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An independent inquiry into the UK community sports facility model
Initial Evidence Paper

Foreword
Community sports facilities come in all shapes and sizes. From the state of the art lottery funded facility, to the canal towpath, to the local bowls club. Some are natural, some man-made, some are publicly owned whilst others have been built on club fundraising. 

I and my fellow panel members believe that everyone should have access to good quality, affordable facilities as they are an integral part of so many sporting and recreational experiences. Appropriate facilities should enhance the enjoyment of sport and recreation and not hinder participation or performance. For these reasons, we are launching an investigation that will explore the full range of places where people choose to take part in sport and recreation, examining the good practice Britain can be proud of, and the improvements we need to make. 
The first stage of this investigation is to establish a solid evidence base for the current situation, via research of existing data. This paper will review the built and natural environment, current pricing and funding structures, and will compare different approaches within Britain and Europe. Following this we will seek out expert witnesses to contribute to developing new perspectives and thinking, and will make recommendations aimed at ensuring that every British citizen can access affordable and sustainable recreation opportunities. 
We hope you enjoy reading this snapshot view of sports facilities in the UK. Some key questions relating to areas for further investigation have been included at the end of each section and we would be extremely interested to hear your views on these issues. Please use the space provided to let us know what you think, we really do value your thoughts and comments on this important topic.  Don’t worry if you can’t answer all the questions or don’t have the time to go into detail, any feedback that you can give us will be much appreciated.  Alternatively a concise version of the document can be found here www.facilitiesinquiry.org.uk/background
I look forward to hearing your thoughts.
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Contact details
We will be seeking expert evidence during the course of this inquiry. 

If you would like to contribute your views please provide your details below so that we know which organisation you represent and so that we can send you information on the launch event for this investigation.

Name: ………………………………………………………………………………………….
Position: ………………………………………………………………………………………
Organisation: ………………………………………………………………………………...
Tel: ……………………………………………………………………………………………..
Email: ………………………………………………………………………………………….
You can submit your thoughts via email or post using the following addresses:

Syann Cox 

Researcher to the Facilities Inquiry 
CCPR

Burwood House

14-16 Caxton Street

London

SW1H 0QT

E: scox@ccpr.org.uk 

1. The Built Environment

1.1 Local authority facilities

Patrick Carter stated in his ‘Review of national sport effort and resources
’, that sport plays a valuable role in society and that Government has recently made good progress, especially in school and elite sport. However, there is still room for improvement in the area of community sport. 

Local authorities in England are measured against a set of 198 national indicators, of which they choose 35 as priorities. Over half of local authorities have chosen National Indicator 8 ‘the percentage of the adult population (age 16 years and over) in a local area who participate in sport and active recreation’ as a priority. If local authorities are to achieve their ambition it is crucial that adequate facilities are in place.
Despite many examples of good practice amongst local authority providers, there remain a large number of sport and leisure facilities which are out-dated, under-managed and require significant subsidy to operate. In England, 65% of local authority sports facilities are over 20 years old
. Also, it was estimated in 2003 that £550 million investment per year was needed simply to keep the stock in working order, whereas a full rebuild would cost approximately £4.5 billion and would reduce dramatically the current high levels of subsidy
.  
1.2 Educational facilities 
Building Schools for the Future (BSF) is a long-term programme of investment and change in England that will help transform education for secondary age students by providing 21st century learning environments that engage and inspire young people, their teachers and the wider community. BSF was launched by the Department for Children Schools and Families in February 2003 and local authority funding for it is being managed in a series of 15 waves
. 

The programme recognises that secondary schools provide a major resource for local communities, and as such, the facilities delivered by BSF are being designed for shared community use wherever appropriate. In line with the “Every Child Matters” agenda, every BSF school will be an extended school, offering additional or dual use facilities, such as sport halls, libraries, nurseries and ICT resources. 

Income generation from community use of education-based sports facilities risks ‘tripping’ significant VAT liabilities, especially in light of financial commitments made through programmes such as BSF. This could affect the Government’s principle of the ‘extended school’ at the heart of the local community.

