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Note to the reader:
The Australian Olympic Committee’s (AOC’s) Response to the Crawford Report should be read in
conjunction with the AOC/Australian Paralympic Committee (APC) National High Performance Plan
for Olympic and Paralympic Sports in Australia (the High Performance Plan). The High Performance
Plan (HPP) was commissioned by the AOC and APC on 3 August 2008, and its development included
engagement with all Olympic National Federations and other key stakeholders. A High Performance
Forum was conducted on 2 – 4 February 2009. The Forum discussions and the consultation with
stakeholders lead to the recommendations contained within the HPP. The HPP was completed on 28
February 2009 and provided to the Minister for Sport, the Independent Sports Panel and other
stakeholders. The HPP can be found on the AOC’s website – olympics.com.au at:
http://corporate.olympics.com.au/files/87/AOC_High_Perf_Plan_2009.pdf;
and the addendum to the HPP, which addresses the addition of Golf and Rugby 7s to the program of
the 2016 Olympic Games, at:
http://corporate.olympics.com.au/files/38/HPP_Addendum_October2009_GolfandRugby_final.pdf
Generally, the AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report is presented in the context of the HPP and
the recommendations contained therein.
It should be noted that the AOC’s HPP partners, the APC, has provided its own response to the
Crawford Report.
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AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
1. Executive Summary
The Australian Olympic Committee (AOC) applauds the initiative taken by the Federal Government
to appoint the Independent Sport Panel to make recommendations on the specific structures,
programs and reform required to ensure the continuing robustness of the Australian sport system
and to support Australia’s broader health and healthy lifestyle agenda.
The time taken to deliver the report and now any subsequent time to consider it means that the
needs of high performance Olympic and Paralympic sport have not been well served. As was made
clear in the HPP, the need to mobilise resources, retain talent and develop deeper and more
effective high performance and developmental programs required immediate action early in 2009 to
stave off further deterioration in the high performance system.
In developing this response to the Panel’s report, The Future of Sport in Australia (the Crawford
Report), the AOC has been in close consultation with a significant number of key sport stakeholders.
The response has been prepared based on input from and collaboration with people and
organisations representing a broad cross section of Olympic and Paralympic sports and sport in
general. The input was obtained through a Study Group convened by the AOC on 2 December 2009
and through submissions received from the AOC’s member National Federations (NFs). A full list of
Study Group participants is included in Attachment 1.
In preparing this response to the Crawford Report, the AOC acknowledges that the Terms of
Reference which gave rise to the Crawford Report are very broad. However most, if not all, of the
Crawford Report recommendations have a direct impact on Olympic sport and in fact are directly
relevant to the AOC’s broader mandate. Indeed the AOC’s role is at times misconstrued as having a
very narrow focus; in fact the AOC has an interest in most aspects of Australian sport, and Australia’s
participation in sport internationally.
Therefore the AOC is well placed to provide a relevant and well-informed contribution to the
development of government sports and funding policy. This response is offered in that vein and
represents a considered, balanced approach to the complex issues addressed by the Crawford
Report.
The ambitious breadth of coverage of the Crawford Report , however, results in some matters in the
Terms of Reference not being specifically addressed and these are outlined in this response to the
report. In other instances the Crawford Report identifies substantial follow up work which would be
required in order to pursue its recommendations, including other reviews, studies and substantial
proposed reengineering. All of these initiatives will require time to progress in a collaborative and
thorough manner. While supportive of a range of the report recommendations and findings, the
AOC highlights the following key issues:
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·

The needs of high performance sport have not been well served by the delay in responding to
the immediate challenges identified in early 2009.
The AOC acknowledges that the Federal Government initiative to establish the review was borne
out of appropriate and positive intentions. However the AOC is concerned that during the
period between the establishment of the Independent Sport Panel and the publishing of the
Crawford Report, the needs of high performance Olympic and Paralympic sport have not been
well served. As was made clear in the AOC/Australian Paralympic Committee (APC) High
Performance Plan (HPP), the need to mobilise resources, retain talent and develop deeper and
more effective high performance and developmental programs required immediate action early
in 2009 to stave off further deterioration in the high performance system. Now the likely further
delays to debate and action any of the reasoned recommendations place at risk the overall
sports system as successfully developed over the past decades.

·

The call for additional focus on sport as a healthy lifestyle measure to reduce disease is
supported, as is the need to also focus on sports impact on social cohesion
The positive impacts of whole-of-life sport and active lifestyle in reducing disease and other
negative impacts of sedentary lifestyle across the community is a logical application for both
organised and recreational sport and physical activity. Of equal importance is the positive
impact sport has on social cohesion.

·

The renewal of daily physical education in schools and increasing the focus on after school
sport and its links to “club” sport is supported
This long sought-after initiative across the Olympic sport platform is completely supported by
the AOC, but not at the expense of high performance sport. Logically, linkages with existing club
structures and similar grass roots organisations need to be thoroughly examined and supported
and will require substantial government funding support. It is noted that the Crawford Report
does not attempt to gauge the quantum of this investment. However the sport budget alone
should not bear the burden given the broader and appropriate preventative health agenda of
governments.

·

The call for greater clarity around national sport policy framework is generally helpful
The existence or otherwise of a current national sport policy is a moot point. Clearly a broad
framework does exist, however this appears not to be sufficiently codified in the view of the
Panel. As the HPP identifies, there is a need to establish more effective management and
delivery systems in high performance and development level sport. A national sport policy
which supports this and ensures appropriate resourcing going forward, as indicated in the HPP,
is a welcome initiative.

·

The refinement in the focus of the Australian Sports Commission (ASC) and the removal of its
delivery role in favour of delivery through organisations is supported, subject to the retention
of the current ASC/AIS structural relationship
While the AOC agrees in principle that, as compared with the period pre-2009, there is a need to
substantially refocus the ASC, it is noted that under new leadership this is already in progress.
This progress was not acknowledged by the Crawford Report. The AOC supports the general
principle that the ASC should be engaged in collaborative leadership, sports policy and funding
development and should not be a program delivery organisation. The exception is that the AOC
does not support the separation of the AIS from the ASC. This only becomes relevant and
worthy of consideration if the Federal and State Governments adopt the national model for the
Institutes of Sport proposed by the Crawford Report, whereby all State Institutes and Academies
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of Sport (SAS/SIS) become national, centrally-controlled entities. The AOC cautions that such a
model requires careful and detailed modelling and political support across Federal-State
boundaries, and this is yet to be proven at any level.
·

The implications of the changing global context need to be taken into consideration
The AOC is disappointed in the lack of a specific and unequivocal call for increased funding for
sport. As indicated in the HPP, in all other nations in which participation and high performance
sport is a national priority, government funding has increased substantially in the last decade.
The Crawford Report does not seek an overall increase in sport funding, other than in respect of
sporting infrastructure although this is arguably implied as many if not most of the initiatives
identified in the Report would implicitly require additional funding.

·

The requirements of sport – both grassroots and high performance – are much broader than
facilities
Clearly access to sporting facilities is a major consideration for all sports, whether for grassroots
or high performance use. Indeed, the significant funding historically directed to infrastructure
for several major sports in Australia has enabled these sports to attain the commercial
leveraging capability necessary to become largely self-sustaining. However, in addition to
infrastructure, other equally important considerations include access to coaching and other
support program infrastructure. For many smaller sports, these are the more pressing needs.

·

The current situation for most Olympic National Federations is tenuous
The current lack of resources within the National Federations (NFs), in many instances, is
extreme and it is this that leads to a lack of capacity and focus on participation programs. The
solution is not found in unwinding high performance programs, or diminishing the NF role by not
extending additional funding. The better solution is to supplement these programs with
additional grass roots support, linked to the health agenda, supported by new sources of both
government and commercial funding.

