeful that future
discussion will assist with solving issues around procurement and management contracts. These
are complicated by the diVerent phases in the facility management—pre-Games commissioning,
Games-time, legacy transformation and legacy-mode.

— BISL acknowledges the work on business planning for the facilities in legacy mode that has already
been completed. However it is essential that the LDA tender the contracts to operate these facilities
as soon as possible. Without strong operator input at the design stage, there is a real danger that
the facilities will be inoperable in legacy mode. This will drive up revenue costs. The average
subsidy required for sports and leisure facilities in this country is £500 million per annum. It is not
clear who will meet the revenue costs for the Olympic facilities over the next 25 years.

— Legacy-use issues must be fully integrated into the design of the venues to enhance their
community role and reducing the risk of white elephants.

— Moreover, it is imperative that the future operators of the venues in legacy mode are chosen
through an open and rigorous tender process to avoid some of the issues of an uneven playing field
currently experienced by the private sector in tendering for local authority leisure service contracts.

Legacy Use of Venues

— BISL also continues to have concerns about the legacy use of the main stadium and regrets that
the principle of having a leading football team as a tenant has been rejected. We do not seem to
have learned the lessons of Pickett’s Lock or the Commonwealth Games in Manchester.

— We are hopeful that the stadium can play a role in hosting future major events, beyond just Grand
Prix athletics fixtures and would welcome the formulation of a major events strategy by the
Government so that the 2012 venues, both those that remain in the park and those that are
transferred elsewhere, can continue to be a focus for major championships.
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3. Developments in Securing Funding for All Aspects of the Games

Transfer of Lottery Funds

— BISL notes the recent laying in Parliament of the draft Order to transfer a further £675 million
from Lottery distributors to the Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund between 2009 and 2012 as
part of the revised funding package for the 2012 Games.

— We retain our concerns about the feasibility of delivering a soft sporting legacy around the Games
with funding to grassroots sport being cut in this way.

— We are currently still awaiting the settlement for sport from the Comprehensive Spending Review
to see if sport will be compensated for the loss of Lottery revenue by more generous grant-in-aid
funding, as with the arts and heritage.

Sponsorship

— BISL is delighted by the progress LOCOG has made in signing up top level sponsors for the
Games.

4. Impact of the Games upon Grassroots Participation in Sport, both Before and After the Games

Soft Legacy

— BISL’s major concern remains that the potential of the Games to enthuse people about their own
participation in sport and physical activity is not being exploited.

— EVorts to achieve a growth in grassroots participation connected to the Games must be in place
before 2012 or the opportunity of using the Games will be lost.

— We are not convinced that a firm strategy or direction has been set by Government on how the
Games can actually be used to increase participation beyond rhetoric about the “gold dust” that
will encourage people to participate.

— BISL remains concerned about the lack of leadership from DCMS on soft legacy. Whilst we have
a national tourism strategy to promote the UK to overseas and domestic visitors, we have no
national strategy for sport. BISL believes that we need a website to promote “Best Practice” and
a brand which really will encourage participation in sport, inspired by 2012.

Brand

— We understand the necessary restrictions on the use of the Olympic brand. However, we remain
hopeful that community sport may benefit from the ability to use a non-commercial brand as soon
as possible and we hope that this process might be expedited by the rapid sign up of a full set of
domestic sponsors for the Games.

5. Standards of Performance by UK Participants at the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in
2008 and 2012

— BISL would like to record our support for and confidence in the eVorts of UK Sport and the
National Governing Bodies of Olympic Sports in delivering elite success at both the Beijing Games
in 2008 and the London Games in 2012.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by CCPR

Introduction

1. CCPR is the representative body for 270 National Governing Bodies of sport and other national sport
and recreation organisations. CCPR exists to promote the role of sport and recreation in healthy and active
lifestyles, to protect the interests of sport and recreation organisations and to provide high quality services
to help governing bodies continually improve and progress.

2. CCPR represents the full scope of sport and recreation—from football to folk dance, from rambling
to rounders—and is interested in the welfare of both Olympic and non-Olympic sports. To CCPR and its
members, the hosting of the Olympic and Paralympic Games in London in 2012 represents first and
foremost a tremendous opportunity to inspire and sustain a step-change in participation in sport and
recreation throughout the UK. Indeed, this was a fundamental part of London’s successful bid. CCPR



Processed: 24-04-2008 22:11:46 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 389821 Unit: PAG1

Ev 150 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

therefore welcomes the Inquiry and is pleased to present below its views on the funding and legacy issues
raised by the Committee. CCPR would also welcome the opportunity to present oral evidence to the
Committee.

Developments in Securing Funding for All Aspects of the Games

3. CCPR understands that the Olympic and Paralympic Games are classified as a mega-event, in terms
of infrastructure requirement and event management. As such the Games have a significant budgetary
requirement including commercial, public and lottery contributions.

4. CCPR believes that LOCOG is making good progress regarding corporate sponsorship, having
already secured Adidas, EDF Energy, Samsung and Lloyds TSB1 as partners.

5. The public funding element is, of course, subject to intense scrutiny and has been fully debated both
within the House and within the media. CCPR welcomes the reports by the Public Accounts Committee and
National Audit OYce with regard to this, and welcomes the subsequent preparation of a revised
Memorandum of Understanding between the Mayor of London and the Government.

6. CCPR welcomes the contribution of the Government to the Games and that of the Greater London
Authority. CCPR believes that with appropriate planning this investment can achieve a positive
regeneration legacy for London and sporting legacy within Britain. CCPR does, however, have reservations
about the extent of the National Lottery contribution towards 2012 costs, as the scale of the planned
diversion of sports lottery funding (£560 million in total)2 significantly reduces the resource available to
grass-roots sport, and thereby jeopardises the promised sporting legacy of the Games.

Legacy Use of Venues

7. CCPR believes that the sporting legacy of the Games should be realised across all parts of the UK and
across all forms of sport and recreation. Achieving sustainable legacy use for the venues can be a key element
in achieving this, and Sport England has already begun consulting on this matter.

8. In order to achieve a sustainable legacy use, the venues must be designed not only with the Games in
mind, but also with a view to a viable post Games community use business model. This includes
consideration of playing, changing and spectating capacity and the diVering needs of mega events and
community use with regard to this.

Impact of the Games upon Grassroots Participation in Sport, both Before and After the Games

9. The successful bid to win the London 2012 Games included the statement that: “Mounting excitement
in the seven years leading up to the Games in London will inspire a new generation of youth to greater
sporting activity”. This statement identifies correctly that the legacy must be achieved in advance of the
Games. However, for this to happen, appropriate planning and investment are required and CCPR has
concerns about both these factors.

Planning

10. The Government has rightly set out a range of social, economic and sporting objectives to be achieved
as a result of hosting the 2012 Games, and has allocated responsibility for delivering the sporting legacy
to itself:

Objective 4.4: HMG—maximise increase in UK participation at community and grass-roots level in all sport
and across all groups.

To date a range of strategies have been produced by Government Departments and agencies relating to
Olympic and Paralympic programme objectives. These include strategies from the Department for Health
and former Department for Children, Schools and Families. The Department for Culture, Media and Sport
has also released a strategy addressing tourism outcomes. Disappointingly however, no strategy has yet been
produced relating to sporting objectives. Whilst DCMS did consult on a draft strategy in November 2006,
this was simply a re-packaging of existing Sport England commitments, within existing spending plans, and
was subsequently withdrawn.

CCPR understands that the Government is now due to release its sports legacy strategy on 11 December
2007, and very much hopes that this is both ambitious and appropriately funded.

1 www.london2012.com
2 Figure calculated using the following sources:

(a) migration estimate in The budget for the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games (National Audit OYce (2007)) and
distributor share as detailed in the National Lottery Distribution Fund Account 2005–06.
(b) Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee Report London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games: Funding and Legacy.
(c) Government response to Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee Report on London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic
Games: Funding and Legacy.
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Funding

11. As outlined in 6 above the funding package for the 2012 Games has actually led to a reduction in
available funding to grass-roots sport of £560 million. CCPR is deeply concerned that this loss will have a
severe impact on grass roots sport, as it will significantly reduce the lottery funding available for community
driven projects. Given that the Government has allocated responsibility for achieving a sporting legacy from
the Games to itself, it seems nothing short of perverse that it has reduced the funding available to community
sport—which is the backbone of such a legacy.

Towards a true sporting legacy

12. As outlined above CCPR would urge the Government to produce a sporting legacy strategy that is
bolder and more ambitious than existing plans—as these would have been progressed regardless of the
Games and cannot truly be considered a legacy. The Government should also ensure that suYcient
investment accompanies these plans. Whilst Government Departments have all received their allocations,
there is no reason that this should restrict the ambition of legacy plans. The cross-cutting nature of a sporting
legacy in terms of public health and community cohesion justifies investment from a range of Departments
with far larger allocations than DCMS.

Conclusion

13. CCPR welcomes the Committee’s further inquiry into the 2012 Games, and its focus on funding and
legacy issues. In summary CCPR believes that in order to secure the promised legacy of the Games:

13.1 sustainable post-Games community usage must be integral to Games venue planning;

13.2 stretching plans to achieve a sporting legacy must be agreed with all urgency;

13.3 adequate funding must be provided to deliver on these plans.

14. CCPR would, of course, be willing to provide oral evidence to the Committee to further explore
these views.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by SpoRTA

1. Introduction to SpoRTA

1.1 SpoRTA—the Sports and Recreation Trusts Association—is the organisation that represents
cultural and leisure trusts, set up to run local authority leisure services independently in the United
Kingdom.

1.2 Members are social enterprises, large and small, which play an important role in the regeneration and
the building of sustainable communities at a local level.

1.3 SpoRTA was founded in 1997 and currently has a membership of over 115 leisure trusts from all parts
of the UK with 550 individual leisure facilities. Together the trusts have a combined annual turnover in
excess of £517 million, have over 195 million customer visits each year and employ over 25,000 full time
employees.

2. SpoRTA’s Submission

2.1 In submitting written evidence to the Committee, SpoRTA has focused in particular on the impact
of the Games upon grassroots participation in sport, both before and after the Games and the legacy use
of venues across the UK.

2.2 This evidence is drawn from a number of SpoRTA members throughout the country but excludes
input or reference to Greenwich Leisure Ltd (GLL). Please be advised that GLL is submitting evidence
separately to the Committee given its location and role in the 2012 Games.

3. Evidence

3.1 Most SpoRTA members who contributed to this evidence are based outside of London and do not
have Olympic events taking place in their area or are unaware of such events. However, members across the
UK are keen to benefit from the opportunities the Olympics oVers and many trusts have registered their
venues as potential training camps.
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3.2 Many members see indirect benefits from the 2012 legacy, and believe that the high profile of the 2012
Games could help encourage increased participation and use of sports facilities, and promote greater
awareness of health benefits. However, some trusts are concerned that without targeted capital funding for
local facilities their local communities would see little long-term benefit from the Olympic legacy.

3.3 Whilst many trusts may see the Olympics as a “driver”, encouraging local authorities to improve
facilities and the public to use these facilities, some see the 2012 Games as a competitor for funding and
therefore potentially unhelpful.

3.4 Although most SpoRTA members could not point to increased sports participation at their facilities
since the London 2012 Olympics were announced in 2005, they generally believe that participation in sport
will increase as a result of the Games. However, some felt that increases in participation leading up to the
Games would be limited and short-term. As one member put it “the challenge is to sustain this increased
participation in the long term”.

3.5 A particularly successful scheme for improving participation generally is the Tees Active Sports
Academy aimed at supporting, celebrating and encouraging talented local athletes across a range of sports
to stay local and achieve their potential locally. With strong links to local universities and organisations and
with the support of Academy Champion Dame Tanni Grey Thompson, there are currently around half a
dozen members who have a real chance of competing in 2012 and a couple who may make 2008.

3.6 Some trusts have developed initiatives to raise awareness of sports in the local community in the
context of the Olympics, for example free sports days at leisure centres to be repeated every year up until
2012. However most trusts have not yet undertaken any such initiatives. Some maintained it was too early
and it was best to wait until they could use the Olympic logo after Beijing 2008 whilst others felt this was
an area for local authorities and some felt they did not have the resources.

As one SpoRTA member commented: “We feel hampered by the lack of a marketable brand—and lack
of resource in deprived area—we don’t have the resources to invest in a deprived area with many other
challenges”.

3.7 SpoRTA believes that focussing on the health benefits of sport alongside raising the profile of the
Olympics is an important role for the London 2012 Games and will help increase sporting participation in
the UK.

3.8 Media reporting of the Olympics at a local, regional and national level will play an important role in
changing behaviour in terms of sport participation and inspiring young sportsmen and women of the future.