1.3
Sports club facilities 
CCPR conducted a survey of sports clubs in 2007 and again in 2009, one of the aims of the survey was to establish the ownership and availability of playing facilities for sports clubs, and the results paint a mixed picture.

Overall, clubs are three times more likely to hire playing facilities (68%) than own their own facility (23%).  For those clubs which hire a facility, half hire from a local authority; a quarter from a school, college or university; one in ten from a private organisation; 6% from a charity/trust; and one in ten from another provider
. This reliance on local authority facilities brings into stark relief the need for investment in the maintenance and upkeep of local authority facilities, and further highlights questions of accessibility to educational facilities. 
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The survey also showed that the likelihood of either owning a facility or being dependent on local authorities or other providers varies from sport to sport. For instance, while sailing, golf and tennis clubs were highly likely to own their facilities, swimming and baseball and softball clubs were highly dependent on local authorities.

When asked specifically about facility ownership, it was encouraging to find that just over half, 52% of clubs actually own or lease playing facilities. However, this does of course mean that 48% are still dependent on externally owned facilities in order to play their sport. 
Certain regulations are adversely affecting community sports clubs which own their own facilities or are developing these facilities. CCPR is currently campaigning to change these regulations as the narrow cost margins that sports clubs operate within mean that even the smallest increase in outgoings can have a massive impact on the futures of club facilities
: 
· Utilities costs 
The legislation which sets the parameters for utilities costs sets two bands for charging - domestic and commercial.  As sports clubs are not domestic, they are by default defined as commercial, resulting in high charges. The government has agreed to address this issue with regard to water drainage charges, but other costs remain high

· Music licensing 
Currently sports clubs and other voluntary groups are exempt from the need to purchase licences for the public performance of music in certain circumstance – but liable for these charges in others. The Government has recently stated its intention to remove all such exemptions. This will create a further financial burden for clubs – even where music is simply played as a training aid or features on television advertisements.

	The Community Assets Programme 
Sports facilities can become community-owned assets through the Community Assets Programme which facilitates the transfer of assets from local authorities to the third sector for community benefit. One of the key aims of the £30million programme (funded by the Office of the Third Sector and managed by the Big Lottery Fund) is that communities will have greater access to better facilities such as community swimming pools, health centres, training/educational facilities and so on. 

In April 2009, Hazel Blears launched the Asset Transfer Unit (ATU) which will help third sector organisations at every stage of their asset ownership journey which can be a lengthy and challenging process. Drawing on the experience and expertise that already exists within communities and across the stakeholder network, the ATU will be able to provide a range of invaluable services, including a new advice line for enquiries and useful resources on a new website (www.atu.org.uk). ]




Questions
	1. How do you think a link can be made between National Indicator 8, ‘the percentage of the adult population (age 16 years and over) in a local area who participate in sport and active recreation’ and facility investment? 




	2. To what extent do you think educational sports facilities are being used by the wider community? 




	3. What do you think prevents greater community use and how might these factors be overcome?



	4. How might we address the differences across sports regarding owning facilities and a dependency on local authorities for facilities



	5. What evidence is there for the successful dual use of BSF facilities? 



6. How successful do you think the asset transfer programme has been for sport? 

7. How could this scheme be utilised more/more efficiently?

2. The Natural Environment

2.1 Playing fields

Protection of playing fields has improved since the 80s and 90s when sales of playing fields escalated. Some observers, such as Fields in Trust (FIT) say there is still not adequate protection. Sport England’s figures reveal that 360 playing fields were sold in the financial year 2008/9. 