·

A divisive debate between participation and high performance sport should be actively
avoided
There appears to have emerged an implied requirement to choose specifically between funding
Olympic and the so-called “national ethos” or participation sports. This has generated a divisive
debate within sport as to which has the greater entitlement to funding. In the view of the AOC,
the decision is neither discrete, nor finite. Rather there is a logical continuum between
participation and high performance sports (whether Olympic or “national ethos” sports); each
benefits from, and indeed is largely dependent upon, the existence of the other. Any decision to
fund either part of this important “ecosystem” has implications for the other, and accordingly
such decisions need to be made holistically.
In essence, both participation in sport and excellence in sport are part of our national ethos,
across a broad range of sports reflecting Australia’s increasing cultural diversity. Funding should
be needs and impact based, reflecting the interests of all Australians.

·

The broader Olympic values are important to consider in the context of high performance
sport
The overall Olympic values are not limited to high performance sport and have a much broader
application to building a more cohesive community. Sporting performances and the ability of
sport to harness a sense of national pride can unify a country. Individual sportspeople represent
important role models and provide inspiration to audiences across countless areas of endeavour,
6
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not sport alone. The achievements of Paralympic athletes also provide tremendous motivation
and hope to the many Australians living with disabilities. It appears the Crawford Report does
not acknowledge this broader role of high performance sport in building and unifying
communities and our nation.
These values were meaningfully represented in the education program delivered by the AOC to
10,000 Australian primary school teachers, and 200,000 students in the lead up to the Beijing
2008 Olympic Games. This well-received structured program used Olympic values to teach
elements of the curriculum. The APC’s education program reached a similar number of students.
·

This value system is reflected in the international leadership roles played by Australian
Olympic identities
A number of Australians are senior members of worldwide sport boards and governing bodies,
including sports ethics, medical management and anti-doping agencies. There appears to be
little acknowledgement of Australia’s international role and the benefits arising from this by the
Crawford Report. This representation, along with success in high performance international
sport, supports Australia’s international image transcending sport interlinked with Australia’s
foreign relations at a governmental level, trade promotion, international business development
and social exchange opportunities.

·

A meaningful long-term vision for sport in Australia needs to be articulated
While the report offers many tactical and strategic recommendations to ensure the continuing
robustness of the Australian sport system, there does not appear to be a broader vision
articulated for sport in Australia in the longer term. Presumably such a vision should cover a
broad range of sports, addressing the full spectrum from grassroots to high performance,
athletes. This vision should be supported by an emphasis on the wider benefits of sport at every
level. A clearer vision statement will enable a more meaningful context within which sport
policy and funding decisions are made.

·

The High Performance Plan is a ten-year plan for high performance sport
The HPP is not a medal plan; medals are simply an important (but not exclusive) indicator of the
success of the program. Moreover, Olympic success is not the only measure. Rather, a range of
international success targets is appropriate for the assessment of elite sport programs.
Separately, participation funding should be based on participation targets. The HPP is a broad
based plan for the development of high performance and developmental programs for Olympic
and Paralympic sport and their NFs, with impacts on and acknowledged links to and from broad
based participation.

·

Following from this, participation numbers are not a measure of success of the High
Performance Program
The Crawford Report makes the point that participation is not increasing in percentage terms as
a result of Olympic success. While there is anecdotal evidence which establishes linkages
between Olympic (and other international) success and spikes in participation numbers,
participation numbers are not of themselves an appropriate measure of the success of a high
performance plan. Moreover, NFs are not the only bodies responsible for generating
participants, many of whom are not registered. The Crawford Report itself identifies, as did the
AOC/APC during the HPP planning process, that there is a paucity of reliable data collected in
and around sport at all levels, and this must be rectified if measures and monitoring of programs
are to be meaningful and able to inform policy and ultimately a national plan. Accordingly, a
lack of direct evidence regarding the correlation between high performance and increases in
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participation is not of itself a reason for questioning the success of the High Performance
Program.
·

An improved data and information collection and analysis capability/capacity is required to
support sport and decision making
The need for broad and systematic data collection, analysis and sharing was identified by the
AOC/APC during the HPP process. This important strategic initiative should not only be a matter
for sport to undertake. The mobilisation of government agencies such as the Australian Bureau
of Statistics and other relevant data collection agencies (e.g. Health Department) should be
considered.

·

The AOC provides encouragement and support to all member sports
With few exceptions every one of Australia’s Olympic sports is capable of success and to
motivate a nation. This is an important part of the AOC philosophy. This broad-based approach
does not cut off the potential for sports in which Australia may become successful in the future,
particularly given the changing nature of our multicultural population. It also ensures no
individual or team is denied the opportunity to achieve national representation at the highest
international level of competition.
Indeed, it is critically important that opportunities exist at all levels for all Australians,
particularly young Australians. This should be the case regardless of ability, ethnicity, gender,
weight, height, build or any other factor. Sport must cater to and be accessible by all.
Interestingly, the make-up of the 2008 Olympic Team showcases this diversity within our
country.
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

200 or 45.87% of the 436 athletes were women
73 or 58.4% of the medallists were women
The three youngest athletes were 16 years of age
The oldest athlete was 60 years of age (he is an Olympic debutant)
The average age of the athletes was 26 years of age
43 or 9.96% of the athletes were born overseas
9 or 2.06% of the athletes had an indigenous background
The shortest athlete was 142cm and the tallest was 213cm
All Australian states and the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) were represented on the
Team.

The AOC has demonstrated its commitment to ensuring there are opportunities for all, as since
1996, the AOC has included, in the Summer Olympic Teams, all athletes that meet the
International Federation qualification requirements.
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We also wish to clarify a number of potentially misleading statements and assertions contained in
the report:
·

The AOC does not receive government funding
The role of the AOC in respect of Olympic sports is one of advocacy and collective
representation. Government funding for Olympic sports is not directed to the AOC; it goes
directly to the sports, which are typically under resourced. The AOC is not and has not been a
direct recipient of Federal Government funding since 1992. Typically also, the member NFs are
extremely under-resourced.

·

The AOC/HPP Plan seeks funding for development of Olympic and Paralympic sport
The HPP funding request is a broad based approach to supporting high performance and
development level Olympic and Paralympic sport including funding for NFs, institutes and
academies of sport and other parts of the high performance and development level sports
structure. As a result of the IOC’s recent decision to change the Olympic sports program by
replacing Softball and Baseball with Rugby Sevens and Golf for the 2016 Olympic Games, an
addendum to the HPP1 was prepared in October and submitted to the Minister for Sport and the
Crawford Panel for consideration.

·

Olympic Team participation is not funded by government
Olympic Team preparation and participation costs are funded by the AOC through income
generated from investments, sponsorship and fundraising. If this independent funding capability
was to be eroded, the financial responsibility would revert to government.

·

The analysis of Olympic finances, funding and marketing is fundamentally flawed
In the opinion of the AOC, the Crawford Report contains some incorrect information and flawed
analysis which potentially damages the AOC and Olympic sports. This will be addressed
separately to this response.

1

The AOC/APC HPP was revised following the inclusion of Golf and Rugby 7s to the Olympic Program for the
2016 Olympic Games. The Minister for Sport and the Independent Sport Panel were provided the addendum
to the HPP on 23 October, 2009.
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2. Introduction
Basis of AOC response
This report provides a commentary on the Independent Sports Panel Report The Future of Sport in
Australia as commissioned by the Federal Government (known as the “Crawford Report” and
referred to as such in this response). This commentary is in the form of a response to the Crawford
Report and has been prepared by the AOC based on input from and collaboration with people and
organisations representing a broad cross section of Olympic and Paralympic sports and sports
stakeholders generally including:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Athletes and “retired” athletes
Australian Paralympic Committee (APC) - co-authors of AOC/APC HPP
National Elite Sports Council (NESC)
Senior executives with prior Institute of Sport experience and senior Federal Government
administration and sports policy experience
Coaching staff (smaller sports)
National Federations
o Larger (well-funded) and smaller (less well-funded) sports
Olympic Winter Games sports.