4. Recommendations

4.1 Clear guidance should be made available for all public sector sports providers on how they can best
use the run-up and legacy of the London 2012 Games to increase participation and use of sporting venues.
This should include advice on marketing and use of the Olympics logo, which will be important for running
community events.

4.2 Whilst some members are optimistic about the benefits of the Games and the Olympics legacy, some
are concerned that the Games will not benefit their local areas. The Government and LOCOG should
address this by putting in place specific prgarammes to help support grassroots organisations and provide
guidance on how they and their communities might better benefit from the Olympics.

4.3 Whilst some local sports partnerships are strong, these relationships vary from area to area. Again,
there needs to be clear guidance for public sector sports providers on who they should forge partnerships
with locally, regionally and nationally in the run-up to the London 2012 Games.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by Camelot Group plc

1. Introduction

1.1 Camelot’s current licence to operate The National Lottery commenced on the 27 January 2002 and
expires on 31 January 2009. In August 2007—following a vigorous competitive tender—Camelot signed the
enabling agreement with the National Lottery Commission which oYcially appoints Camelot as operator
of The National Lottery from 1 February 2009–19. Camelot will therefore be the operator of The National
Lottery during the period when National Lottery revenues will be required to fund the London 2012
Olympic Games and Paralympic Games.

1.2 Camelot is delighted to be involved in the London 2012 project. This paper has been prepared in order
to provide an overview of the Olympic funding plan for the Committee’s current inquiry into the London
2012 Games. Our comments primarily respond to the Committee’s consideration of developments in
securing funding for the Games. Specifically, we explain the action that Camelot is taking to try and mitigate
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the impact of the Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund (OLDF) on the National Lottery Distribution Fund
(NLDF)3—and the action we are asking the Government to take in order to help deliver the plan. The
most important component of this is tax reform for The National Lottery.

Camelot’s Role

1.3 Camelot manages the National Lottery infrastructure, designs and promotes new games, develops
the marketing support for lottery products, provides services for players and winners, and runs the network
that sells tickets to players in partnership with over 26,000 retailers UK-wide—as well as on the Internet,
mobile telephones and interactive television. Camelot is not responsible for the distribution of Lottery
funds.

1.4 Camelot aims to maximise returns to Good Causes in a socially responsible way. Since the launch of
the lottery in 1994, our players have helped to raise over £20 billion for Good Causes. More than 280,000
grants have been awarded to projects the length and breadth of the country—an average of 80 lottery grants
for every single postcode across the UK.

1.5 Under Camelot’s licence, each pound is allocated as follows:

BREAKDOWN OF THE LOTTERY POUND

50p prizes to winners 5p commission to retailers
28p Good Causes 4.5p operating costs
12p Lottery Duty to government 0.5p Camelot’s profit

2. The National Lottery’s Role in Olympic Funding

2.1 The National Lottery will contribute up to £2,175 million towards the cost of the London 2012
Olympic Games and Paralympic Games.4 This breaks down as follows:

£750 million Camelot has been asked by the Government to raise this amount
from dedicated Lottery games

£340 million Spending by the sports lottery distributors

£1,085 million General lottery proceeds transferred from the National Lottery
Distribution Fund to the Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund

£2,175 million Total

3. Overview of the Olympic Funding Plan

3.1 Camelot has developed an Olympic funding plan that runs between 2005 and 2012–13. Ticket sales
of dedicated lottery games to support London 2012 have been strong. In Financial Year 2006–07 Camelot
raised £113.2 million for the Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund (OLDF), more than 10% ahead of target.

3.2 The Olympic Lottery Distributor recently announced that cumulative income received from the sale
of National Lottery games designated to support London 2012 has to date exceeded £200 million of the £750
million, again ahead of target.

3.3 The Olympic funding plan will remain flexible as it must respond to a number of variables, such as
future competitive, socio-demographic and macro-economic environments and consumer research, which
will inform both the sales volume estimations and the optimum game portfolio mix.

3.4 Camelot will work with the National Lottery Commission and DCMS in order to accommodate the
Olympic Delivery Authority’s revenue phasing requirements. Because of the relatively long run-in times
required in order to get games to market and to flex which Lottery games are hypothecated, Camelot would
need early warning of any specific phasing requirements.

3.5 Responding to the Government’s request means that we have to plan for challenges far beyond those
envisaged during the second licence period. We have therefore put in place procedures and resources to
manage the additional workload associated with the London Games both internally and with our partners:
DCMS, the National Lottery Commission, LOCOG, the Olympic Lottery Distributor and the BOA. We
are pleased with the working relations that have been established with these organisations.

3 The National Lottery Distribution Fund holds the money raised for good causes by the mainstream (ie non-Olympic) lottery
games. The Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund holds the money raised for the Games from both the designated Olympic
lottery games and that transferred from the National Lottery Distribution Fund.

4 Subject to Parliamentary approval.
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4. Games and Ways to Play

4.1 The public can support London 2012 by playing in store, by subscription, online, through interactive
TV, by text and at supermarket check-outs (“National Lottery Fast Pay”) and by playing across the game
portfolio:

— Scratchcards: The first lottery game where all the Good Cause money raised went towards the 2012
Games was the Go For Gold scratchcard. Launched in July 2005, shortly after the IOC decision,
it was the fastest selling £1 scratchcard since November 2002. This was followed by a number of
other scratchcards and interactive Instant Win Games.

— Dream Number: The first hypothecated draw-based game went on sale on 13 July 2006. Overall
odds of winning a prize are 1 in 10. There are 7 diVerent prize levels; you can win from £2 to
£500,000.

— Interactive instant win games: As of 1 April 2006, all the games within the Instant Win Game
portfolio, of which there are currently 45 games, are contributing to OLDF. Over the course of
this financial year we plan to launch approximately 40 new games.

4.2 The plan assumes that Camelot will launch a range of further games to raise funds for the 2012 Games
over the next six years.

5. Impact of London Olympics on Lottery Funding

5.1 It is our long-held belief that the best way to protect the NLDF from the cannibalising eVect of the
OLDF is to grow the overall size of the “lottery pot”. However, as the annual OLDF targets become more
challenging, so it becomes impossible to eliminate entirely the impact of the OLDF on the NLDF.

5.2 Camelot is delivering its part of this challenge by ensuring that our own commercial performance is
strong—aiming for the best possible combination of innovation, commercial and operational excellence—
so that tickets sales are maximised. We believe we are achieving this objective.

5.3 However, our ability to innovate and drive sales also depends on policy factors that fall outside
Camelot’s immediate control. Below we outline:

(i) How we are maximising sales—ie factor within our control.

(ii) How we need further policy reform by Government in order to maximise sales.

(iii) Additional risks/policy issues associated with the funding plan that lie outside Camelot’s control.

Maximising Sales

5.4 This section reports on sales and how Camelot is maximising overall revenues available to the
Good Causes.

National Lottery Sales (£m) 
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5.5 National Lottery ticket sales for 2006–07 were £4,911.4 million compared to £5,012.8 million for the
same period last year. Sales for the first three quarters of the financial year were ahead of the same period
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last year, building on more than three years of unprecedented growth. The results for the full financial year
reflect the fact that EuroMillions ticket sales in Quarter 4 (31 December 2006 to 31 March 2007) were down
by £110.9 million on the same period last year. This compares with an exceptional Quarter 4 in 2005–06,
which included the record £125 million EuroMillions jackpot roll series, which generated sales of nearly
£200 million.

5.6 Total sales for 2006–07 remain ahead of those in 2004–05, 2003–04, 2002–03 and 2001–02. Including
the modest fall in headline National Lottery ticket sales in 2006–07, over the last four years there has been
a 7.4% (£336.9 million) increase in sales; on average that equates to an increase of over £80 million for each
of the last four years.

5.7 Innovation and high standards of business performance have been instrumental in delivering growth
for the Lottery over the past four years:

— Cost-eYciency: The UK enjoys the most cost-eYcient lottery in Europe.

— Innovation: Over 35% of our revenue comes from new games or ways of playing that we have
introduced since the start of the second licence.

— Operational excellence: Sales availability at terminals was 100% in 2006–07, against a target of
99.5%. Camelot’s central systems have been successfully tested at well over half a million lottery
ticket transactions per minute.

— Interactive success: Camelot launched interactive channels in 2003 and has attracted over two
million registered players, establishing a worldwide reputation for success in this area. Camelot
won the Retail category for “Building the most successful interactive lottery in the world” in the
New Media Age EVectiveness Awards 2006 and the “Best Growth Through Use of Technology”
at the Sage Business Awards 2005.

5.8 Growth has been delivered at the same time as reinforcing our social responsibilities. Whilst the
Lottery is fourth in the world in worldwide total sales, it is 47th in per capita spend—highlighting our
strategy to encourage many people to play but spending relatively little (on average around £3 per week).
Research in 2006 indicated that the UK National Lottery also returns more to society (payments to Good
Causes and Government) than any other lottery in the world, both as an absolute total and a proportion
of sales.

5.9 We will continue to drive innovation and high standards of business performance during the third
Licence period, and we are delighted that the NLC has put its trust in Camelot to do this. We have exciting
plans designed to maximise returns to the Good Causes. In the coming months we will be working closely
with our key suppliers and retail partners to implement our transition plans—which include the introduction
of a new communications network together with cutting-edge terminals and media screens to National
Lottery retailers across the UK. New games, channels and other innovations will follow.

Policy Reform Needed to Maximise Sales

5.10 The single most significant opportunity to assist in growing overall lottery sales and returns to the
NLDF and OLDF is by migrating The National Lottery to a Gross Profits Tax (GPT) regime. GPT will
significantly help to oV-set the requirements of the OLDF.

5.11 To help consideration of this case, Camelot commissioned a review of National Lottery taxation by
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), supported by a steering group consisting of HM Revenue & Customs, the
Department for Culture, Media & Sport, the National Lottery Commission and Camelot, and chaired by
Ernst & Young.

5.12 Analysis by PwC finds that migration to a GPT in Budget 2008 is expected to provide incremental
Good Cause revenues of £398 million between 2008–09 and 2018–19 and increase annual returns to Good
Causes and the Exchequer as follows:

By Good Causes Exchequer

2008–9 £0.9 million £1.2 million
2009–10 £15.5 million £5.9 million
2010–11 £23.2 million £10.8 million
2011–12 £40.5 million £14.4 million
Average per annum between 2012/13–18/19 £45.4 million £16.1 million

5.13 The PwC report has been submitted to Ministers at HM Treasury and we are asking them to review
GPT in the light of the strong policy and economic case—and the wider pressures on the Lottery—in
advance of Budget 2008. We would be pleased to brief the Committee in greater detail on GPT.
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Additional Risks/Policy Issues

5.14 This section outlines other risks/policy issues relating to the funding plan, which fall outside of
Camelot’s control.

Lottery Style Games

5.15 Gambling operators are free-riding on the back of The National Lottery’s success by introducing
betting games that mislead consumers by using lottery-style imagery and styles of play. “Lottery style
games” (LSGs) make no returns back to society through Good Causes. We estimate that the market is worth
£860 million a year, propelled by online gambling websites that raise nothing for Good Causes. Research
on LSGs has showed that 90% of consumers believed they were participating in a lottery when in fact they
were betting. As well as raising issues over regulatory demarcation, GamCare has publicly expressed
concerns about LSGs, because they create a higher risk of under age play. During the passage of the
Gambling Bill, DCMS indicated that it expected the Gambling Commission to deal with this problem, and
gave them powers to do so. We continue to push for action in this area.

Society Lotteries

5.16 We are awaiting a ministerial decision on prize limits for society lotteries. Camelot has pushed for
the status quo on the basis that increased prizes would be damaging to The National Lottery and few society
lotteries get near the current caps anyway (current top prize cap is £200,000).

Public Perceptions

5.17 Revenues are likely to respond to public perception of the London 2012 Olympics—eg public feeling
about progress, costs of construction and infrastructure developments.

5.18 We would welcome any support that the Committee could oVer to help us to respond to these risks
and opportunities and, in particular, our points on GPT and LSGs, which are clear priorities requiring
action from the Government and Gambling Commission respectively. We would be happy to provide the
Committee with further information on any of these issues or to provide the Committee with oral evidence.

6. Conclusion

6.1 While stretching, Camelot is confident of delivering its Olympic funding plan targets. However, policy
adjustments could be made by the Government and regulators that would enable the operator to maximise
returns to Good Causes and reduce the impact of the OLDF on the NLDF.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by the Alliance

The Alliance

The Alliance is the all-party association representing local authorities in the traditional industrial areas
of England, Scotland and Wales. The Alliance was formed in June 2007 by a merger between longer-
established associations covering industrial Britain. It currently represents seventy local authorities in all,
spread across nine UK regions. The aim of the Alliance is to promote the economic, social and
environmental regeneration of the areas represented by its member authorities.