However, the picture is more nuanced than this statistic suggests. According to Sport England figures, 1,157 out of 1,186 (97.5%) concluded planning applications affecting playing fields in 2006-07 resulted in improved or protected sports provision. In more than half of the cases where Sport England originally objected to an application, negotiation led to a benefit for sport. The number of applications which have led to a detrimental impact on sport is down from 40 in the previous year to just 29 (2.5%)
.
The “improved or protected sports provision” includes improvements in indoor provision too. Some view this as less permanent than playing fields due to finite life of buildings and increased maintenance costs.
2.2 Land access 
Around 1.4million ha/3.4million acres of land in England and Wales are designated as access land, where the public has a right to walk under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (CRoW)
. The rights apply to specific areas of land classed as mountain (over 600m), moor, heath, down and registered common land (areas of land which were historically used communally by local residents). In addition landowners are now able voluntarily to dedicate other categories of land for public access.

In Scotland there has long been a general presumption of access to all land unless there is a very good reason for the public to be excluded. The Land Reform Act 2003 confirmed this presumption, and walkers in Scotland now have a statutory right of access to all land, except for areas such as railway lands, quarries, harbours, airfields and defence land where the public are excluded by law.
2.3 Access to waterways

In England and Wales the public cannot assume there is an automatic right to have access to rivers. In contrast, Scotland already enjoys that right. CRoW does not extend to a right to access waterways and there is no access to and along 98% of the rivers in England and Wales. The Environment Agency currently favours a policy of voluntary access agreements to improve access. 
2.4 Coastal access
The Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 introduced a duty for Natural England to secure a long distance walking trail around the coast of England for the purposes of open-air recreation (including walking and climbing), together with appropriate room en route where people will be able to explore, rest or picnic. It is anticipated that it will take up to ten years to fulfil this plan.

2.5 Rights of Way
England and Wales have an extensive network of off-road routes classed as public Rights of Way. Local authorities have a duty to protect and maintain these and to record them on official “definitive” maps. Around 225,000km/140,000 miles are recorded on official maps.
Rights of Way Improvement Plans
The duty on local highway authorities to prepare a Rights of Way Improvement Plan (RoWIP) was introduced by the Countryside and Rights of Way (Crow) Act Section 60.  Among other things, RoWIPs, must include:
· An assessment of local rights of way and whether they meet present or future demands of the public
· The opportunities provided by local rights of way for exercise and other forms of open-air recreation and enjoyment of the authority’s area.

· The accessibility of local rights of way to blind, partially sighted or those with mobility problems.
The deadline for completion was 21st November 2007 in England and 1st November in Wales. The plans offer the opportunity to enhance the Rights of Way network, but there is no obligation to implement RoWIPs and many local authorities cite funding as a key issue affecting delivery of the proposed improvements.

Questions
	1. Do you think those playing fields saved by Sport England are used to their maximum potential?

2. For those playing fields that have been closed, how detrimental has the impact been? Are other facilities available?




	3. To what extent do you think the current lack of access to land/waterways/coast prohibits participation in physical activities? 

4. What more could be done to encourage people to use areas that are accessible? 



	5. What value do you think Rights of Way Improvement Plans have considering that there is no obligation to implement them? 

6. How could RoWIPs be more effective?




3. Pricing  
3.1 Local authority pricing 

There is no overall strategy regarding local authority charges for the use of their sports facilities.  The responsibility for setting prices lies with individual local authorities, which have to balance affordability with quality.  

Councils have a responsibility to their residents to ensure that access to its facilities isn’t restricted by cost, particularly in socially excluded or economically deprived areas.  However, councils must also ensure that the resources are in place to maintain high quality facilities.  These resources would, in part, be raised from charges to the public.  

It is worth noting that in England charging strategies will obviously be affected by the free swimming initiative. This £140 million initiative was launched on 1st April 2009 in which more than a thousand swimming pools, run by almost 300 local councils, will offer free swimming to people aged 60 and over. Over 200 councils will also offer free swimming to those aged 16 and under. 
Speaking at CCPR’s annual conference 2009, the then Secretary of State of Culture, Media and Sport, Andy Burnham said that he hopes that this initiative can be expanded to cover more sports in future. 
Previously the Welsh Assembly Government launched their free swimming initiative in 2004, the first of its kind in Europe, across all 22 local authorities in Wales. Following evaluation in 2005, it is estimated that 20% of participants had taken up swimming as a result of the initiative. It was also successful in attracting existing swimmers who were taking the opportunity to swim more regularly. 
3.2 Sports club pricing 

There are no rules about how much clubs should charge for membership fees or use of their facilities.  Fees therefore vary widely between sizes of club and type of activity, with golf clubs generally charging a lot more than, for example, a local football club.  The following results from the CCPR Sports Club Survey 2009 show that the average adult subscription fees are £70 and average junior subscription fees are £46. The affordable nature of most clubs means that, in pure cost terms, they are not prohibitive to participation, and as a result membership levels for both adults and juniors have increased since the 2007 survey.
  