The input of these people was obtained through a Study Group convened by the AOC on 2
December 2009 and through submissions by the National Federations. A full list of Study Group
participants is included in Attachment 1.
In preparing this response to the Crawford Report, the AOC acknowledges that the Terms of
Reference which gave rise to the Crawford Report are very broad. However most, if not all, of the
Crawford Report recommendations have a direct impact on Olympic sport and in fact are directly
relevant to the AOC’s broader mandate. Indeed the AOC’s role is at times misconstrued as having a
very narrow focus; the AOC has an interest in most aspects of Australian sport, and Australia’s
participation in sport internationally.
As the National Olympic Committee for Australia, the AOC’s mandate is governed by the Olympic
Charter and includes:
·

The promotion of the fundamental principles and values of Olympism, in particular, in the
fields of sport and education, by promoting Olympic educational programs in all levels of
schools, sports and physical education institutions and universities, as well as by
encouraging the creation of institutions dedicated to Olympic education, such as National
Olympic Academies, Olympic Museums and other programs, including cultural, related to
the Olympic Movement

·

To ensure the observance of the Olympic Charter as relevant to the activities of the AOC,
Olympic sports and other parties which participate in Olympic activities and initiatives
10

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
·

To encourage the development of high performance sport as well as sport for all

·

To help in the training of sports administrators by organising courses and ensure that such
courses contribute to the propagation of the fundamental principles of Olympism

·

To take action against any form of discrimination and violence in sport

·

To adopt and implement the World Anti-Doping Code.

The Fundamental Principles of Olympism are provided at Attachment 2.
The AOC is well placed to provide a relevant and well-informed contribution to the development of
government sports and funding policy. This response is offered in that vein and represents a
considered, balanced approach to the complex issues addressed by the Crawford Report.
The AOC, through its President Mr John Coates AC, has made a range of immediate observations
since the release of the Crawford Report. These comments are on the public record and the AOC
reaffirms its general views as publicly stated.
In responding formally to the Crawford Report to assist Federal, State and Territory Governments,
the AOC, has undertaken a full analysis of the report. The AOC acknowledges that the Federal
Government initiative to establish the review was borne out of appropriate and positive intentions.
However the AOC is concerned that during the period between the establishment of the
Independent Sport Panel and the publishing of the Crawford Report, the needs of high performance
Olympic and Paralympic sport have been compromised. As was made clear in the HPP, the need to
mobilise resources, retain talent and develop deeper and more effective high performance and
developmental programs required immediate action early in 2009 to stave off further deterioration
in the high performance system. Now the likely further delays required to debate and action any of
the reasoned recommendations place at risk the overall sports system as successfully developed
over the past decades.
While noting the lack of substantiated general commentary in the Crawford Report, the AOC
believes there is merit in many of the Crawford Report recommendations. Such agreement is
reflected in the AOC/APC High Performance Plan (HPP) and was evident during the HPP Forum
proceedings which preceded the Crawford Report and were a submission to the Panel. It is worth
noting that the Panel was invited to attend the HPP Forum, but declined.
However, in a number of areas, these recommendations also fall short. For example, in relation to
support for National Federations and an appropriate level of government investment in sport across
the sports continuum for both grass roots and high performance, the Panel Report does not attempt
to define clearly what is appropriate, other than in relation to infrastructure funding. It also appears
that, in relation to high performance sport, the Crawford Report paid only scant attention to some
submissions, such as the AOC/APC HPP. On the other hand, a number of recommendations (for
example daily physical education and regular school sport) reflect existing doctrine within the sport
sector and are also consistent with the HPP and the HPP Forum outcomes.
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One of the AOC’s greatest concerns about the Crawford Report is that some of the general
commentary in the report and most of the commentary related to the AOC and Olympic Sports is
not well informed; nor is it necessarily consistent with The Panel’s own recommendations, findings
or in many cases the submissions made to the Panel. Therefore, the AOC has restricted its response
to an analysis of the formal recommendations of the Panel.

The AOC/APC High Performance Plan in the context of the Crawford review
From the outset the HPP process (including the HPP Forum and consolidated report), while focusing
unapologetically on high performance sport:
·
·
·
·
·

Was highly inclusive involving all National Federations from Olympic and Paralympic sports, all
academies and institutes of sport and a range of high performance and sport thought leaders as
well as peak bodies and the ASC.
Acknowledged the need for substantial investment in grass roots and participation sport
Addressed fundamental structural issues relating to the management and administration of
sport, and in particular the Federal Government’s role in that process
Identified the need for systemic improvement across Olympic and Paralympic sport that
transcends these sports and will assist other non-Olympic sports
Established lead and lag performance indicators, or the basis for them, that are objective and
allow clear and unequivocal national performance measures.

As relates to measures, the Crawford Report rejects, without any real justification, the goal of
Australia maintaining a top 5 ranking at the Olympic Games. The HPP and its overall success
measures do present a real and considered set of measures for success at the high performance and
development sport level. It has also been part of the existing Government Policy2, (whether implied
and or explicit), that Australia’s success at the Olympic and Paralympic Games is a national priority
and this should remain the case. If targets set by the AOC and its Olympic NFs are not considered
valid, then on what basis will a valid target be established which is consistent with the notion of
national measures?
The HPP embraces the inextricable link between high performance and participation
sport/recreation and recognises that the Federal Government has played a vital role in supporting
this link through its investments.
“This investment has been made primarily in order to maximise Australia’s chance of international
sporting success, mindful of the important link between elite level performance, the establishment of
role models and grass roots participation, and the obvious associated health benefits to
participants.” (HPP Executive Summary)
The HPP is a plan for Olympic and Paralympic sports for the next decade and is based on sound
planning methodologies. It addresses a far broader set of goals than the winning of medals. While it
is true that the HPP uses medallists/medal count as one lag indicator of the overall high performance
2

Department of Health and Aging Annual Report 2008/09 – Australian Sports Commission Outcome 2 –
Excellence in sports performances by Australians
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sports system health, it also identifies other indicators and, as importantly, it extends a link to
development level sport. This development level sport provides opportunities for hundreds of
thousands of young Australians helping establish healthy lifestyles for all through sporting
aspirations.
The HPP and the sporting outcomes which will flow from it will also enhance Australia’s broader
international standing. The HPP and the propositions contained in it extend well beyond a relatively
small number of high performance athletes.
The HPP is not only about achieving success at the Olympic and Paralympic Games every four years,
although for most Olympic and Paralympic sports and athletes this is the pinnacle of their
endeavours. Rather, the HPP addresses the overall system-wide needs of NFs, athletes, coaches and
other technical support staff, the AIS/SAS/SIS High Performance Centres network and every other
element of development level and high performance Olympic and Paralympic sport every day of the
year, year after year. In doing so it supports the broader interest of Australia’s participation in major
senior level international events such as World Championships and World Cups, and provides
opportunities for bolstering major domestic sports programmes and competition.
The HPP includes initiatives for the NFs that are not specific to the Olympic/Paralympic Games and
are part of a broader program to develop each sport. A selection of these initiatives as identified by
the 2008 Summer Olympic sports are contained in Attachment 3.
The HPP takes a broad view and acknowledges the key role of sport generally, not just Olympic sport,
in Australian society.
“It is also a direct tribute to the fundamental place of sport in the Australian community, as clearly
expressed in the current Government’s policy paper ‘Australian sport: emerging challenges, new
directions’.
‘Sport is integral to Australia’s way of life, our view of ourselves and how we are viewed by
the rest of the world. It helps build the social cohesion that binds families, communities,
regions and the nation. No other facet of our culture has the capacity to bring together so
many different streams of Australian life in mutual joy and celebration.’ “
(Australian Government national policy paper, quoted in HPP).
It appears the Crawford Panel did not consider the HPP in its entirety, or if it did, it did not
acknowledge the broader issues addressed in the HPP. While this may be the Panel’s prerogative, it
appears the Crawford Report also disregarded the information presented by the AOC during the
briefing of the Independent Sport Panel members in relation to AOC and the Australian Olympic
Foundation (AOF) funding. Instead the Panel has conducted its own analysis of Olympic marketing
and funding which is flawed.
Given the apparent lack of consideration of the HPP and other AOC briefings, a range of HPP
recommendations and findings are restated in this response, to ensure that they are taken into
account when the Federal Government responds to the Crawford Report and more importantly, its
future policies and plans for the support of Australian sport.
13