The Alliance is pleased that the 2012 Olympic Games will be held in Britain but is worried by the impact
on Lottery funding for areas outside London. The present submission focuses on these concerns.

Some History

The Coalfield Communities Campaign (CCC)—the largest of the local authority associations merging to
form the Alliance—had a long history of engagement with Lottery issues. In the early years of the Lottery,
CCC was a leading critic of the unbalanced way that Lottery funding was being distributed across the
country. Research commissioned by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) demonstrated
that, from the inception of the Lottery until March 1999, the former coalfields received only 49% of the
national average Lottery funding per head. In contrast, London was by far and away the largest beneficiary,
receiving 157% of the national average funding per head.
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CCC was invited to work closely with DCMS to look at the issues underlying this imbalance. Three
national conferences were convened to examine the problem, and DCMS commissioned further research to
try to identify the underlying causes. Eventually, these eVorts were to have an important impact on Lottery
funding procedures and allocation. DCMS obliged the distributors to make changes that simplified the
application process, gave more support to community groups, and attached higher importance to local
schemes rather than regional and national projects.

By around 2003 there had as a result been a significant improvement in the share of Lottery funding going
to the former coalfields, to around 70% of the national average per head. Even so, by this stage alone the
cumulative loss to the coalfields, compared to what they would have received on the basis of the national
average allocation, was estimated to be around £400 million.

The continuing under-funding of the coalfields, and of many of Britain’s traditional industrial areas more
generally, remains a concern of Alliance authorities. So too is the failure to provide recompense for money
lost during the early years of Lottery funding. The concerns are now being compounded by worries about
the diversion of Lottery money to fund the London Olympics.

The Importance of Lottery Funding

Since the launch of the National Lottery in 1995, Lottery money has played a vital role in regenerating
some of the most deprived areas of Britain. The public is most aware of some of the large projects that it
has funded, such as the Millennium Dome and various landmark attractions in the UK’s major cities.
However, on a much smaller scale Lottery funding has contributed to rebuilding local communities and
restoring their confidence, funding sports facilities, health projects and community centres for example.
Lottery money is an important piece of the regeneration jigsaw, often throwing a lifeline to small groups in
the UK’s most vulnerable communities.

Earlier this year the then Secretary of State, Tessa Jowell MP, announced that the amount to be taken
from Lottery funding would be increased further from the sums initially earmarked. This ignored a previous
recommendation by the DCMS Select Committee which stated that:

“A further transfer of Lottery revenues from the National Lottery Distribution Fund to the
Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund, above the £410 million already identified, would penalise
good causes yet further. We believe that any further diversion of money from the Lottery would
reduce the money available for each of the good causes, and it is not our preferred option for
funding any overspend”.

It is disappointing that the Government has overlooked this recommendation and looked to take a
substantially increased share of Lottery distribution funds.

There is evidence that the Olympics are already having a negative impact on funding for sporting facilities
in other parts of the country. For example, the National Watersports Centre in Nottingham had its funding
withdrawn by Sport England in favour of a new Olympic facility being built in the Lea Valley, London. This
means a loss of revenue not only to the facility itself but also to the wider region in terms of visitors and
participants.

Funding for “good causes” is also being aVected by the introduction of Olympic themed scratch card
games, which are selling alongside normal Lottery scratch cards. All the monies raised from these go directly
to the Olympics and it is anticipated that they will raise £750 million. The introduction of the Olympic
scratch cards has a negative impact on the sales of normal Lottery scratch cards, and thereby on the funding
stream for good causes, as players switch from their existing games.

As the DCMS Select Committee has previously made clear “National Lottery distributors [. . .] are
already suVering a decrease in income because a significant part of Lottery funds are going towards
financing the Games”.

The Likely Scale of the Funding Loss

The Alliance has estimated the likely scale of the loss of Lottery funding to diVerent parts of the country.
The total diversion of Lottery funding to the 2012 Games now potentially stands at £2,175 million. This
comprises:

— £340 million from the sports distributors.

— £750 million from the diversion of spending to Olympic scratch cards.

— £1,085 million from the other Lottery distributors.

This figure is admittedly an “upper estimate”. Some of the money from the sports distributors would
anyway be spent on promoting Olympic excellence, and the assumption here is that all the spending on
Olympic scratch cards represents a diversion from other Lottery takings—a bold assumption, but one that
Camelot has conceded is possible.
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A Lottery funding contribution of £2,175 million to the Games represents a contribution of just over £36
per person throughout the whole of the United Kingdom. The contribution of each region and district to
the London Games, in terms of potential lost Lottery funding, can therefore be estimated on the basis of
their population.

The resulting estimates are presented in Tables 1–3, attached to this submission. On the assumption that
the reduction in Lottery funding to pay for the Olympics is spread evenly across the country, the figures
show the loss to specific areas:

— Table 1 shows the estimated loss to each region outside London.

— Table 2 shows the estimated loss to selected counties in Northern England.

— Table 3 shows the estimated loss to individual Alliance member authorities.

It must be stressed that these figures are purely illustrative. In practice, in the absence of the London
Games, Lottery funding may or may not have gone to each area in these amounts. The point is simply to
illustrate the potential loss of Lottery funding if the burden of financing the Games is spread evenly around
the country. Several of the figures are nevertheless striking:

— Most UK regions stand to lose at least £100 million in Lottery funding as a result of the London
Games, and some may lose in excess of £200 million.

— The North, Midlands, Scotland and Wales could in total lose approaching £1.2 billion.

— The total loss to regions outside London could be £1.9 billion.

— Several individual counties could lose £50 million or more.

— In total, Alliance member authorities stand to lose around £470 million—and this excludes any
“double counting” where there are two-tier authorities.

London: A Win-win Situation?

The whole of the UK is contributing financially to the success of the Olympics. However, London is
potentially a double winner.

First, London will have the benefit of Olympic investment, including new infrastructure, as well as the
benefits of global publicity and tourism.

Second, London presently stands to be the winner from the eventual disposal of Olympic assets. A
memorandum between the Government and the Mayor of London currently makes clear that income from
the sale of land after the Games will be at the disposal of the London Development Agency. This is despite
arguments from the DCMS Select Committee that “We do not believe that the London Development
Agency should be the ultimate beneficiary from the sale of land acquired for the Olympic Games”.

The Alliance concurs with the Select Committee. From the start, London has always been a winner in
terms of Lottery funding. The Millennium Dome gave London a massive head start, and even in 2006 nearly
a quarter of all Lottery funding still went to London (whereas London only accounts for an eighth of the
UK population). Now nearly £2 billion is being diverted from good causes throughout the rest of the country
towards the Olympics in London.

Alliance Proposals

The Alliance accepts that the decision to part-fund the 2012 Olympic Games from the National Lottery,
including the additional funding announced in 2007, is a “done deal”.

However, in the light of the massive potential loss of Lottery funding from the rest of the country arising
from the Games, the Alliance takes the view that the decision to vest the income of the sale of land after the
Games to the London Development Agency needs to be reviewed.

Specifically, the Alliance calls on the Select Committee to recommend:

1. That the first call on the resources forthcoming from the disposal of Olympic assets after 2012
should be to recompense the lottery fund distributors for its financial contribution.

2. That any funds ploughed back into the Lottery in this way should be ring-fenced for areas outside
London to compensate for their financial contribution to the Games.

There is a danger that in the absence of this approach the 2012 London Games will become a divisive
influence, robbing “good causes” in many disadvantaged communities to pay for still further investment in
the country’s most prosperous city.

November 2007
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Table 1

ESTIMATED LOSS OF LOTTERY FUNDING ARISING
FROM THE 2012 OLYMPIC GAMES: REGIONS

£m

North East 93
North West 248
Yorkshire and the Humber 183
East Midlands 156
West Midlands 194
Eastern 200
South East 295
South West 183
Wales 107
Scotland 185
Northern Ireland 62

Sources: ONS and Alliance estimates

Table 2

ESTIMATED LOSS OF LOTTERY FUNDING ARISING
FROM THE 2012 OLYMPIC GAMES: SELECTED

COUNTIES IN NORTHERN ENGLAND

£m

Cleveland 20
Durham 22
Northumberland 11
Tyne and Wear 39
North Yorkshire 27
South Yorkshire 46
West Yorkshire 77
Humberside 32
Cheshire 36
Cumbria 18
Greater Manchester 92
Lancashire 52
Merseyside 50
Derbyshire 36
Nottinghamshire 38
StaVordshire 38

NB. Figures are for pre-1996 counties and
include unitary authorities within county
boundaries

Sources: ONS and Alliance estimates

Table 3

ESTIMATED LOSS OF LOTTERY FUNDING ARISING FROM THE 2012 OLYMPIC GAMES:
ALLIANCE MEMBER AUTHORITIES

£m £m

Allerdale 3.4 Mansfield 3.6
Ashfield 4.1 Merthyr Tydfil 2.0
Barnsley 8.0 Midlothian 2.9
Blaenau Gwent 2.1 North Lanarkshire 11.7
Blyth Valley 2.9 North Lincolnshire 5.7
Bolsover 2.6 North Warwickshire 2.3
Bolton 9.6 North East Derbyshire 3.5
Bridgend 4.7 Neath Port Talbot 4.9
Caerphilly 6.2 Newark & Sherwood 4.0
Cannock Chase 3.4 Newcastle under Lyme 4.5
Carmarthenshire 6.5 Northumberland 11.3
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£m £m

Castle Morpeth 1.8 Nottinghamshire 27.6
Chester le Street 1.9 Powys 4.8
Chesterfield 3.6 Redcar & Cleveland 5.1
Clackmannanshire 1.7 Rhondda Cynon TaV 8.4
Copeland 2.5 Rotherham 9.2
Corby 1.9 South Tyneside 5.5
Derbyshire 27.1 Salford 7.9
Derwentside 3.1 Sedgefield 3.2
Doncaster 10.5 Selby 2.8
Dover 3.9 SheYeld 18.8
Dumfries & Galloway 5.4 St Helens 6.4
Durham County 18.1 StaVordshire 29.6
Durham City 3.3 StaVordshire Moorlands 3.4
East Ayrshire 4.4 Stoke on Trent 8.7
East Lothian 3.3 Sunderland 10.3
Easington 3.4 Thanet 4.7
Fife 12.8 Torfaen 3.3
Flintshire 5.5 Wakefield 11.6
Forest of Dean 2.9 Wansbeck 2.3
Gateshead 6.9 Warrington 7.1
Gedling 4.0 Warwickshire 19.1
Kent 49.4 Wear Valley 2.3
Knowsley 5.5 West Lothian 5.9
Leeds 26.2 Wigan 11.1

Sources: ONS and Alliance estimates

Memorandum submitted by the Institution of Civil Engineeers (ICE)

Institution of Civil Engineers

1. The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE) is a UK-based international organisation with over 75,000
members ranging from professional civil engineers to students. It is an educational and qualifying body and
has charitable status under UK law. Founded in 1818, the ICE has become recognised worldwide for its
excellence as a centre of learning, as a qualifying body and as a public voice for the profession.

2. The Institution has chosen to focus its comments only on the issue of the preparation of the venues for
the Games.

Progress in Preparing Venues, both Within the Olympic Park and Elsewhere

Progress in Delivery

3. The ODA has been tasked to deliver the infrastructure for the 2012 Olympics at a time of major growth
in the global construction industry. This activity has impacted on the both the cost of materials and labour
globally and will inevitably eVect the costs of delivery of the venue. New Civil Engineer magazine has
reported that construction inflation in the London region is likely to remain at around 6.5% in the period
up to 2011 when the majority of work on the venues will be complete.5

4. High growth in London, the UK and the rest of the world has already led to several contractors
withdrawing from tenders for ODA projects. For example Hochtief withdrew from the tender process for
the aquatics centre and gave the public explanation that this was due to their having taken on significant
work abroad. Given the current circumstances this reduction in competition can be expected to continue.
It can also be anticipated that engineers, with expertise in the delivery of major projects, including sports
venues will be receiving opportunities for work on many other prestigious projects.

5. It is noted that the ODA has tightly controlled the budget for the delivery of venues and infrastructure
and that other projects may appear to be more profitable and carry less contractor risk. The requirement
for transparency from consortia and their supply chain as to their costs must be enabled by the chosen
procurement/contractual approach. This will help in ensuring more certainty in the final delivery costs for
the project. There must also be a fair distribution of risk.

5 More Cash, Less Spend, New Civil Engineer, 17 October 2007.
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6. The ODA has chosen to package the tendering of the games into projects that are manageable by only
the largest organisations in consortia. This may impact on the London2012 aims of delivering a legacy in
local integration as contractors opt for surety over uncertainty of supply.