Indeed, for CASC, Charitable, Clubmark and facility owning clubs with increases in average adult fees there has also been an increase in membership numbers, however it should be noted that both the increases in fees and members has been modest. In such cases the small increase in subscription fees has not been a barrier to growth in membership, yet price can be a major factor in increasing participation as demonstrated by the more logical relationship within profit making clubs where higher adult fees result in lower membership numbers.
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3.3 Private pricing
Charges in the private sector are primarily market driven. Some private providers purposely target high income groups and others provide a more affordable offering. It should also be noted that private companies also run a significant number of local authority centres, thereby also providing for the general public.   
Questions
	1. To what extent do you think there is a need for an overall strategy regarding local authority charges and the use of sports facilities?




	2. How could the free swimming initiative be expanded to other sports? Which sports would be most appropriate?




	3. How do you think the recession has impacted on prices, and in turn how, if at all, is this affecting participation?   



4. Funding
When she was the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport (now Minister for the Olympics), Tessa Jowell described the funding structure of sport in the UK as ‘a nightmare’.  This investigation is primarily focused on funding for community sport facilities, but that in itself is a complex landscape, with a variety of funding streams.

The Department for Culture, Media and Sport has overall Government responsibility for sport and is an obvious source of funding.  However, no less than 13 Central Government Departments affect and are affected by sport.  Sport England, a Non-Departmental Public Body with Ministerial oversight, and the Youth Sport Trust, a charity with public links, also have significant roles to play in the provision of community sport.  Local Authorities are the largest investor in community sport provision, while community projects can bid for National Lottery money.  In addition, community sports clubs are funded by the community, through donations, local sponsorship or membership subscription fees.  

Government departments and NDPBs: 

4.1 Department for Culture, Media and Sport

DCMS spends around £173 million each year on sport at all levels, which is largely delivered through Sport England, UK Sport and the Youth Sport Trust.  The Department has overall responsibility for Government policy on sport, although that requires extensive engagement across Government.  In addition to DCMS, the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) has responsibility for school sport and, as a result, has invested heavily in sport through the Youth Sport Trust and the Physical Education, School Sport and Young People (PESSYP) strategy.  
4.2 Sport England 

Sport England is responsible for the promotion of, and investment in, community sport.  It helps the Government achieve its targets through sport, and distributes exchequer funds.  Sport England also receives substantial National Lottery funding.  Its 2009-2013 strategy is ambitious, and devolves significant responsibility for the delivery of sport to National Governing Bodies.  It contains no specific commitments on facilities, but facilities are still a key part of Sport England’s approach.  
It is not clear how much of their £203 million budget is spent on the development of community facilities.  National governing bodies will improve infrastructure for their sport as appropriate but there isn’t a requirement to spend a minimum/maximum amount on facilities.  It is likely that a portion of the club/community projects money would be earmarked for facilities.  This is also likely for educational institutions, though not guaranteed.  Detailed engagement with all the groups listed above will be required to ascertain exactly how much Sport England’s open and solicited funding is spent on community facilities.  
However, Sport England has set up the Sustainable Facilities Fund. Due to the ageing community stock and the need for 2012 legacy infrastructure, £10 million has been allocated to be spent on sustainable community facilities, in addition to Sport England funding spent on facilities through Governing Bodies.  
4.3 Local authority funding 