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
In summary, the HPP is a broad based plan oriented towards high performance achievement which
clearly considers the broader underpinning sport structures. The HPP defines support for such
elements as domestic competitions; coach development programs; talent identification programs;
regional programs for athletes and coaches; and development programs in clubs and schools. The
HPP funding request includes the delivery of the high performance and development level of
Olympic and Paralympic sport in it broadest context and is significantly broader in its application
than winning medals although this is an important outcome if the HPP is properly resourced and
implemented.

AOC comment on Independent Sports Panel Terms of Reference and Report
The Independent Panel was asked to direct its recommendations particularly towards the following
Terms of Reference:
1. Ensure Australia’s continued elite sporting success
2. Better place sport and physical activity as a key component of the Government’s preventative
health approach
3. Strengthen pathways from junior sport to grassroots community sport right through to elite and
professional sport
4. Maintain Australia’s cutting edge approach to sports science, research and technology
5. Identify opportunities to increase and diversify the funding base for sport through corporate
sponsorship, media and any recommended reforms, such as enhancing the effectiveness of the
Australian Sports Foundation.

The Crawford Report does not fully address all of the Terms of Reference, and in this response, the
AOC provides an analysis of the Crawford Report recommendations as related to its Terms of
Reference.
This analysis suggests that additional reviews and other work may need to be completed before
many of the recommendations can be considered for adoption. The following are examples.
·

The proposed National Sports Policy framework needs to be costed and requires
endorsement from the Council of Australian Governments before any real progress can be
made.

·

To deliver the National Sport Policy framework, the roles and responsibilities of
Governments and their agencies are to be defined and if recommendations of the Crawford
Report are to be properly developed into reasoned and implementable measures, a
substantial amount of organisational reengineering will be necessary with its attendant
policy, legal and operational impacts properly considered.

·

The measurable national objectives and priorities recommended in the Crawford Report
need to be considered by the Australian Government. However this must be informed by
broader sport sector collaboration in order to ensure its relevance and acceptance.
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·

The proposed restructure of the ASC and Institutes of Sport will require modelling, especially
with respect to governance of the ASC and AIS if they are separated, and delivery of services
and support across the sport network.

·

To achieve the amalgamation of the SIS/SAS into an Australian Institutes of Sport, the
Federal Government will be required to fund the system to at least the same level currently
provided by the State and Territory Governments and continue to attract current state or
replacement national sponsors. This ignores additional funding now required and identified
in the HPP. Additional funding will also be required from State Governments to support the
athletes not at the national level, now to be served by the AIS.

·

To achieve the recommendation for all NFs to adopt national skills-based governance
structures reflecting diversity of membership as a funding condition could remove funding
from some sports while in transition, and there is no consideration of the time required to
transition.

·

The proposed broad development of Federal, State and Local government policy to support
recreational participation priorities does not specify the lead delivery agencies within
government departments; nor does it address the necessary breadth of policy development
required to deliver the related recommendations.

·

The recommendations related to sport in schools require the Australian Curriculum and
Assessment and Reporting Authority to support the recommendation. There is no indication
of the extent of consultation to date; nor has the timeframe to achieve endorsement been
articulated.

·

The recommended national Volunteer Program will need to be developed and costed to
determine the level of funding required.

·

The AOC supports a National Facilities Initiative as proposed in the Crawford Report and had
identified infrastructure deficiencies as an issue in the HPP. Before any infrastructure
funding is undertaken, a thorough national facilities audit is required. In this regard, the AOC
disagrees with the Crawford Panel’s assessment that a national audit is unnecessary. The
AOC also supports any infrastructure spending being backed by solid information to inform
the overall strategy. Some of this information can only be acquired through a national
facilities audit and regular monitoring. Therefore the AOC disagrees with the commentary in
the Crawford Report that suggests such an audit would be unnecessary.

·

The Crawford Report’s recommendations on the nine identified areas to enhance inclusion
and participation require specific strategies to be developed.
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·

Recommendations for additional funding sources, including State Lotteries3, need to be
negotiated, and there is still investigation required into tax rebates, vouchers and schemes
to reduce the cost of participation in sport.

Irrespective of merit, overall there is considerable work required before implementation of the
substantive recommendations in the Crawford Report. As stated earlier and for the reasons
explained in the HPP, Olympic and Paralympic sport cannot afford to stand still pending these
developments. The world of international sport has changed considerably, and Australia must
respond to these changes now to remain competitive. Failing this, the high performance system,
which has been built over several governments and decades, will continue to deteriorate, talent will
continue to be lost and Australia will cease to provide appropriate opportunities for its athletes.
Already substantial degradation of the system has been experienced in the recent past and this will
not be arrested without swift and decisive action. Importantly also, it will require the bolstering of
Federal Government funding.
In providing its response to the Crawford Report, the AOC has considered and provided commentary
on the Panel’s key recommendations in the context of its Terms of Reference.

Crawford Report Recommendations compared with the Terms of Reference:
Terms of Reference 1
Ensure Australia’s continued elite sporting success
·

Identify any areas of duplication within Australia’s sporting system and recommend ways to
build a more efficient system

·

Examine the relationship between the Australian Sports Commission, Australian Institute of
Sport, State and Territory Institutes, academies of sport and regional institutes and how this
relationship could deliver better athlete pathways

·

Recommend opportunities to ensure maximum returns from talent identification programs

Relevant Crawford Report Recommendations
1.1 The Australian Government, advised by the Australian Sports Commission and in consultation
with state and territory governments, should develop a costed national sports policy framework and
submit the framework to the Council of Australian Governments for endorsement.
1.2 The national sport policy framework should include the following:
a) Measurable national objectives and priorities for public funding including success for high
performance and participation, with domestic and/or international significance and capacity to
contribute to the Australian Government’s objectives for social inclusion and preventative health.