7. In addition it is understood that some key venues still do not have “legacy owners”. When they are
on board, the ODA must guard against the risk that their belated requirements may delay the design and
construction process.

8. ICE remains confident that, through the use of the NEC contract to procure the games, the venues and
infrastructure will be delivered to the timescale indicated. However, lead times for materials and plant are
currently increasing and so early start dates will reduce the risk of any overruns.

Inclusiveness

9. The ICE has a positive approach to equality and diversity and has been working in London to broaden
the inclusion of those involved in London2012. The original aim was that Londoners across the spectrum
would build the Games. This has yet to be realised.

10. As the design phase for the venues and infrastructure draws to a close we do not believe that there
has been any discernible change in the composition of gender, ethnicity or disability within the design teams.
It is therefore more likely that any legacy will be delivered in the supply chains of those companies
constructing the games. However, at present the mechanisms for the delivery of this are fragmented and
unfocused on delivering broader inclusion. ICE is encouraged by the commitment of Crossrail to the same
legacy goals and would encourage the DCMS to support an organisation to coordinate this.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by the Olympic Lottery Distributor

Our Powers

1. The Olympic Lottery Distributor was set up under the Horserace Betting and Olympic Lottery Act
2004 to make National Lottery money available to support the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic
Games. It is a Non Departmental Public Body.

Where our Income Comes From

2. OLD utilises the funds held in the Olympic Lottery Distribution Fund (OLDF) to make grants and
meet running costs. Our income is currently derived from National Lottery games whose proceeds are
hypothecated to support the London 2012 Games. It is planned that this will provide £750 million. So far
we have received £214 million and we have also earned £5 million in interest on funds awaiting distribution.
Government has announced its intention that, subject to Parliamentary approval, after February 2009 a
further £1,085 million will be made available to the Olympic Lottery Distributor from Lottery games whose
proceeds are not hypothecated, ie funds which would otherwise be available to those bodies which distribute
Lottery money to the arts, heritage, sport and to the community and voluntary sector. (UK Sport will be
protected from this diversion.) This would bring the Olympic Lottery Distributor’s total income to £1,835
million, or 17% of the total of National Lottery income expected between 2005–06 and 2012–13. This
represents about 20% of the £9.35 billion budget for the Olympics although it is a higher proportion of the
budget of our principal grant recipient—the Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA).

Our Principles

3. The Olympic Lottery Distributor is an independent organisation accountable through Parliament to
National Lottery players for how their money is used. In making grant, we will seek to ensure that everything
we support provides facilities which are fit for purpose for the Olympic and Paralympic Games and will
provide a long lasting legacy. Achieving a legacy which is environmentally and socially sustainable is an
objective which we support. We will be open and transparent in coming to decisions and we will always stand
ready to ask challenging questions of those using National Lottery money. We will monitor the use of
Lottery funds by the ODA whilst minimising the burden we put upon them—striking a balance between the
desire not to burden ODA and our need to be accountable to Lottery players. Where possible, we will rely on
existing monitoring information produced internally by ODA or collected by other members of the Olympic
family, eg the Government Olympic Executive. We will maintain a small organisation: our target is that
running costs spending will be less than 1% of our income and we hope that the amount we earn in interest
will exceed our running costs. Our running costs in 2006–07 were less than a third of 1% of our income.
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What we Have Done so Far

4. Parliament has given the Olympic Lottery Distributor very broad powers. We can fund, by grant or
loan, “anything which is necessary and expedient for the delivery of the London 2012 Games”. In practice
we have concluded that our primary role is to support the ODA in their task of creating the facilities
necessary to host the Games. The Board has, however, decided to set aside £19 million which they may make
available to recipients other than the ODA.

5. So far we have made grants totalling £155 million to the ODA. This comprised Interim Grant of £152
million made available to ODA to enable ODA to develop its Business Plan and Corporate Plans whilst
conducting necessary business to the end of 2007. We also decided to pay a separate Historic Grant of up
to £2.6 million to meet the historic costs related to the start-up of the ODA. We refused one application to
fund the Olympic Programme Support Unit.

6. We are currently considering an application from the ODA for a grant to cover the rest of their
expected life.

7. In announcing a budget for of £9.35 billion in March 2007, the Government defined £2.7 billion as a
contingent sum. The Olympic Lottery Distributor decided in considering its overall funding policy, when
making a Lifetime grant it would hold back from the funds which it expected to have available a sum which
would be available should the ODA seek further funding, ie a Lottery share of the contingency. If in the
event such funds are not made available to the ODA, these funds would remain in the Olympic Lottery
Distribution Fund and, unless the Olympic Lottery Distributor used them in some other way, they would
remain unspent. As and when the Olympic Lottery Distributor is wound up, it would be for Parliament to
decide how they were disposed of within the constraints of their status as Lottery funds.

8. In concluding a grant agreement with the ODA, the Olympic Lottery Distributor will ensure that
where assets are created or enhanced as a result of Lottery grant, provision will be made for the ODA, or
its successor body, to repay Lottery grant.

9. The Government has announced that it has agreed a Memorandum of Understanding with the Mayor
of London on how the proceeds of certain land sales on the Olympic site may be shared between the National
Lottery and the London Development Agency. This falls outside of the remit of the Olympic Lottery
Distributor.

The Challenges Ahead

10. The major challenges facing the Olympic project are those facing other organisations, especially the
ODA in constructing the necessary facilities and the London Organising Committee for the Olympic and
Paralympic Games (LOCOG) in raising the funds for running the Games and operating them successfully.
Where we can, we will support them in their eVorts. Other general challenges are set out below.

Holding ODA Accountable for Their Use of Lottery Money

11. As a funder, second in size only behind HMG, one of the challenges we face is balancing the level of
proper scrutiny which goes with the duty of being accountable for National Lottery money with the need
to avoid burdening grant recipients or delaying progress on project which needs to move very quickly. This
is a challenge for all funders. We need to ensure that we are zealous guardians of National Lottery players’
money but we wish to avoid unnecessarily adding to the burden the ODA face in complying with the
requirements of various funders. We have sought to achieve this by having an open book relationship with
the ODA and by working alongside other funders and making use of a common set of information.

Involving the Nations

12. We are very aware that the money we have available to distribute is provided by Lottery players all
across the UK. We face a particular challenge in helping those Lottery players recognise the benefits which
the Olympics can bring. We share the view that the Olympics will be good for all of the UK but inevitably
the investment for which we are responsible is concentrated in London. We will work to ensure that Lottery
players are aware of where their money is being spent and we will encourage those who are concerned with
delivering the Games to continue to reach out to all of the UK, including through a vibrant and inclusive
cultural programme.

Delivering the Legacy

13. We share with other funders the concern that the legacy left behind after the Games is fundamentally
important and in a large part justifies such significant sums of public investment. Detailed plans for legacy
arrangements are yet to emerge and the need to make progress on site means that vital work has had to start
already and key contracts will need to be awarded in the coming months. It is important that legacy plans,
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including a stable and strong client and a sound business plan for the Olympic Park, are concluded soon.
Planning for the times during which the Games are held needs to go hand in hand with planning for the
period after the Games. We will monitor progress on this over the coming months.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by the British Equestrian Federation

Introduction

1. The British Equestrian Federation is the national governing body (NGB) for Equestrian sport
responsible for liaising with our international federation (FEI), the British Olympic Association and the
sports councils. We work with and co-ordinate policy for our Member Bodies, shown at the foot of this letter
heading, representing 250,000 individuals in membership of these bodies. This includes the Olympic sports
of Dressage, Eventing and Show Jumping and Para-Equestrian.

2. Our teams and individual riders are successful winning, in 2007 at all age groups, 35 World and
European championship medals.

3. Our objectives are to win more medals, to increase participation by introducing more people to
equestrianism, to develop more horses with good temperament and breeding and to improve access to more
places for riding and competition.

4. Please also see: www.bef.co.uk.

Background

5. Surveys undertaken for us by the British Equestrian Trade Association (BETA) illustrate that our
industry is worth £4 billion to the national economy employing up to 250,000 full and part-time people. Over
2 million people ride regularly while 4 million are said to have ridden in the year to January 2006. The
number of people who ride are thought to have increased by 80% in the last eight years.

Our Evidence

6. We are qualified in all disciplines for the Olympic and Paralympic Games in 2008.

7. The London 2012 Olympic Games is very important to us: it has increased the profile of our sport, is
causing doors to open that have hitherto been closed and is helping us to increase professionalism in all areas
of our activity. This is not just at the elite performance level where the funding support we have enjoyed
currently ensures we exceed our medal targets.

8. We look forward to achieving success in the challenging climatic conditions in Hong Kong, the
Equestrian location for the 2008 Olympic and Paralmypic Games. We are hugely excited about competing
on home ground in 2012 with the competitive advantages this gives us when performing in front of our own
highly knowledgeable and fiercely supportive union flag waving audiences.

9. We are most grateful for the funding commitments made by the tax payer, the Government and those
who buy Lottery tickets in helping us achieve success.

10. Our 2012 venue is the iconic World Heritage site of Greenwich Park. For the first time ever, we will
be at the heart of the Olympic Games, close to the media centres and the athletes’ village at Stratford. The
television pictures, with views across the whole of London from the Royal Observatory, will be outstanding.
We will use many of the buildings already in place at the National Maritime Museum and at Greenwich
University. The costs for our sport will be lower than at any Olympic Games in history. A temporary
stadium to seat 23,000 for Dressage and Show Jumping will be built while the cross-country phase for
Eventing in Greenwich Park will be viewed by spectators on foot. We will see temporary stabling and
veterinary facilities added to the site.

11. The lack of a permanent legacy does however present a challenge for us. The Olympic Games bid was
won, in part, on the basis that we would leave an enduring legacy for the nation. To date the legacy emphasis
is concentrated on the use of permanent Olympic Park facilities. While this is important, the legacy benefit
needs to be spread more completely for the benefit of the broader community in both pre and post legacy
terms. We have developed a plan to establish:

(a) A London Horse Network for all interested in horses in London.

(b) A London schools programme.

(c) More riding facilities for the entire community in London.

(d) An annual Festival for the Horse in a Royal Park.

(e) And, once proven we want to extend this legacy to other urban conurbations.
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12. While the budgetary challenges exist and there is a concentration of thinking about the
sustainability of the Olympic Park legacy, we are concerned that the broader legacy benefit is at risk of being
sidelined. This is a source of great concern to us, for a failure to deliver on a legacy for all will both be
embarrassing and a lost opportunity. We need help to turn our plan into reality.

Conclusion and Core of Evidence

13. As a successful sport, we are thrilled that the Olympic Games will be staged in London and very much
appreciate the funding support provided to enhance our professionalism and performance potential. We are
working very hard to deliver a solid return for the investment made in us. We are keen to see a pre and post
London 2012 legacy developed and valued by our constituency of 4 million riders and the £4 billion economy
they support. We have some concerns that the broader legacy is at risk of being sidelined.

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by British Shooting

British Shooting believes that it can demonstrate incontestable reasons for moving the planned 2012
Shooting venue from Woolwich to Dartford.

Ministers, MPs, Locog oYcials and the BOA have used the word “legacy” in the countless speeches or
conversations they’ve made or had. That promise is what I am going to focus on now and in so doing, prove
that hard earned public money should not be wasted on a temporary shooting venue.

British Shooting first had to convince the BOA that there is a viable sustainable alternative. If we were
to convince them that an alternative did exist, we felt a visit to the site we were in support of, was necessary
to ensure they understood what we had to oVer. BOA CEO Simon Clegg was the man who came to Dartford
albeit conditional, and indeed was there for just over two hours listening and asking questions on what
Dartford might oVer.

The conditions needed were:

— Athletes must remain in the village.

— Venue must have multiple accesses for the general public.

— Build must remain within budget (that is providing we have the same figure in mind but I’ll go into
that a bit deeper later on).

Dartford Shooting Ground is 35 minutes away by road from the Olympic Village. There are two major
routes to the venue from the village; one North of the river the A13 and one South of the river, the A2. The
A2 is the shorter of the two routes but is also the most congested and likely to be, dependent on the time of
day used, the slowest. This is well within the 1 hour travelling time the IOC request. Point one is
therefore met.

Road

Dartford is minutes from the M25 which is fed by M1, M2, M3, M4, M11, M23, M40, and A1M, but
due to its geographical location, it will in fact reduce the congestion problems London is expecting during
the Games.

Anyone travelling to the venue from Inner London will be going against the main traYc flow not joining
it. Those visiting from elsewhere will not have to worry about parking. We also can’t forget that we will be
welcoming many visitors from the continent and the Channel Tunnel is only 40 minutes away for those
visiting the UK by car.