Local councils invest around £1.5 billion annually in facilities and services
.  Councils work closely will Sport England on how this money is invested, combining specialist sport knowledge with good local knowledge which, in theory at least, brings about the right sporting provision tailored to local needs.  Local authorities are principally funded by the Department for Communities and Local Government.  
As with other sources of funding, the number of councils in the UK and their funding priorities makes this an incredibly complex area which requires in depth study.  Broadly speaking, local authority investment in community sport will be focused on the wider benefits sport can bring in terms of public health, tackling anti-social behaviour and fostering community cohesion.  Therefore, local authority funding isn’t focused on providing sport for its own sake.  However, infrastructure is still required, and a substantial portion will be spent on facilities following consideration of Sport England’s Facilities Planning Model. This is a computer model which helps to assess the strategic provision of community sports facilities. It is a means of: 

· Assessing requirements for different types of community sports facilities on a local, regional or national scale 

· Helping local authorities determine an adequate level of sports facility provision to meet their local needs 

· Testing ‘what if’ scenario’s in provision and changes in demand, this includes testing the impact of opening, relocating and closing facilities and the impact population changes would have on the needs of the sports facilities
4.4 Other funding streams
There is funding available for community sporting projects outside the mainstream funding streams outlined above. The BIG Lottery Fund for example has invested a considerable amount of money in community sport.  However, this funding is not systematic and is based on individual bids, so there is no pattern of funding for community facilities.  

Football Foundation

The Football Foundation is one of the largest sports charities in the world and certainly the largest in the UK. The Premier League, The FA and the Government invest a total of £45m every year into the Foundation, ensuring that they are well placed to deliver funding at grass roots level where it is most needed, invariably in the most deprived areas of the country. The Foundation’s mission is to improve facilities, create opportunities and build communities throughout England. 
£31,875,000 of their budget goes into local facilities and over 1,200 facility projects have been funded since launching in July 2005. Their Facilities Scheme gives grants for projects that:
· Improve facilities for football and other sport in local communities
· Sustain or increase participation amongst children and adults, regardless of background age, or ability
· Help children and adults to develop their physical, mental, social and moral capacities through regular participation in sport
	Community Amateur Sport Club (CASC) Scheme 

Although not a source of funding in itself, the tax reliefs that clubs can benefit from through the CASC scheme (namely rate relief and Gift Aid on donations) has saved clubs nearly £60 million since 2002.  As the scheme requires any profit to be reinvested into the club, it is likely that at least some of this saving has been directed into facility construction/improvement.  Again, though, there is no requirement for spending on facilities and the choice lies with the individual club.  CASCs are required to ensure that their membership and participation fees are affordable to the wider community.



Questions

	1. Do you think that capital development is adequately planned at a national strategic level?




	2. In your opinion, is sufficient funding flowing to capital development?




	3. Do you think that funding is flowing to the right places? 



5. European models 
5.1 Swedish right of common access
The Swedish countryside is open to everybody under the "The Right of Common Access", a unique Swedish right which allows everyone to move freely throughout the countryside. It guarantees the right to swim in and boat on lakes, rivers and other open water.

In relation to its geography and population, Sweden is one of the world's most sporting nations. Almost half of Sweden's seven million inhabitants between the ages of 7 and 70 are members of a sports club - as active competitors, keep-fitters, leaders, trainers or supporters. Some two million of these are active sportsmen and women. About 650,000 engage in competitive sports at various levels and roughly 7,000 can be said to belong to the élite. When comparing standardised pan-European studies since 1997, Sweden is rated the most active country in the EU 15.
  

In terms of access and indeed the amount of countryside, it should be noted that UK has a population density of 246 people/km2 compared to just 20 in Sweden. 

5.2 Multi-sport clubs
Galatasaray SK offers one of the most extensive professional multi-sports club models. The football club was founded in 1905 at an elite high school and still runs two schools as well as 10 football academies across Turkey. It also has men and women’s teams in athletics, basketball, wheelchair basketball, volleyball, water polo, swimming, rowing, sailing, judo, bridge, equestrianism and motorsports. Its most successful season in 1986/7 saw Galatasaray win titles in 15 different sports.