3

Note – Some State Lotteries have been sold and some are in the process of being sold as private entities.
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b) Financial and non-financial strategies to achieve those objectives including strategies that provide
for greater participation.
c) The roles and responsibilities of various levels of government and their agencies in delivering
those strategies; including the sport and recreation, health, education, Indigenous and youth
portfolios.
2.1 Recognising the complex nature of the Australian sports system, a single point of focus is
required to provide leadership. That point of focus should be the Australian Sports Commission.
3.1 The Australian Institute of Sport should be removed from the Australian Sports Commission and
amalgamated with state and territory institutes and academies of sport, into a single Australian
Institutes of Sport (AIsS), funded by the Australian Government, and with the existing combined
funding levels.
3.2 For elite sport, the Australian Government should be responsible for support of national level
programs, state and territory governments for state and territory level programs and in association
with local governments for developmental programs.
3.4 Where appropriate the Australian Government and state and territory governments should
negotiate appropriate arrangements for use and control of existing facilities used by state and
territory institutes and academies of sport.
3.5 Australia’s high-performance sport system should be based on the principle that elite programs
be delivered at optimal locations—and the system must facilitate the engagement of other providers
such as universities and private organisations where appropriate.
4.6 National sporting organisations that are engaged in the Olympics should explore events that
raise profile outside the Olympics.
AOC comments on recommendations
The Crawford Report has made recommendations with regard to restructuring the AIS and SAS/SIS
system. The AOC/APC recommendation in the HPP addresses the same challenges of duplication
but seeks to avoid the complete restructure of the current system and instead seeks to retain the
competitive strengths of the Federal-State partnerships which have proven effective in the past. It
is acknowledged the system has been less effective more recently, largely due to funding
deficiencies leading to inappropriate competitive tensions. The Report does not recognise the
suggestions in submissions such as the HPP that provide alternate, less disruptive solutions to the
current challenges.
The HPP addresses in detail the need for a review of the current Talent Identification System4. The
Crawford Report recommendations do not address the Talent Identification System, except to note

4

AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendations – pages 45 - 46
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in the commentary that; “There is an obvious link between the size of the participation base and the
flow of talented athletes to the elite end.5” Talent identification is also an element of the broader
mass participation end of the sports continuum and supports the general initiatives to encourage
greater levels of participation in sport and healthy lifestyle.
The commentary in the Report suggests that high performance and participation sport are
competing for resources, and that the current funding is inappropriately skewed towards high
performance in Olympic sports at the expense of non-Olympic sports and participation. The
suggestion that funding should be prioritised towards sports with “domestic and international
significance”6 raises the suggestion that Olympic sports, or small sports, should not receive funding,
and that non-Olympic sports are more deserving of Government funding. The AOC/APC HPP did not
address the challenges of participation but recognised the need for review and resourcing to enable
the NFs to achieve participation targets. The AOC does not support the notion that any sport is
more deserving than any other, whether an Olympic sport or non-Olympic sport. It is sport as a
whole, and not just a small group of arbitrarily selected sports, which is part of our national ethos.
There is insufficient funding within the system to meet the participation objectives currently
proposed, and this lack of resource has not been addressed by the Report recommendations.

Terms of Reference 2
Better place sport and physical activity as a key component of the Government’s preventative
health approach
·

Examine Government frameworks to ensure an on-going focus on grassroots and community
sport and physical activity

·

Examine Government programs to increase participation rates in sport and physical activity,
including analysis of existing programs

·

Identify and recommend opportunities to break down barriers to participation at junior, adult
and senior ages with a view to making it simpler and easier for Australians to participate in the
sport or physical activity of their choice, including for women, the disabled and Indigenous
people

·

Recommend strategies to increase the effectiveness of the promotion of sport by the Federal
Government to better communicate positive health and activity messages to the broader
community

Relevant Crawford Report Recommendations
2.2 Consistent with the Australian Sports Commission’s leadership role, it should not be involved in
service delivery. Those activities that give the Australian Sports Commission a ‘conflict’ with the
other organisations it is supposed to deal with and support should be taken away from it. Specifically,
the Australian Institute of Sport should be separated from the Australian Sports Commission (we
5
6

Crawford Report – Ch 1.2 reforming the Australian Sports Commission to Lead the Sports System – page 14
Crawford Report – Executive Overview - Recommendation 1.1 – page 51
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discuss this further in the next chapter) and the Active After School Communities program should be
contracted out to appropriate providers at agreed performance standards.
2.3 The Australian Sports Commission should be responsible for developing the overarching strategy
framework in light of Australian Government policy, proposing and measuring national outcomes,
contributing to policy proposals, solving problems, allocating Australian Government money to elite
and community organisations and strengthening and evaluating the national sporting organisations.
And very importantly, it should be building collaboration across the sports system.
4.2 The Australian Sports Commission should make the adoption of appropriate and national skillsbased governance structures that reflect the diversity of membership a funding condition for
national sporting organisations.
4.3 National sporting organisations boards and managements should place engagement of
recreational participation as a key priority and that this focus should be backed by government
policy at all levels.
5.1 The Australian Government and state and territory governments should make sport in schools an
ongoing priority and should agree that physical education be a stand alone key learning area in the
national curriculum.
5.3 The Australian Government should consider the repair, upgrade and development of sport and
recreation facilities in schools as an integral part of its ‘education revolution’ initiative on the basis
that public access to school sporting facilities is maximised.
6.3 The Australian Government, in consultation with the state and territory governments, should
develop a strategic national facilities initiative for the funding and development of Australia’s
community sport and recreation facilities over the next decade.
6.4 The Australian Government should establish a national sport facilities fund with an initial
allocation of $250 million each year for four years, to begin the implementation of the strategic
national facilities initiative in partnership with state, territory and local government and the private
sector, where appropriate.
6.5 The national sport facilities fund should have an initial focus on drought-proofing assets that are
determined to be of ‘high-priority’.
6.6 In any infrastructure programs, preference should be given to projects that have the potential to
engage wide sections of the community, such as multi-sport facilities in proximity to other
community infrastructure, to help with sustainability and to increase social capital.
7.1 The Australian Sports Commission, in consultation with Australian Government, state and
territory and local governments and agencies and appropriate experts, should develop strategies as
a matter of priority in the nine key areas identified by the Panel. In each category, the Panel has
made specific comment on the key issues to be addressed and these should provide the context in
which strategies and recommendations are designed and communicated across the sporting system.
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In some instances, this would involve the setting of targets, the undertaking of new research and
analysis, and significant community consultation.
7.2 The Australian Government should choose several geographic areas across Australia where many
or most of the nine issues exist and contribute to significant social disadvantage, and design projects
which place sport, recreation and volunteering at the centre of plans to improve community
outcomes. This would involve collaboration with the state, territory and local governments and
agencies responsible for indicators of disadvantage in partnership with national sporting
organisations, non-government organisations and communities.
AOC comments on recommendations
The AOC recognises the need for Government to use sport as a vehicle to promote healthy
lifestyles and has maintained an ongoing policy to do so in regard to youth and the use of
Olympians as role models to encourage active sport participation. This has been done through
various programs. To the extent the Crawford Report provides a platform to engage with health
authorities and develop broad-based participation and healthy lifestyle programs, then the AOC
agrees with the Crawford Report. However the AOC does not agree that such programs should be
funded at the expense of further development of the high performance sports system. Nor does it
support the notion that the objectives of high performance and participation are in some way
mutually exclusive. Both must be supported by government, although the health agenda should be
more specifically supported by health budgets.
The Panel’s focus on gaining control of recreational participation-based programs by NFs within the
sports system for commercial exploitation fails to recognise that organised sport is merely one
avenue for participation in physical activity. While sport delivers competition and support for
development of skills and capability to enable competition, recreational participation and physical
activity can be delivered by a range of providers, or undertaken by individuals without any
engagement with a provider, with equivalent benefits. Hence it is not the sole responsibility of
sport’s controlling bodies. There are clear linkages between participation and sport, but the
Crawford Report recommendation for NFs to place engagement of recreational participants as a
key priority fails to recognise that this is not possible for some sports, and there are no
corresponding recommendations to increase participation outside of the sport system.
The AOC also notes that for “at risk” individuals or groups, organised sport may not lead to the
intended health outcomes, and participation programs that develop motor function and fitness
outside the organised sport context are a priority.
The Crawford Report makes specific recommendations to develop broad strategies to remove
participation barriers, but it does not identify in detail the barriers to participation. There is no
analysis of the reasons for non-participation in sport or physical activity.
The Report commentary states that, in considering funding for sports “… in part to encourage wide
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participation, some priority should be given to those sports played throughout the country and
even more so to those that engage their participants through their lifetimes.”7 This implies that
some sports are not meeting this criterion of engaging participants throughout their lives. On that
basis the registrations from the 2009 World Masters Games in Sydney provide some recent
guidance on “lifetime sports”. The sports with the highest number of Australian registrants (20,023
in total) were softball (10.4%), football (9.1%), athletics (8.8%) and rowing (8.2%). It is important
that any consideration of mass participation and lifetime sports is properly analysed and that
simplistic conclusions are not drawn which ignore a range of important drivers which will impact
sport consumption patterns into the future.
Similarly the report does not acknowledge the gender equity provided through all of the Olympic
sports, or the opportunities the range of Olympic sports provides for all sized athletes, for a range
of skills and of increasing importance for Australia’s increasingly diverse ethnic communities.
The Crawford Report recommends removing delivery of the Active After Schools Communities
Program from the ASC, and prioritising the inclusion of sport and PE in the school curriculum. This
is supported as a way of increasing efficiencies of the program and tapping into the many qualified
and experienced independent service providers in this area. It was also noted that the current
Active After Schools Communities Program is more a sport recruitment program, rather than a
children health and obesity prevention program, as it has a tendency to appeal to those children
that enjoy sport or are already engaged in sport. Because it is voluntary, and attracts children with
good skills, fitness and sporting abilities, it has a tendency to discourage participation by children
that have poor fitness, coordination and skills/knowledge about sport, as they can feel intimidated
and uncomfortable when up against their ‘fitter’ peers. An option for consideration to address
these high risk overweight and obese children is to limit participation is some aspects of the after
school program to only those children with poor fitness, skills and abilities,
The Report also comments on the range of participation programs not currently delivered within
the sports system. The Panel questions the notion that high performance success leads to
increases in participation, but in other sections of the report notes the positive influence of athlete
role models. The report also acknowledges the relative paucity of organised data and information
around sport generally which would enable the proper analysis of the link.
The Panel, through their commentary that high performance success does not lead to increases in
participation, suggests that the use of sporting role models is not effective in communicating
positive health and activity messages, or inspiring the community. However this notion is
contradicted when the Panel proposes the use of sporting role models to attract women,
Indigenous communities, and migrants to participate in sport activities.
The Crawford Report’s specific recommendations do not address this Term of Reference but
generally create confusion about the importance of sporting role models in the promotion of
positive health and activity messages, and participation in sport. Certainly the global prevalence of
athlete endorsement and association suggests the link is very strong. This parallel observation in
itself, defeats any proposition that athletes are not effective promotional role models including for
7