Rail

The new fast track rail link Ebbsfleet station is only eight minutes away, Dartford and Greenhithe, which
service Cannon Street, London Bridge, Waterloo and Charing Cross are no more than 10 minutes away
by bus.

Air

Dartford is also easily accessible should you decide to fly in to this country.

Five major airports (Heathrow, Gatwick, Stansted, City and Biggin Hill) are all within an hour’s journey
by car.

I think you’ll agree that unquestionably we have established the first two requirements, and no one can
disagree that Dartford provides everything required of it to enjoy a compact games.
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Before we examine the budget, let’s use our imagination a little and see what added benefits Dartford
might oVer. If the buildings remained they would help us to enhance our profile and strengthen the sport
from a centre of excellence not unlike the House of Sport LOCOG would have liked to create at Stratford.
The diVerence here is that unlike the oVer that was made to and rejected by most governing bodies; this has
buy in from all concerned.

Woolwich won’t provide this opportunity for our sport.

The newly built ranges would provide us with an internationally approved facility to house the sport of
shooting in the UK. Would it surprise you to hear we don’t have one at the moment? The last time an ISSF
event took place in the UK was 1977, 30 years ago. Isn’t it about time we had the possibility to hold one on
a more regular basis?

Woolwich won’t be able to do this for our sport.

We will have been given the tool to broaden public interest, to help educate those members of the public
with exactly what it is we do in our sport and further, we will be able to oVer those interested the chance to
take part in our sport.

Woolwich won’t provide this opportunity for our sport.

A venue like Dartford would become paramount in our development of World Class athletes not only by
having the ranges to shoot over but also to be able to use the centre for seminars and meetings. At the same
time there is an income stream for the governing body helping support its endeavour to produce WC
athletes.

Woolwich won’t provide this opportunity for our sport.

Reputation, if any of you have been to the LOCOG/BOA seminars at CliVord Chance relating to “brand
ownership” you would have been left in no doubt as to how high the regard is for this issue. Take an interest
if you will in what is happening in Europe at the moment and you will unmistakably see that noise and lead
pollution are the two biggest issues our sport is facing. Therefore when identifying a site that will host a high
profile shooting event, the locality is a vital component of that calculation. Shooting’s reputation will not
suVer at Dartford as there is already a facility in operation.

Woolwich will damage the reputation of our sport.

Let’s continue to use our imagination; we are currently talking to the GNAS about how we could
accommodate some of their needs, they too have no legacy from these games. In designing the main building,
other areas of sport and local community desires can be taken into account. Indoor hockey and football,
roller skating, a youth club, all these facilities are sadly lacking in Dartford.

Woolwich won’t provide us with the opportunity to do this!

Let’s now take a look at the budget. The figures that have been published (circa £25 million) have no
explanation as to how they were arrived at. But I do ask that question? In the two years since winning the
bid the overall cost of the Games we know has risen from 3.5 billion to 9 billion. When the figures were
revised surely all sports were under scrutiny. Certainly shooting needed to be looked at very closely given
the first overlay that I saw.

It was very clear to the educated eye that shooting could not fit into the inappropriate parcel of land that
had been designated to hold the event.

That isn’t the case with Dartford.

It has taken British Shooting two years of continual correspondence and the rejection of three sets of
drawings, once they were passed to us that the land available to LOCOG at the Royal Artillery Barracks
at Woolwich simply isn’t big enough.

That isn’t the case with Dartford.

Now, in order to try and keep the event at Woolwich, LOCOG have now split shooting’s layouts with a
major road, which of course requires closures when shooting is taking place. Interestingly the name of this
road is Ha Ha road, we believe there is a message in this name somewhere! This will inevitably produce
further road chaos in and around the area.

That isn’t the case at Dartford.

What cost do you put on reputational damage? We would have to go to court to find out that figure, but
make no mistake shooting as a sport will be damaged. That well may mean nothing to those who have no
further interest in the sport following the games but British Shooting does.

That isn’t the case at Dartford.

What about those NIMBYs (not in my back yard) who will certainly appear when construction begins?
The media, will contact the local population and start to ask what their feelings are on the matter. It is easy
to be hysterical by saying that shooting is going to be taking place only 300 yards from people’s front door.
I can see the headlines now “residents shot at on their doorstep” “Local residents suVer constant noise from
shotgun shooting”

That won’t happen at Dartford.
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Has anyone thought about contamination and the clean up which will be needed when producing the final
figures? There will be 20 tonnes of lead deposited onto what will revert to a public area. The only way to
cleanse the site as it will be accessible by the general public is to remove a metre of soil over the whole area
(750m X 275m), have it washed and then replaced. I can’t even guess as to the cost of this process. This
element of the event cannot have been taken into account when costing Woolwich as a venue.

There is no cost at Dartford.

In order to keep the shooting at Woolwich LOCOG have secured from the ISSF, dispensation to use only
three shotgun layouts. From memory, the last time three layouts were used was in 1992 at the Barcelona
games. This will require more time to conclude the shooting meaning a longer program in terms of days
particularly at the test event.

That won’t need to happen at Dartford.

The background is not going to assist in delivering a quality games, it requires netting to be put up at
about 100 metres from the shotgun firing points to prevent damage to the MOD houses and other buildings
on site.

This won’t be needed at Dartford.

Indeed the very houses that are being hidden from view still need to be evacuated whilst shooting takes
place. Contributing to even more cost.

That won’t have to happen at Dartford.

Security, because of the split in ranges there will be the need for extra security for the guns.

This won’t be needed at Dartford.

Given everything I’ve described just what will public opinion be? Well I’m going to give you the view of
our Business Chief that the BOA has partnered British Shooting with, HBOS. As you know guns and banks
have always had a close, dare I say working relationship? Maybe not for all the right reasons but none the
less it can’t be denied that it used to exist.

Lindsay McKay is the CEO of the treasury department and is my contact and during his visit to Bisley
at our initial meeting, I gave him an outline of our sport, which included where the event was to be held and
the fact that we are not intended to have any legacy from the games. He too queried this and commented
[. . .] the games were won on legacy surely, what is the cost then of constructing the venue. The figures
mentioned earlier were what I quoted. His face was a picture, one of bewilderment and disbelief and with
a glaze in his eyes only three words came out of his mouth.

That’s absolutely crazy.

You won’t be surprised when I tell you that British Shooting agrees with him and I trust that you too now
have to believe that to build a facility then tear it down after only about six weeks use at a cost of £25 million
plus of hard earned public money, is absolutely crazy.

By moving the venue for shooting to Dartford

“London 2012” will give shooting the “Once in a lifetime opportunity to create a legacy for generations
to come” that Tessa Jowell promised, is that too much to expect?

November 2007

Memorandum submitted by UK Sports Association for People with Learning Disabilities

Summary of Key Issues to be Addressed

1. Lifting the ban on athletes competing in the Paralympic Games.

2. Full inclusion of athletes with learning disability in the 2012 Paralympic Games in London.

3. INAS-FID and UKSA need Ministers, UK Sport, and the LOCOG of London 2012 to pledge that the
Games will, without any doubt, include athletes with learning disability and ensure that the IPC conforms to
UK standards of fair play, inclusion and our laws against discrimination on the grounds of disability.

4. Funding implications for athletes with learning disability in the UK, and their coaches, including but
not limited to Podium (World Class Potential) funding; training programmes; funding of athletes to INAS-
FID competitions; coaching development

5. Funding of UK Sports Association for People with Learning Disability—the disability specific,
national governing body for sport and people with learning disability in the UK.

6. Support and full inclusion of athletes with learning disability in UK School Games.

— athlete with learning disability is UK based term; and

— internationally “intellectual disability” is used.
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Summary of Position

1. Since the Sydney Paralympics athletes with intellectual disability have been barred from the
Paralympic Games and IPC Sanctioned competitions because a small number of able bodied individuals
cheated by pretending to be intellectually disabled. Intellectually disabled is the term used in international
sport in place of mental handicap as defined by the WHO.

2. The cheating was connived at and made possible by the former President of INAS-FID. The
International Sports Federation for Persons with Intellectual Disability (INAS-FID), founded in 1986, is
the world organisation representing sport for people with intellectual disability at high performance/elite
level, including Paralympic level and is a member of the International Paralympic Committee (IPC).

3. INAS-FID has produced a rigorous method of registration for athletes competing internationally to
prevent the possibility of further cheating The IPC has once more refused to accept the INAS-FID process.
Their refusal is despite the fact there was a previously tried and tested system of verification carried out by
an agreed joint Committee of INAS-FID and IPC oYcials (JEVC) to check the authenticity of each athlete’s
application after the Sydney Games in anticipation of future IPC events.

4. Intellectually disabled athletes (Id athletes) have been discriminated against on the basis of their
disability by being excluded from the Athens Paralympics and the Beijing Paralympics as well as all the other
IPC sanctioned events worldwide.

5. In many countries because athletes with intellectual disability will not compete in the Paralympic
Games, their grant aid has been shut oV which has aVected representative organisations’ work with
intellectually disabled people, some of whom could never aspire to international or even national sport but
who benefit enormously from participation.

6. The UK Sport Association for People with Learning Disability (UKSA) is the only portal through
which athletes with learning disability from the UK can compete at international level and has been seminal
since it was established in 1979 in developing sport and performance pathways for people with an intellectual
disability. Its role and focus are quite diVerent from those of Special Olympics but both enjoy a warm
relationship and co-operation. Grant aid to UKSA has declined over the years and will cease next year
altogether. UKSA is now operating under very severe financial pressure due to athletes with learning
disability no longer being able to participate in the Paralympic Games or IPC sanctioned events.

7. Additionally, in the UK it has led to athletes with intellectual disability of very high standards being
ejected from World Class Potential Funding programmes; having little or no access to development or
training funds and more recently has resulted in their exclusion from the UK School Games.

8. It is important to note that the membership of IPC have instructed the Board to solve the problem.
However, as a result of the discrimination by the IPC Board, athletes with an intellectual disability:

— have no access to the estimated £100 million pounds allocated to develop GB medal prospects
for 2012;

— are denied access to the training facilities that other disability athletes enjoy;

— have to meet their own expenses to participate in INAS-FID World, European and other
international events;

— have been excluded from the School Games;

— have to pay between £300–£1,000 to carry out the rigorous IQ and Adaptive behaviour testing
procedures required for registration. Athletes with intellectual disability are the only athletes who
have to pay a fee to be registered; and

— representative organisation, the UK Sports Association is working on a miniscule budget and
relies on its trustees’ ability to meet most of their expenses.

9. The other current known financial implications and the likely financial impact for the future should
the current situation remain are illustrated later in this document, though they can be encapsulated in the
statement: “It is estimated that £100 million is being expended between now and 2012 to ensure we do well
at the Games. The only group excluded from equal access to this resource are people with intellectual
disability”.

10. Bernard Atha CBE, the President of the UK Sports Association, a former Chairman of the British
Paralympic Association for two Paralympiads and of the International Sports Federation for Persons with
Intellectual Disability (INAS-FID) and currently President of the English Federation of Disability Sport,
has asked the former Secretary of State to insist that the intellectually are engaged on equal terms with other
disabilities in the 2012 Paralympics and demonstrate to the international world of sport that discrimination
against the most disadvantaged groups in the world society will not be tolerated in the UK. Her answer was
evasive. A clear message is now needed.
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Brief History

The International Sports Federation for People with Intellectual Disability (INAS-FID) is the
International Organisation responsible for the registration of athletes with learning disability and the
member organisation of the International Paralympic Committee (IPC).

The Paralympics grew from the Stoke Mandeville Games which were themselves developed from
programmes utilising sport for the rehabilitation of people with physical disabilities.

In 1988 Athletes with learning disability were not invited to the first Paralympic Games which paralleled
the Olympics held in Seoul in 1988.

In 1992 athletes with learning disability were included in the Paralympic programme. However, as a result
of protests from wheelchair athletes, athletes with learning disability were relegated to their own
Paralympics in Madrid whilst the largely televised and promoted Barcelona Paralympic Games carried on
without them.

In the lead up to 1996, similar protests threatened inclusion in the Atlanta Paralympic Games but a world-
wide campaign ensured inclusion, albeit at a very token level which nevertheless produced for the UK a
considerable number of gold silver and bronze medals.

Sydney Paralympic Games of 2000 saw the full inclusion of athletes with learning disability for the first
full programme.

In the Sydney Paralympics the Spanish Basketball team for people with learning disability were revealed
to have cheated by having non-disabled members one of whom was a journalist. This was achieved with the
collusion of the Spanish Association who also at that time, held the INAS-FID Presidency and Secretariat
and had responsibility for the world-wide registration of athletes with learning disability. As a result of the
Spanish cheating, athletes with learning disability were banned by the IPC from all IPC sanctioned events,
including future Paralympic Games, pending action by INAS-FID to address a number of matters at the
insistence of the IPC. Note the irony. The intellectually disabled were banished because non disabled
individuals cheated.