Galatasaray remains much more than a football club and is an integral part of Istanbul, if not a way of life for many. Many professional sports clubs are multi-sport clubs; however this is not a model that has been followed in the UK. The UK does not have a history of multisport clubs as some European countries do. The Germans, for example, have extremely large multi-sports clubs which account for exceptional average membership figures and allow clubs to share overheads: 
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Multi-sport hubs have been promoted in the UK in recent years since Sport England’s 2004-2008 strategy, despite an historic preference for single sport clubs. Sport England has said that “The multi-sport hub concept has proven to be one of the most effective means to bring sport and physical activity directly into communities”
.
5.3 VAT & grassroots sport funding
The following graph shows the reduced rates of VAT for admission to sporting events and the use of sporting facilities across the EU. There does not appear to be any significant correlation between these rates and participation levels, although Sweden and Holland are very active nations and their VAT rates are amongst the lowest here. It should be noted, however, that some of the countries have additional exemptions which aren’t included here. For example, in the UK there are two specific exemptions - lettings of sports facilities to and by clubs and playing activities.
 This raises the question of what these additional exemptions are in Europe and whether they could be transferred successfully to the UK.  
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5.4 Can the government lead behavioral change?
This investigation prompts another question of whether more investment in sports facilities would necessarily result in increased participation. The following examples from Europe suggest that it would have a positive impact:
DENMARK

The UK spends £1 per person on cycling compared to Denmark’s £5 per person. Consequently 2% of journeys in the UK and 20% of journeys in Denmark are by bike. 

GERMANY

Following the Second World War, West Germany and East Germany followed two separate sporting patterns– West Germany focused on mass participation and sports facilities and East Germany elite sport only. The resulting policy changes in the two countries left West Germans 10% more active than East Germans after reunification.

Questions
	1. Do you think that multi-sport clubs working well in the UK? Why/Why not?



	2. Would more multi-sport clubs have a positive impact on sport in the UK? If so, how could this be implemented?




	3. Which existing VAT exemptions in Europe might be transferrable to the UK?




	4. Are there any other good examples from Europe that the UK should follow? 



Thank you for your time and input. The panel will reflect on all the evidence received and make recommendations in due course. If you have given your contact details we may be in touch once our report is written. 
You can submit your thoughts via email or post using the following addresses:

Syann Cox 

Researcher to the Facilities Inquiry 
CCPR

Burwood House

14-16 Caxton Street

London

SW1H 0QT

E: scox@ccpr.org.uk 
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� Patrick Carter Review of national sport effort & resources (March 2005)


� Ibid


� Ibid


� http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/everychildmatters/ete/schoolsmanagement/buildingschoolsforthefuture/bsf/


� CCPR Sports Club Survey 2009 available at http://www.ccpr.org.uk/ourcampaigning/uk/Research/Sports+Club+Survey+2009.htm


� For more information  - http://www.ccpr.org.uk/ourcampaigning/uk/Research/Sports+Club+Survey+2009.htm


� For more information – http://www.sportengland.org/facilities_planning/playing_fileds.aspx


� http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2000/ukpga_20000037_en_1


� CCPR Sports Club Survey 2009 available at http://www.ccpr.org.uk/ourcampaigning/uk/Research/Sports+Club+Survey+2009.htm


� ibid


� Cllr Chris White, Chair of the LGA’s Culture, Tourism and Sport Board (December 2008)


� Average position in European studies since 1997 is 1.4. 2nd Finland 1.6, 3rd Denmark 4.4. See van Bottenburg (2005) p36.


� http://www.sportengland.org/text/index/get_funding/funding_case_studies.htm


�� HYPERLINK "http://www.community-rugby.com/communityrugby/index.cfm/Fuseaction/Home.Download_Counter/StoryId/20114/downloadid/3245/filename/VAT-guide-for-clubs-download.doc" ��http://www.community-rugby.com/communityrugby/index.cfm/Fuseaction/Home.Download_Counter/StoryId/20114/downloadid/3245/filename/VAT-guide-for-clubs-download.doc�
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