Crawford Report – Ch 1.1 - Defining Our National Sports Vision - page 7
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a healthy lifestyle which perhaps is their most powerful promotional role. While Australian sport
may not have gathered the data to support the link, thousands of corporations worldwide have.

Terms of Reference 3
Strengthen pathways from junior sport to grassroots community sport right through to elite and
professional sport
· Examine the capacity of the system to ensure optimal and efficient delivery of the athlete and
coach pathway for any given sport
·

Recommend the most effective support and recognition for the coaches, officials, umpires,
administrators and volunteers who keep our community clubs alive

·

Examine how relationships between the Commonwealth Government and National Sporting
Organisations, State Sporting Organisations and Australia’s peak representative bodies at key
multi-sports competitions may be strengthened to deliver better performance outcomes

Relevant Crawford Report Recommendations
2.2 Consistent with the Australian Sports Commission’s leadership role, it should not be involved in
service delivery. Those activities that give the Australian Sports Commission a ‘conflict’ with the
other organisations it is supposed to deal with and support should be taken away from it. Specifically,
the Australian Institute of Sport should be separated from the Australian Sports Commission (we
discuss this further in the next chapter) and the Active After School Communities program should be
contracted out to appropriate providers at agreed performance standards.
3.2 For elite sport, the Australian Government should be responsible for support of national level
programs, state and territory governments for state and territory level programs and in association
with local governments for developmental programs.
3.3 State and territory based programs should be funded and managed by the states and territories
(even if with Australian Government contributions) with the objective of identifying and preparing
athletes for progression into national programs.
4.1 National sporting organisations should have primary responsibility for development of their own
high-performance programs with assistance from the Australian Sports Commission as appropriate
on a case-by-case basis.
6.1 The Australian Government should develop and fund a national volunteer program for sporting
and physical activity organisations that aims to attract and retain volunteers to sport through
education, accreditation and recognition and in particular takes account of the potential offered by
the growing number of older Australians to become volunteers.
6.2 The Australian Government should establish and fund a national scheme that encourages past
high-performance scholarship holders (Australian Institute of Sport and state and territory institutes
and academies of sport) to volunteer within community sport organisations as coaches, managers,
administrators and mentors.
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AOC comments on recommendations
The objectives of this aspect of the study are applauded by the AOC however the treatment by
the Crawford Report does not in itself properly address the opportunity presented for sport.
The Report’s commentary strongly suggests that the high performance and grass roots programs
are not connected and that, through skewed funding to high performance, NFs are failing to
address the grass roots programs to strengthen the pathways in their sports. This is consistent
with the general approach in the Crawford Report which tends to see participation sport at odds
with high performance sport. The AOC and the sports industry generally take a different view,
and see this as a continuum in which each relies on, and benefits from, the other.
The recommendations to establish participation measures are not new. These recommendations
do not address the steps required to put in place appropriate systems required to deliver an
efficient pathway – currently there are insufficient coaches, facilities, resources and other
essential infrastructure available (program and in many cases physical or access to physical
infrastructure) to achieve significant increases in participation. The commentary also fails to
acknowledge that grass roots programs are not currently delivered by NFs, and that by unifying NF
governance structures and Institute structures into a national organisation will not necessarily
address the underlying problems related to the lack of resources and lack of sustainable
participation program infrastructure. The nationalisation of sport as proposed by the Crawford
Report may also sacrifice dynamic tension between States, which in the past has been a major
driver for Australia’s progress.
The notion of funding for sports important to Australians is in contradiction to the stated aim in
the Terms of Reference that the pathways are optimal for “any given sport”.
The Report recommends a specific volunteer program and the need for scholarship recipients to
support community sport programs. The AOC supports these general recommendations.
The Report commentary questions the benefits of delivering better performance outcomes at key
multi-sport competitions, and suggests that the aspirations and measures of success should be
reviewed and revised downward rather than seeking better performances. This is in contradiction
to the Terms of Reference and the arbitrary view does not recognise the important role played by
a number of peak bodies within the Australian and international sports landscape.
Terms of Reference 4
Maintain Australia’s cutting edge approach to sports science, research and technology
· Examine the capacity of the system to ensure provision of cutting edge technology, innovation,
sport science, sports medicine, applied research to underpin sport performance and
development, including ways to maintain Australia’s position as leaders in anti-doping
·

Examine the current partnerships in place within these fields and recommend any potential
partnerships
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Relevant Crawford Report Recommendations
1.3 The national sport policy framework should be supported by availability of robust data:
a) To ensure maximum effectiveness and efficiency, the Australian Government, in consultation with
state and territory governments, should design and fund collections of statistics and other data to
inform policy development generally and to assist ongoing evaluation of national sport policy
framework strategies.
b) The Australian Sports Commission should develop a system for collection of participation data
from national sporting organisations that is reliable, valid, repeatable and comparable across sports.
1.4 The Australian Government should ensure that Australia remains at the forefront of the global
fight against doping in sport and that Australia’s domestic anti-doping regime reflects world best
practice in deterrence, detection and enforcement and incorporates the recommendations of the
Panel into the structural and governance arrangements of the Australian Sports Anti-Doping
Authority.