In the immediate aftermath of Sydney INAS-FID acted swiftly. The 2001 General Assembly saw INAS-
FID members vehemently supporting immediate action to rectify the problems. Over the following six years
INAS-FID have worked to meet all of the demands of the IPC to regain inclusion. This included the removal
of the guilty INAS-FID President and all oYcers who supported the President or his administration; the
re-registration of all INAS-FID athletes who took part in the Sydney Games and a complete revision and
expansion of the process for the registration for eligibility of athletes with learning disability.

With the exception of the handful of athletes who cheated all the other athletes were found to meet the
intellectually disabled criteria.

The process of gaining re-admission to the Paralympic Games and IPC sanctioned events has been
hindered by the intransigence of the IPC who have rejected the work of INAS-FID, changed agreed goals
and produced ever more conditions. This has resulted in the exclusion of athletes with learning disability
from the Athens Paralympic Games 2004 and the Beijing Paralympic Games 2008. The General Assembly
of IPC in November 2004 ultimately charged the IPC Governing Board to resolve the discrimination by
directing “a process by which mutually eligibility and verification systems are developed”. INAS set up an
independent body of distinguished academics in the field including a senior member of the IPC which looked
at the INAS system of registration and finally reported that the System met the requirements for
intellectually disabled athletes to participate in IPC events. The report is a very substantial document and
has been subject to peer review. Its conclusions were: “The accompanying Research Report provides
suYcient evidence to suggest that INAS-FID has developed a general eligibility process as follows:

Impact of intellectual ability on sports performance Yes
Determination of minimum handicap Yes
Protest procedures Yes
Sport specific criteria No

INAS-FID considers that intellectual disability as defined is a generic disability and like blindness aVects
all sports. Cognitive incapacity aVects for instance understanding of rules of the particular sport, tactics,
reasons for specific elements of training, ability to practice unsupervised, understanding issues relating to
diet, rest and relaxation, over training etc.

In June 2006 the Board rejected this report and continued the ban on id athletes.

At INAS-FID’s insistence, discussions continue with the IPC for inclusion in Beijing 2008 but a change
of decision will depend on those Board members that voted against INAS-FID athletes. Moreover the short
time before the Beijing Paralympics makes it virtually impossible for id athletes to compete in Beijing which
of course would be obvious to the IPC Board. The President of INAS-FID was permitted to address the
IPC Kuala Lumpur meeting at the end of November 2006 to again present INAS-FID’s case. However, the
IPC were insistent that INAS-FID had not fulfilled the requirements demanded for re-inclusion and
therefore, the exclusion of athletes with learning disability was upheld.
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Frustrated by the refusal of the IPC to give fair reasons for the exclusion of athletes with learning
disability from the Paralympic Games in Athens, the General Assembly of INAS FID approved, should the
INAS Executive deem it necessary, the use of legal action by the INAS-FID to pursue inclusion. The
Executive did not instigate immediate legal action believing further discussion was the best way forward.
However, as a result of the IPC stance at the Kuala Lumpur meeting, its non-recognition of agreements
already reached with INAS-FID on eligibility and its refusal to address the proposals on a way forward
regarding protest procedures, the INAS-FID Executive, with the support of lawyers from Bird & Bird
proposed to the IPC that INAS-FID and the IPC take their dispute to the Court of Arbitration. Currently
INAS-FID is awaiting a formal response from the IPC on the proposal.

It is worthwhile noting that at the Paralympic Games when the id athletes have competed their tally of
medals has put the UK in the top few places of the medal tables. They were medal winners and one indeed
received an MBE for his performances.

To date the most successful Paralympic Games for athletes with learning disability was Sydney 2000. The
UK is justly proud of its record in opposing discrimination and working to eradicate the prejudice that often
causes people with learning disability to be excluded from sporting opportunities elsewhere in the world.

The UK Sports Association for People with Learning Disability (UKSAPLD) is the body recognised by
UK Sport (formerly the UK Sports Council) and is the national member nation of INAS-FID that promotes
sport for people with learning disability in the UK.

INAS-FID and UKSA call upon all those with influence with the London 2012 Paralympic Organisers
to ensure that a clear message is sent that intellectually disabled athletes will compete in the Paralympic
Games in the UK and that the current plans for legacy delivery, increasing participation and funding
streams include athletes with learning disability so that when the Paralympic Games come to London,
athletes with learning disability are able to compete.

Currently athletes with an intellectual disability are denied access to each and every initiative open to all
other athletes in the country. They have even been excluded from the UK School Games. The British
Paralympic Association has declared unequivocally its support for the ending of the discrimination and
inclusion of athletes with learning disability in London 2012 and has been a voice for this in the IPC.

Other agencies have pledged their support. These include, but are not limited to the Federation of
Disability Sport in Wales, the English Federation of Disability Sport, the Welsh Sports Association for
People with Learning Disability, Mencap, Scottish Disability Sport, Disability Sport Northern Ireland,
London Sports Forum for Disabled People, the Disability Rights Commission and RADAR.

INAS-FID and UKSA need Ministers, UK Sport, and London 2012 to pledge that the Games will,
without any doubt, include athletes with learning disability and ensure that the IPC conforms to UK
standards of fair play, inclusion and our laws against discrimination on the grounds of disability.

In this way the UK will show the world that people with learning disability will not be excluded from a
full and meaningful participation in this, the premier sporting challenge of the world’s sports arena. The UK
will reinforce its positive reputation that has historically set standards of sportsmanship, inclusion and fair
play that are recognised throughout the world.

There is no doubt that the international organisation, INAS-FID, will launch a court case based on the
British anti-discrimination laws if the intellectually disabled are excluded from the 2012 Paralympic Games.

Financial Impact of IPC Continuing Ban on Athletes with Learning Disability taking Part in the
Paralympic Games and IPC Sanctioned Competition

The UK Sports Association (UKSA) is the disability specific National Governing Body of Sport for
people with learning disability in the UK. UKSA co-ordinates and promotes sporting opportunities for
people with learning disability in the UK and is supported by UK Sport. UKSA is the only oYcially
recognised GB member of INAS-FID, the international sports federation for people with intellectual
disability. UKSA employs one full time member of staV and is heavily reliant on the goodwill of professional
volunteers to sustain its activities.

An illustration of how unfairly the intellectually disabled athletes are treated is that in order for each
athlete for international competition to be registered to ensure he or she meets the criteria, they must have
administered IQ and Adaptive Behaviour tests which must be carried out by a suitably qualified specialist.
The fees for each in the UK alone cost between £200–£1,000. They are the only disabled or non disabled
athletes who face this cost and of all disabled people the intellectually disabled are those with the lowest
income, if work can be obtained at all. The organisations involved in the process do not receive any
assistance to be directed at athletes for this process. The following is an overview of the financial situation.
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World Class/Podium Funding

— Due to INAS-FID Athletes not having IPC recognition, the athletes with learning disability who
are already at the top of their sport will remain unfunded. They are unable to access World Class/
podium funding. This will in some cases result in athletes retiring from sport due to financial
constraints. Currently these elite athletes receive no direct funding from Governing Bodies, UK
Sport or lottery to maintain training plans or assist with equipment, kit, etc in order to maintain
their elite status.

— Whilst in Northern Ireland there is funding available for elite level athletes with learning disability,
in England there is none. In Scotland, exceptionally restrictive and limited funding is sometimes
available and whilst in Wales there is support, funding is limited. Equally, financial investment in
development programmes varies throughout each Home Country. We understand that the
situation with regard to world class/podium funding for athletes with learning disability
throughout the UK will not change, nor will there be any moves towards change until INAS-FID
athletes return to full competition within the Paralympic movement.

Core Funding and Sustainability

— The UK Sports Association for People with Learning Disability itself is dependent upon UK Sport
providing core funding at an appropriate level. As the disability specific National Governing Body
of Sport for people with learning disability, and the only portal through which athletes from Great
Britain can take part in the international sporting pathway, UKSA’s function is unique and
although this is the case, core funding has been reducing over recent years and is likely to continue
to do so. UKSA is reliant on core funding from UK Sport to continue to carry out its functions.
The core funding provided by UK Sport acts as a platform from which UKSA raises additional
funds for its key areas of work; not least of which is supporting athletes to competition,
implementation and management of the international eligibility registration system on behalf of
GB and the management of the national registration system. UKSA is concerned that the
continued ban will force UK Sport to review the funding situation to UKSA’s detriment. As long
as the ban continues and athletes with learning disability are outside the Paralympics pathway,
funding is in jeopardy. Paralympic pathway and Paralympic medal potential appears to be the only
real currency.

— In addition, the International Post holder funding provided to March 2008 by UK Sport will cease.
The UK Sport rationale is that they are focussing on Paralympic sport and cannot therefore
include the post holders currently within the UK Sports Association in their International
Influence Strategy.

— The UK Sports Association is a member of INAS-FID, which in turn is a member of the
International Paralympic Committee. Athletes with learning disability across the sports are part
of the Paralympic family and UKSA post holders hold key roles where they actively influence the
future of INAS-FID/IPC, the Paralympic Games and subsequently British athlete’s involvement
in the Games.

— Despite the current situation, INAS-FID, and subsequently athletes with learning disability, have
retained full membership of IPC. In order to ensure that UKSA representatives continue to
influence the direction of the international environment, not only for the benefit of GB athletes,
but also those from around the world, it is imperative that grant aid assistance and benefits of
access to the UK funding is available to UKSA post holders. To remove UKSA from the list of
beneficiaries of this grant aid may result in a number of post holders no longer being able to
continue in their roles.

— There is no justifiable reason for post holders acting in the best interests of a group of athletes who
are members of the IPC to be treated any diVerently to any other Paralympic member group. To
remove funding despite INAS-FID’s membership of IPC is unacceptable and a decision UK Sport
need to address and reverse.

— UK Sport’s support in this matter is key in ensuring that the post holders continue to work within
INAS-FID on all matters for the benefit of these athletes, not least of which is ensuring that the
matters still unresolved between INAS-FID and IPC are resolved and quickly.

Investment in Workforce

— There is little or no funding available to invest in the development and training of new coaching
staV nor, to sustain current coaching staV at suYcient levels to work with current and prospective
elite athletes with learning disability. There is enormous reliance on the goodwill of coaches to give
their time voluntarily, often taking unpaid leave from work to coach athletes with learning
disability, run training sessions and travel with and manage GB Squads to overseas competition.
In many situations, coaches also provide pastoral support and fundraise for athletes in serious
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financial need. Until learning disability sport is seen as a full and integral member of the
Paralympic pathway, and recognised fully for their contribution to sport in the UK, workforce
investment is unlikely to be addressed and steps taken to resolve the diYculties faced.

— The eVect is a limited workforce, no growth and limited opportunity for professional development
which has, and will continue to have, an impact on the quality and quantity of high level
performance led coaching available to athletes with learning disability.

Investment and Identification of Young Talent and Paralympics 2012

— The current funding streams available to other young talented athletes in anticipation of 2012 are
not being made available to athletes with learning disability; the rationale being they are not
currently part of the Paralympic programme and therefore outside the remit of 2012. The
implications of non investment are catastrophic. Even if athletes with learning disability are given
full permission to compete at 2012, there may be no young talented athletes with learning disability
able to qualify. Having been omitted from funding, training and investment opportunities in the
lead up to 2012, athletes with learning disability will not have had the same opportunity as other
disability groups to train, achieve and/or sustain performance at the required level.

— The impact on the majority of athletes in this group will be severe. Many are already struggling,
are from disadvantaged backgrounds and have no realistic prospect of earning at suYcient levels
to fund their own route through sport. In many cases, there are insuYcient domestic support
structures available to assist either. Unless financial investment is available now for learning
disability athletes of the future, sport for people with learning disability at elite Paralympics level
by 2012 may not exist at all as athletes will be unable to meet the high standards required to
compete on this elite field. The result will be no GB athletes of suYcient standard to compete at
2012, and no prospect of athletes with learning disability reaching those standards in the
foreseeable future.

— With core funding in question, non recognition of learning disability sport and complete lack of
investment, resources are diminishing. UKSA and its member organisations have insuYcient and
ever decreasing resources. They are unable to develop competition opportunities in the UK at the
level required in order, not only to support clearly identifiable pathways through to elite
competition, but to identify new talent and sustain a lasting legacy for people with learning
disability.

INAS-FID Competition Pathway
(International Sports Federation for Persons with Intellectual Disability)

— Currently in the UK, the only recognised performance pathway deemed eligible for funding
streams is that of Paralympic opportunity. For athletes with learning disability, a fundamental
part of development, training, competition opportunity and achieving performance standards to
reach Paralympic standards is the INAS-FID competition programme.

— Yet, despite the fact that the INAS-FID pathway leads to Paralympic opportunity it is not
recognised as being appropriate to attract performance funding. The result is that athletes with
learning disability as they travel to INAS-FID competition are forced to “self-fund”. UKSA
“invites” an athlete who meets the performance standards to join a GB Squad. However, their
ability to accept that invitation is dependent upon their either having suYcient personal financial
means to travel or the ability and competency to fundraise for their event.

— If an athlete is unable to meet the financial commitments that a position on a GB (Learning
Disability) Squad warrants there is little choice but to withdraw from the Squad. Despite meeting
the standards of competition and reaching this elite status, their continued performances and the
opportunity to represent Great Britain at international events is “finance” led, where in fact it
should be those with medal potential represent Great Britain and not only those that have the
personal financial means to do so.

— UKSA actively fundraises to not only breach the deficit in core funding, but also to assist athletes
with this financial burden, however, income has been limited. UKSA is reliant upon UK Sport
core funding to provide a platform from which it endeavours to achieve fundraising success; core
funding is key to any realistic prospect of achieving this. However, as indicated earlier, with the
ever decreasing levels of core funding which has impacted on resources available to carry out key
fundraising tasks to grow and invest in these activities, the ability of UKSA to sustain its attempts
to limit the financial burdens on athletes and also achieve independent financial sustainability is
limited.

— It is imperative that this is addressed and UK Sport recognise not only athletes with learning
disability part of the Paralympic pathway, but also that of the INAS-FID route.

November 2007
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Memorandum submitted by the Local Government Association (LGA)

1. Introduction

1.1 The Local Government Association (LGA) represents over 400 councils in England and Wales. The
LGA exists to promote better local government. We work with and for our member authorities to realise a
shared vision of local government that enables local people to shape a distinctive and better future for their
locality and its communities. We aim to put local councils at the heart of the drive to improve public services
and to work with government to ensure that the policy, legislative and financial context in which they
operate, supports that objective.

1.2 The LGA has consistently argued for the need to ensure there is a clear national strategy to drive
forward work to ensure a UK-wide legacy from the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. Every year local
government spends approximately £2 billion on cultural, sporting, tourism, leisure and recreation services,
and as such will be a vital delivery partner to secure lasting social and economic benefits from 2012 for the
whole of the UK.

1.3 This submission focuses on two of the subjects to be covered by the committee, although what we say
also impacts upon the consideration of performance by UK participants.

2. Impact of the Games upon Grassroots Participation in Sport, both Before and After the Games

2.1 We believe the Games has the potential to have a hugely positive impact on participation in sport
before and after 2012, and that the early and eVective involvement of local government will be absolutely
key to realising that potential. We favour a broad definition of grassroots sport that includes walking,
cycling and yoga because these are the activities people are most likely to take part in.

2.2 The Government’s commitment to grassroots sport is enshrined in Sport England’s challenging target
to get 2 million more people active by 2012, and in the national set of 198 indicators for local authorities.
Although more children and young people than ever before are participating in physical activity, the
2005–06 Active People survey revealed that only 21% of the adult population (8.5 million people) take part
regularly in sport and active recreation. 2012 is an opportunity to achieve a step-change in performance.

2.3 Local government is the biggest public funder of sport, spending approximately £1 billion each year,
and has historically been a passionate provider and facilitator of grassroots sport, delivering the
Government’s (non-statutory) agenda in partnership with local, regional and national bodies. As service
provider, local government is crucial to the provision of facilities and activities that make up a ladder of
participation that ranges from the grassroots to the elite. As a convener of cross-sector and multi-agency
partnerships, such as Local Strategic Partnerships, local government ensures that the participation agenda
is joined-up with the wider benefits of health, community cohesion, anti-social behaviour, volunteering and
a thriving economy.

2.4 The LGA has consistently argued that Government should remain committed to both elite provision
and mass participation, and that both should be properly funded. James Purnell recently announced two
reviews that will have a fundamental impact on the role and funding of public bodies responsible for sport.
We welcome the Secretary of State’s assertion that “there isn’t a contest here between the elite and the
grassroots” but seek assurance from the Government that it remains committed to properly funding mass
participation in sport, which is likely to become Sport England’s main focus. If, as a result of current
discussions, Sport England’s budget to support mass participation is reduced, we believe this will have a
significant impact upon participation rates up and down the country, and therefore the legacy we deliver
from 2012. This is of particular concern at a time when local authorities face severe budget pressures.
Inevitably it is non-statutory services, such as leisure and recreation, which are most vulnerable to a very
tough funding settlement.

2.5 Grassroots participation in sport matters because of the significant outcomes it achieves for
individuals and communities. For the individual, participation in sport contributes towards better health,
mental wellbeing and self-confidence. Those who participate in sports are more likely to vote, contact a
politician, sign a petition, have higher levels of social trust and life satisfaction. Membership of a sports club
has the same impact on individual wellbeing as an increase in income of £3,600 per year. Sport can be a route
out of poverty, social exclusion and disaVection, especially for young people. (Sport and Social Capital in
the United Kingdom: Statistical Evidence from National and International Survey Data, Delaney and
Keaney, 2005).

2.6 For the wider community, high levels of participation in grassroots sport helps bring people together
from diVerent backgrounds, thereby strengthening community cohesion and empowering citizens. The
Home OYce Citizenship Survey showed that sport and exercise are the factors most likely to encourage
social participation (51%). Activities for teenagers is the local issue that most people want to see improved
(39%, Audit Commission, CPA—The Harder Test, 2007). 70% of young people believe that a lack of positive
activities provision leads to more youth crime. (MORI, 2002).
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2.7 It is clear that the 2012 Games present a huge opportunity to inspire even more people to get active
and councils across the UK are already rising to the challenge. For example, 2012 has inspired SheYeld’s
programme of mass participation events “the People’s Movement” which aims to inform, encourage and
support people to be more active, including by improving and increasing activity spaces—from aVordable
gyms and pools to refurbished parks and playgrounds. Stevenage Borough Council’s Grants for Talented
Young People Scheme is supporting four young athletes with the potential to compete in the Games. We
must not forget the Paralympic Games. SuVolk County Council is working with the charity “Optua” to
encourage and support disabled people in SuVolk to try out Paralympic sports in the run-up to 2012.

2.8 Therefore, we call on the Select Committee to:

— Recognise that the 2012 Games is a once in a lifetime opportunity to inspire more people to take
part in grassroots sport, and ensure that local government’s role is acknowledged and embedded
in Government’s legacy plans.

— Recognise that mass participation in grassroots sport leads to better outcomes for individuals and
communities and should be properly funded alongside elite provision.

3. Legacy Use of Venues

3.1 We welcome the eVorts already underway to ensure that the 2012 venues are well-used after the
Games by local people of all ages and abilities, particularly the innovative community engagement
programmes in the London host boroughs, and Sport England’s “relocatable venues” scheme.

3.2 Existing sporting facilities are being enhanced and new ones built throughout the UK, not just
London. We want to avoid the experience of previous global sporting events where large venues lie unused
by local people. Local government can help prevent this by ensuring that post-2012 legacy plans reflect the
needs and aspirations of local communities. 21,000 councillors elected by local people serve on authorities
in England and Wales. Councils are experienced in engaging local people in decision making and in control
of well developed community consultation and communication networks that can be used to find out what
kind of legacy local people want for their area.

3.3 Therefore, we call on the Select Committee to:

— Emphasise the importance of consulting with local people about their vision for venues post-2012,
and promote the role of councillors in doing this, thereby helping to ensure that venues are
accessible and well-used by local communities for many years to come.

4. Conclusion

4.1 The LGA firmly believes that the 2012 Games is a unique opportunity to increase participation in
grassroots sport amongst people of all ages and abilities across the whole of the UK. Local government is
at the heart of achieving a lasting legacy and we look forward to continuing to work with DCMS and others
on taking forward this exciting agenda.

4.2 We would welcome the opportunity to explore further the points we raise with the CMS committee.

November 2007

Supplementary memorandum submitted by British Shooting

British Shooting (GBTSF would like to oVer the following as a response to the uncorrected evidence of
the meeting held on Tuesday 4 December.

Q174 Helen Southworth: So which disciplines have not yet had a full agreement with the national governing
body on where events are going to take place and the design of the venue for the games and for legacy?
How many?

Lord Coe: We work on a daily basis with all our national governing bodies to make sure that, both in terms
of operational success and legacy, this is a seamless programme.

Q175 Helen Southworth: That is as read, but really in terms of the venues currently planned, how many do
not have a legacy outcome ingredient?

Lord Coe: Five years out, this is exactly the kind of discussions, conversations, consultations we have
undertaken. If you look at the Olympic stadium, the Olympic stadium, as John rightly said, there is no
justification—and this is where legacy is the heart of our thinking—for leaving a second 80,000 seater
stadium in London. Track and field primary purpose reduced to 25,000 going forward with a live facility,
and that facility will have track and field as its basis but we are discussing with local football clubs, we are
discussing with local rugby clubs, we have already started discussions with UK Athletics. All these
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discussions are live and taking place, and five years out the question that we would not want to be sitting
here answering is: “Why are you not involved in those discussions?” Absolutely we are, and that is taking
place across every venue and every sport.

Q176 Helen Southworth: Perhaps I can ask you about the interrelationship between designing and building
the venues in terms of that time-line and knowing what the legacy is going to be for that venue. How are
those going to match up? How are they currently matching up? What is the plan for those? What is the
programme?

Mr Higgins: They are very closely involved. British cycling is heavily involved, national swimming is
involved in that, British canoeing is involved in the canoeing facilities, UK athletics have been in and met
with us, gone through many of the details of legacy, so on every single one of the venues there is a lot of
discussion on legacy and design.

— It is sad that Lord Coe and others have been a great deal less than full and honest in their replies
to Helen Southworth. LOCOG are not working with ourselves the governing body at all, they are
aware we are in total opposition to their plans and continue to speak only to the International
Federation who were the body who signed oV Woolwich as a venue for shooting. To suggest they
work with us on a daily basis is ludicrous. To date we have not had a copy of the latest Woolwich
site drawings, further any that we have received have been through the international federation
not LOCOG.
It is interesting to note that our IF has since informed us that they told LOCOG that it was
physically possible to fit in the shooting events at the Woolwich site but not desirable.

Q177 Helen Southworth: Would you be able to give us an indication of the programme planning for each
of those venues that identifies what the legacy agreement is going to be and how it matches into the design
process, where it comes into the design process?

Mr Higgins: We can certainly write to you and set that out, but I can assure you that there are stakeholder
groups set up on every venue that involves both the local authorities, who have a key role as well, plus the
national sporting bodies.

— Mr Higgins insinuation that we are involved in any stakeholder group or a supporting body is
again completely false.

Q179 Helen Southworth: That is why it is incredibly important to see it because our sporting venues and
our heritage venues and other venues are actually taking the hit and we want to see that paid back. So that
is of very, very considerable concern and interest to us.

Lord Coe: If I may say so very briefly, I would hate this Committee to run away with the idea that London
is anything other than poorly served in any of these facilities that we are leaving. London has fallen way
behind most of our regional cities compared to our European capitals, so this is not a self-indulgence in a
capital; this is a city of seven and a half million people, has one 50 metre swimming pool, no cycling facility,
no track and field facility worthy of its name and a whole series of sports that have survived on the largesse
of local authorities in sub-standard conditions. So I think we have to be very clear here about the diVerence
between a cost and an investment, and I hear John furnishing you with those figures, but I would also make
the very clear point that there is a much broader implication, and if you go into large parts of London they
will tell you that they have been 30 or 40 years behind where most of our regional cities have been for a
long time.

— Shooting does not have a venue in this country where it can hold an International Shooting Sport
Federation major event and has not held one for thirty years due to this fact. Surely consideration
ought to be given therefore to this sport for a legacy. I surely don’t have to remind LOCOG that
if the facility is built at Dartford, there would be a much more convenient build programme, much
less disturbance to the locality, no dismantling and clean up cost, a legacy for our sport (and
possibly others) and no increase in the total cost!

Q214 Chairman: Can I ask you on one other area, you will be aware that British Shooting have said to us
that they think that the proposed site at Woolwich is not the best and that you would do better to move
shooting to a new facility at Dartford, which would provide legacy use. Are you in discussion with British
Shooting about this or do you simply reject their suggestion?