AOC comments on recommendations

The Report states; “There was very little feedback or input on the subject of sports sciences, medicine and
technology throughout this review process. However, the Panel notes the submission from the Australian
Olympic Committee (AOC) outlining shortcomings in the co-ordination of sport science as a result of the
current independent nature of the AIS/SIS/SAS network. The new structure, where these organisations are
8
brought together as a single entity, should solve these issues.”
There is also a recommendation to retain Australia’s position at the forefront of the fight against doping.
These recommendations do not demonstrate an understanding of the necessity for the development of
“cutting edge” innovation, or the systems that could deliver such innovation. The AOC/APC HPP specifically
recommended quarantining funding to support research and innovation, but this has not been recommended
by the Crawford Report. There is no specific recommendation on the need to ensure the provision of “cutting
edge” practice or innovation. Similarly the recommendation regarding doping fails to recognise the challenge
Australian athletes face internationally, and hence the need to not only lead the fight against doping at an
international level but to ensure Australian athletes are provided with the sports science and other support to
enable them to compete on an even playing field.
The Report recommends the engagement of providers other than Institutes, like universities and private
organisations, to deliver elite programs in optimal locations. The proposed user pays model, however, does
not address how this may impact on existing core Institute services through competition with these providers.
Nor does the Report identify the benefits of concentration of scarce research and innovation resources to
deliver a greater overall benefit, as opposed to disaggregation.

8
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Terms of Reference 5
Identify opportunities to increase and diversify the funding base for sport through corporate
sponsorship, media and any recommended reforms, such as enhancing the effectiveness of the
Australian Sports Foundation.
Relevant Crawford Report Recommendations
8.4 The Australian Government should not introduce a national sports lottery at this stage but
should negotiate with state and territory governments to provide a share of existing lottery revenue
for sport and recreation facilities and programs.
8.5 The Australian Government should review the governance, structural and operational
arrangements of the Australian Sports Foundation to raise awareness within the community of the
opportunity offered by the Australian Sports Foundation for fundraising and to provide easy access
to the Australian Sports Foundation by community groups.
8.6 That the Australian Sports Commission in conjunction with the Department of Health and Ageing
should explore the viability of tax rebates, voucher or another system designed to reduce the cost of
participation, and the likely contribution of such schemes to increasing participation levels.
AOC comments on recommendations
The Crawford Report commentary proposes reviewing the use of State Lotteries to direct funding
to Sport, and investigating tax rebates, vouchers and other similar initiatives to reduce the cost
barriers to participation. There are no specific recommendations on diversifying the funding base
through corporate sponsorship. With regard to digital media “The Panel believes that at this time
there is not a demonstrated need for government intervention; it is appropriate for sporting
organisations to deal with the various media outlets to attain mutually beneficial arrangements”9.
The Panel did not note recent examples of Government investments into initiatives that may
enable recipients to become more sustainable through commercial support, for example the
funding of the ANZ Championship Netball, which has enabled netball to become more self
sustaining. The Panel focused on funding to high performance programs for Olympic sports and
raised the notion that non-Olympic sports should have access to this funding. The Panel did not,
however, note the significant indirect government investment (Australian, State and Local)
received by some of the major non-Olympic sports through into stadia and facilities. An Australian
Bureau of Statistics (ABS) report notes that Government funding in 2000/01 was $2,124M. “Of
this, the Commonwealth Government contributed $198.9m (9.4%), state and territory
governments $875.2m (41.2%), and local governments $1,050.1m (49.4%). The majority of the
funding went to venues, grounds and facilities. They received $1,292.2m which was 60.8% of the
total. A further $527.8m or 24.8% went to fund Participation and special events”.10
Rather than identifying new opportunities for funding sources, the lack of balance with regard to
the commentary on existing funding creates an “us and them” approach to distribution of funding.
9

Crawford Report – Ch 2.7 – Investing in the Future of Sport – page 132
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The findings in the report related to the Olympic funding distributions fail to acknowledge the
presentation by the AOC to the Panel in November 2008, during which the funding process and
allocation of funding resources within the Olympic Movement were explained. These and related
representations render several of the recommendations in this area of the report fundamentally
flawed.
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3. The AOC and the Olympic Movement
The nature of the commentary in the Crawford Report indicates that the AOC may need to publicly
reaffirm its role and mandate. Generally the Crawford Report does not appear to have considered
all elements of the AOC’s role nor the importance of peak bodies such as the AOC in formulating
national sports policy. The role of the AOC has always been complementary to Government while at
times certain issues have generated vigorous and productive debate. The broader policy
contribution and sports leadership role of the AOC is an important one for Australian sport and has
been acknowledged as such by successive governments. This also applies to other peak bodies
whose views transcend any individual sport interests.

Role and mission of the Olympic Movement and AOC
In section 1 of this response, the mandate of National Olympic Committees has been discussed, and
the Fundamental Principles of Olympism are included at Attachment 2. This mandate, arising from
the Olympic Charter (which is the codification of the Fundamental Principles of Olympism, Rules and
By Laws of the International Olympic Committee (IOC) and governs the Olympic Movement), is
reflected in the objects of the AOC in its Constitution.
The objects of the Australian Olympic Committee are:
·

to develop, promote and protect the Olympic Movement in Australia in accordance with the
Olympic Charter and all regulations and directives issued by the IOC;

·

to effect its exclusive power for the representation and participation by Australia at Olympic
Games, Olympic Winter Games and at Regional Games and do all matters incidental thereto,
including the selection and discipline of all members of the teams to represent Australia at
those Games. The Committee is obliged to participate in the Olympic Games and Olympic
Winter Games by sending athletes;

·

to promote the fundamental principles of Olympism within the framework of sports activity
and otherwise contribute to the dissemination of Olympism in the teaching programs of
physical education and sport in schools and other education establishments including the
encouragement of the creation of institutions devoted to Olympic education;

·

to encourage the development of high performance sport as well as sport for all;

·

to discourage discrimination and violence in sport and to fight against the use of substances
and procedures prohibited by the IOC or International Federations;

·

to participate in the functions of the IOC, including but without limitation, to make proposals,
and where appropriate, to make recommendations to the IOC concerning the Olympic
Charter, the Olympic Movement and the organisation and holding of the Olympic Games and
the Olympic Winter Games and to collaborate in the preparation of Olympic Congresses;
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·

to preserve its autonomy and resist all pressures of any kind, whether they be of a political,
religious or economic nature, that may prevent the Committee from complying with the
Olympic Charter; and

·

to do all such other acts and things incidental to the attainment of these objectives, including
co-operation with private or government organisations providing that the Committee will
never associate itself with any undertaking which would be in conflict with the principles of
the Olympic Movement and the Olympic Charter.

The objects of the AOC and the nature of its ongoing operations clearly disprove the notion that the
AOC is only interested in the pursuit of medals. Having said that, as the National Olympic
Committee (NOC) for Australia, the AOC has a responsibility to provide opportunities for Australian
youth to participate and excel in the Olympic and Olympic Winter Games and now the Youth
Olympic and Youth Olympic Winter Games. The ongoing focus of the AOC since the IOC adopted
strict qualification standards for all who participate in the Games has been:
·

To ensure the attendance of Australia at the Olympic Games, supporting full participation of
those who meet international qualification standards, and

·

To achieve excellence and to support Olympians, their support entourage and their NFs to
achieve optimal results, remain within the top five nations in the world and medal in more
sports/disciplines than at the preceding Games. This objective is broken down into a number of
other indicators.