Lord Coe: I will ask Paul Deighton to take you through the detail but, no. We are of course in discussion
with British Shooting but we are very comfortable about the venue that we have chosen; it has been signed
oV by the International Federation and signed oV by the International Olympic Committee and we are
discussing legacy and all the other things that you would be doing. The template again, let us be very clear
about this, through the International Olympic Committee and through our bidding process was to provide
a compact Games. We were able to go into that bidding process by saying that 80% of our athletes were
within 20 minutes’ travel time and we wanted to bring sports into the city that were accessible to new client
groups, and that was clearly part of the legacy and the participation programme going forward.

— Mr Deighton is correct when he says: “we have chosen” it is not the view of the governing body.
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— Who is he discussing legacy with?

— Putting the event at Dartford does not change the fact that the athletes will remain in the village.

— The only shooting that currently goes on in any city throughout the world is illegal gun crime. The
sport of shooting has no future in any urban environment, take a look around the world and see
for yourselves.

— Perhaps he could explain the legacy and participation programme going forward.

Mr Deighton: Nothing has changed since the host city contract was signed. When we originally made the
bid the shooting was sited in Bisley; we moved to Woolwich because in order to win the Games we were
required to have a more compact Games and Woolwich would enable the athletes to stay in the Olympic
Village. At that time the IOC, the International Shooting Federation and the national governing body all
signed oV on it and nothing has changed, so we expect to move forward on that basis.

— Already stated that Dartford unquestionably allows the athletes to stay in the village, travel time
is less than 45 minutes.

— Absolutely false statement, British Shooting has never signed oV this venue.

— Ask them to produce any written evidence of this action please; I have requested this on at least
five occasions now.

Q215 Chairman: They may have all signed oV on it but British Shooting, which is the governing body, has
clearly not signed oV.

Mr Deighton: No, they did sign oV but they had a change of Chairman.

— Absolutely false statement, we did not sign it oV and yes I am the new Chairman who has brought
to light the shortfall of the proposed venue in December 2005. We have been sidelined from this
date forward in order that LOCOG can have their wish to host the event at Woolwich.

Q216 Chairman: They have changed their minds.

Mr Deighton: British Shooting signed oV on it; they have had a new Chairman who has revisited it.

— Notice the refusal to answer the question.

Q217 Chairman: But you are not persuaded that you should revisit it.
Mr Deighton: We are staying.

— Confirms our allegations that they refuse to talk to the governing body and take into account its
views and the possibility of a lasting legacy.

January 2008

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the London Organising Committee of the Olympic
Games and Paralympic Games Ltd. (LOCOG)

London 2012 and Shooting

We appreciate the opportunity to reiterate the key facts regarding the approval of the Royal Artillery
Barracks, Woolwich as the shooting venue for the 2012 Games, and our continuing commitment to working
with sporting bodies and the local community to deliver an inspiring, high-quality and safe field of play on
that site.

Chronology of Submission of Woolwich as a Venue

Under the rules of the International Olympic Committee, the relevant international federation (IF) is
responsible for approval of the Games venue for its sport. It is not necessary for an Organising Committee
to obtain the approval from the national governing body (NGB), nevertheless, as a matter of policy the
London 2012 bid company sought to involve NGBs from an early stage in site evaluation and submission
of venues to the relevant international federations of sport.

As you will recall, we had initially submitted Bisley International Shooting Centre as the venue for
shooting, but following feedback from the IOC’s review of the Bid Committee’s Applicant File we were
required to consider other potential venues in an eVort to fully integrate shooting into the main hub of
London 2012’s bid.

Consistent with this and with particular reference to Woolwich, before seeking the approval of the IOC
to move from our original choice of Bisley, we sought to obtain the informal sign oV by the relevant NGB
before seeking the formal approval of the International Shooting Sport Federation (ISSF).
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This process began by soliciting the views of the Great Britain Target Shooting Federation (the former
name of British Shooting), which was then chaired by John Hoare. We sent John Hoare venue overlay plans
for shooting at the Royal Artillery Barracks in July 2004. We then conducted site visits to the Royal Artillery
Barracks accompanied by David Parish, Chairman of the ISSF Technical Committee and member of the
National Smallbore Rifle Association (NRSA); John Hoare, Head of the National Smallbore Rifle
Association (NRSA) and Chairman, Great Britain Target Shooting Federation (GBTSF) and Keith
Murray, Member of the ISSF Shotgun Committee.

Following such consultation and receiving no negative feedback we were pleased to submit the plans to
host shooting at Woolwich to the International Federation on 6 August 2004. These plans state that the
venue meets all the technical requirements and our alignment with the National Governing Body. The ISSF
confirmed their support for the move to Woolwich in September 2004.

Following this the IOC Evaluation Commission undertook an oYcial review of the candidate file
submitted by London 2012 which included Woolwich as the venue for shooting. As part of this oYcial IOC
review the IOC Evaluation Commission held a meeting at the Royal Artillery Barracks, Woolwich in
February 2005 at which all relevant parties, including the venue owner and NGB were invited to present
their support and the rationale for this choice of venue and demonstrate its suitability.

At this meeting, Mr Hoare, as Chairman of GBTSF presented to the Evaluation Commission and
clearly stated:

— the support of the shooting NGBs for the venue;

— that the ISSF was fully aware of the plans; and

— the intention of GBTSF to work with London 2012 to bring a traditionally distant sport close to
the centre of the Games in a fantastic setting.

As you know the Evaluation Commission accepted our candidate file and London 2012 won the rights
to stage the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games in July 2005 based on this candidate file.

I hope that this clarifies the chronology and involvement of GBTSF in the decision to submit Woolwich
as the venue for shooting in London 2012. The ISSF supports in full this venue and we continue to work
with them on our current technical planning.

Dialogue with British Shooting

Mr Boakes, who replaced John Hoare as Chairman in 2005, first asked us for a change of venue in June
2006, when he and representatives of the Dartford Clay Shooting Club met with us to ask that Dartford be
used instead. Our position then, and consistently to date, is that we remain committed to Woolwich.

As outlined above, one of our key objectives is to bring shooting to the heart of the 2012 Games, to
provide easy access for athletes and spectators so that they can experience not just this sport itself but also
have easy access to other sports being held as part of the Games. Another objective is to assist the sport
in raising its profile with new spectators and potential athletes, something that an iconic central location
can do.

Nevertheless, we listened to the points raised by Mr Boakes, particularly on safety and legacy, and
arranged for a follow up visit to Woolwich by the ISSF to confirm that our plans would comply with ISSF
safety requirements. Following this visit, which concluded that we did meet ISSF safety requirements, we
decided that it would be appropriate for us to go above and beyond the ISSF safety requirements. Therefore,
to ensure the safest possible venue we now comply with the more rigorous safety exclusion zone
requirements set by the Clay Pigeon Shooting Association (CPSA) of the UK. This will also ensure that we
will be able to obtain the local safety certifications required by our insurance providers, which as a practical
matter depend upon a satisfactory assessment by CPSA experts.

In terms of ongoing contact with Mr Boakes and British Shooting, we have met with Mr Boakes or his
designated representative to discuss the venue on the following dates—15 December 2006 (site visit with the
ISSF), 6 November 2007 and 27 November 2007.

Representatives of British Shooting have attended NGB seminars hosted by LOCOG on the following
dates—30 September 2005, 24 July 2006, 2 February 2007 and 12 September 2007.

Maintaining regular contact with British Governing Bodies is important to us and we have sent a periodic
newsletter to all NGBs, including directly to Mr Boakes at British Shooting, three times a year—April/May
2006, Summer 2006, Winter 2006, Spring 2007, Summer 2007 and Winter 2007.

We have corresponded with Mr Boakes directly on an ongoing basis. In 2007, this included letters from
him (to all of which we responded) dated—17 January, 27 February, 13 April and 11 May.

We have maintained ongoing contact with British Shooting on this subject.
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Legacy for Shooting

One of our key commitments, now and during the bid, is that we will leave no white elephants. Our
definition of “legacy” is much more than bricks and mortar, and includes improving accessibility to sports
during the Games and enhancing the understanding of sport so that we can inspire people to take part in,
and support sport in the future. This includes looking at how we can present sport to enhance understanding
both at the venues themselves and also on television.

The size and scale of facilities required for all sports, not just shooting, at the Games do not automatically
translate to long term sustainable and financially viable facilities. Therefore a significant part of our
planning to date has been working closely with the Olympic Delivery Authority and other stakeholders to
determine, where possible, the best sustainable physical facilities.

In the case of shooting at Woolwich we are looking at relocating components of the facility as well as what
might be sustainable on the site. We are working with the London Borough of Greenwich and Royal
Artillery Barracks, and all of us are fully committed to this. We will make further announcements on our
plans for Woolwich once we have completed our detailed studies. In the meantime you may wish to be aware
that Dartford Council has contacted us to inform us of the unsuitability of developing Games time and
legacy facilities for shooting at the alternative site proposed to us by Mr Boakes.

We will continue to ensure that Woolwich will be a spectacular and safe venue which provides a unique
promotional opportunity for British Shooting. We would very much welcome constructive and consistent
engagement with British Shooting to help us achieve this. Their involvement would enable us to accomplish
our goals even more eYciently and with much greater positive impact for the sport.

January 2008

Further supplementary memorandum submitted by British Shooting

As you are aware, there has been a great deal of debate within the British media, surrounding the costs,
locations and legacies of the sporting venues involved with the London 2012 Olympic Games.

As Chairman of British Shooting, the National Governing Body for target shooting whose record in both
Commonwealth and Olympic games speak for themselves, I should like to supply you with the facts
surrounding the proposed 2012 shooting venue at the Royal Artillery Barracks, Woolwich.

The RAB is situated on a parcel of land in an urban environment, totally inappropriate to the sport
LOCOG wish to host there. British Shooting has identified an alternative location at Dartford, which is
within 45 minutes by road of the athlete village at Stratford and if approved, would provide a blank canvas
to showcase our sport. The use of this venue retains the compact games guidance requested by the IOC by
allowing athletes to remain resident within the village whilst competing here in the UK at the Olympic
Games.

It simply does not make sense to build a facility at a cost of £18.6 million, use it for a maximum of six
weeks and then demolish it at a further cost of £4 million (both figures plus VAT) leaving the sport with
nothing to show for the £25 million spend of tax payers money. Accompanying this short brief is a page
summarising our main reasons for trying to engage with LOCOG and asking them for a “common sense”
approach to resolving this matter.

I sincerely hope that the information we have provided is of suYcient interest and helps you form an
objective opinion. I believe that with your support for British Shooting’s alternative venue, we will not only
provide the right facilities for our sport during the Games but also by relocating to Dartford it will provide
our sportsmen and women both able and disabled with the delivery of a legacy beyond 2012 that the public
were led to believe we won the bid with.

Reasons to Relocate 2012 Shooting Venue Away from Woolwich

1. £18.6 million spent on a temporary venue (LOCOG original estimate therefore not accounting for
VAT (0,325,000) and spiralling costs).

2. Demolished after the Paralympics (6 weeks use and further £4 million ! vat (£700,000)).

3. Located in densely populated residential area giving major congestion problems during build up and
decommissioning to an already extremely congested area of London.

4. Unacceptably loud noise generated within densely populated urban environment.

5. Test event scheduled for April 2012 will have 1,000 shooters plus managers, coaches and technical
oYcials using venue causing even more traYc problems.

6. Site contamination (20 tonne lead) requires clean up and unimaginable further huge costs.

7. Urban areas and shotgun shooting ranges are not compatible (NGB Quotation).

8. Grave reputational damage to the sport. Event organisers simply don’t care.
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9. Evacuation of MOD residential properties necessary due to safety requirements.

10. Damage caused to residential properties that are inside exclusion zones.

11. Major Road Closures will grid lock the area aVecting public access to NHS A & E hospital.

12. Complete waste of public money.

13. No physical legacy.

Reasons to Build at Dartford

1. Once in a lifetime opportunity to build a sustainable platform for the future of our sport.

2. Complies with IOC/ISSF requirements for compact games, athlete travel time (45 minutes).

3. Following games some buildings could be used for community use/legacy.

4. Economically and environmentally sustainable.

5. Existing police approved ground in rural environment.

6. Noise readings taken and proven to be almost inaudible at nearest habited dwelling.

7. Howard Stoate local Labour MP in full support.

8. NGB/Owner will agree to fund extra ranges, which will bring it into line with the last four Olympic
Games Venues.

9. Construction and test event traYc will not have any eVect on local roads or residents.

10. Layout and construction will provide enhanced promotion and exposure for sport during 2012 and
beyond.

11. Opportunity for 2nd Olympic sport legacy following games.

12. Wise and proper use of public funds.

13. Legacy for the sport.

January 2008

Printed in the United Kingdom by The Stationery OYce Limited
4/2008 392554 19585