As a consequence of these two primary objectives, the AOC has played an active role in the
development of long and short term plans for Olympic sports supporting the development of high
performance athletes and the pathways for Australian youth to pursue their dreams.
In addition to participation in the Olympic Games, the AOC has played an active role in regard to:
·

The bidding for and staging of the Olympic Games in Australia

·

The development of anti-doping education programs

·

The conception, funding and delivery of the Australian Youth Olympic Festival with associated
youth education programs

·

The conception and operation of youth education programs such as the A.S.P.I.R.E schools
network with over 10,000 primary school teachers registered, which equates to around 200,000
primary school students learning about the Olympic Games and Olympic values

·

The encouragement of broad based youth involvement with the Olympic Games and Olympic
sport through the Pierre de Coubertin Awards

·

Promotion of sport through international exchange and cooperation agreements
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·

The mobilisation of Olympians throughout the community to support sport and healthy lifestyle
role models, in particular for Australia’s youth

·

Promotion of Athlete representation on sports decision making bodies

·

Encouragement and financial support of Australian representatives on International Sports
Federation decision making entities .

As an active part of the International Olympic Movement, Australia, through the activities of the
AOC, enjoys recognition through three IOC Members, a distinguished level of involvement in
Olympic Games organisation in Australia and overseas and being one of only two nations with an
unbroken record of Games attendance.

The Olympians and the Australian community
The long term impact of our Olympians on the promotion of sport and healthy lifestyles, while
highlighting the importance of one of the world’s most powerful social movements, the Olympic
Movement, is well documented. Although empirical data to support this impact is lacking, the
affection which Australians hold for their Olympians, whether medallists or not, confirms:
·

Olympians and other high profile athletes have a legitimate and powerful role in promoting
sport and healthy lifestyles, provided the underlying programs to receive participants or
prospective participants is sound

·

The AOC has demonstrated an active role in promoting sport throughout Australia through the
activities of the Olympic Team and Olympians,

·

The mobilisation of Olympians within the community at local, state and national levels is an
ongoing part of the AOC’s formal program of activities and is complemented by a wide range of
impactful, self directed activities of Olympians themselves

·

The high standards expected and enforced by the AOC and Olympic NFs regarding behaviour,
and the eradication ofdoping in sport are valued by the community.

AOC and IOC support of Olympic sports
The AOC neither seeks nor receives any funding from the Federal Government and accepts only
restricted donations from State Governments as part of the AOC’s broad based fund raising program
towards the costs of sending of the Olympic Teams to the Games. The AOC accepts the full financial
responsibility of sending the Olympic Teams to all Olympic Games, independent of any Government
intervention or funding.
As a result of its commercial programs and as a legacy of the successful bidding for and conduct of
the 2000 Olympic Games, the AOC established the Australian Olympic Foundation which invests
capital funds and distributes earnings to the AOC for the funding of Olympic programs. These
include funding grants to National Federations. The details of the AOC Funding Guidelines for the
29

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
Vancouver and London Olympic Games are included as Attachments 4 and 5. It must be noted that
the Crawford Report analysis of Olympic financing, including the AOC’s leverage of commercial rights,
is based on incorrect information and flawed. This matter will be addressed separately to this
response.
The IOC distributes ninety per cent (90%) of its revenues including to the Organising Committees for
the Olympic Games and Youth Olympic Games and to support sport and athletes around the world,
through direct grants to International Federations for their activities on behalf of their (and the
AOC’s) member NFs. Through its Olympic Solidarity programs and funding, substantial annual
distributions are made to the 205 National Olympic Committees which conduct sports development
programs and support NFs. Many of the Olympic Solidarity initiatives promote development level
and grassroots sports. The IOC also supports the International Paralympic Committee, Paralympic
Games Organising Committees, the World Anti Doping Authority and the Court of Arbitration for
Sport. Through its broader role, and in conjunction with other international umbrella organisations
such as the United Nations (UN) and the World Health Organisation, the IOC provides further
resources in areas of need throughout the world to encourage peace and participation in sport and
healthy lifestyles As an example the IOC is currently constructing sports facilities in Zambia as a pilot
project.. No other international sports movement, or arguably any other social enterprise, has the
breadth of coverage established by the Olympic Movement.
On 19 October 2009 the UN granted the IOC observer status in the General Assembly. There are
only four other non-governmental organisations enjoying this status – the two Red Cross
organisations, the Sovereign Military Order of Malta and the Inter-Parliamentary Union. The
invitation by the international community through the UN, was directed at the IOC only as a
representative of sport as a whole. It is recognition for the first time at this level of the power of
sport and that sport does play an important role in the search for solutions to mankind’s common
problems.
Observer status is extended to all sessions, formal and informal, of the General Assembly and of its
subsidiary machinery, such as the UN Environment Program, UNESCO etc. It means the Olympic
Movement can now be at forums at which decisions that have a bearing on sport, young people and
physical education are made.
The IOC publishes a report of its activities annually, including its financial distributions. Although
they were outlined to the Panel by the AOC on 24 November 2008, the Crawford Report
nevertheless calls for a review by the ASC into the financial relationship between the AOC and
Olympic sports. The commentary in respect of the Olympic Movement funding in Australia is not an
accurate reflection of what was presented at this meeting.
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AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
The broader international sports context
While the discussion above addresses the broad international role of the AOC and the Olympic
Movement generally, more explicitly, Australia generates a great deal of goodwill and international
respect through its participation in the Olympic Games. The impacts of this profile transcend sport
and support Australia’s broader international reputation and foreign relations. For the government,

Olympic Games provide a platform to support business development and trade generally. This
broader role was not reflected in the Crawford Report.
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12

11

11

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government, advised by the
Australian Sports Commission and in
consultation with state and territory
governments, should develop a costed
national sports policy framework and submit
the framework to the Council of Australian
Governments for endorsement.

32

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP recommended the National
12
Integrated Sports Policy , including a
proposed structure, members and decisionmaking flow.

Crawford Report – Ch 1.1 – Defining our National Sports Vision – page 10
AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendations – page 37

#
1.1

Defining Our National Sports Vision:

4. AOC Analysis of Crawford Report Recommendations

The HPP recommendation supports the recommendation to
develop a National Sports Policy Framework.

AOC comment on the Crawford Report Recommendations
The AOC/APC HPP recommendation was not referenced by the
Crawford Report.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

#
1.2

11

c) The roles and responsibilities of various levels
of government and their agencies in delivering
those strategies; including the sport and
recreation, health, education, Indigenous and
youth portfolios.

b) Financial and non-financial strategies to achieve
those objectives including strategies that provide
for greater participation.

a) Measurable national objectives and priorities
for public funding including success for high
performance and participation, with domestic
and/or international significance and capacity to
contribute to the Australian Government’s
objectives for social inclusion and preventative
health.

The national sport policy framework should
include the following:

Crawford Report Recommendations
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AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP specifically excluded the broader
responsibility of participation and grass roots
– “this plan does not purport to represent the
grass roots and community elements of the
sports. In this sense the broader scope of the
work currently being undertaken by the
Expert Independent Sport Panel
commissioned by the Minister for Youth and
Sport, The Hon Kate Ellis MP, is
13
acknowledged.”

Funding should be allocated on the basis of needs and mindful of the sport’s
capacity to raise commercial revenues, not on the basis of “domestic or
international significance”. Examples of seed funding for netball and Government
facility investment and funding was not noted by the Panel, and when added to
the broader funding allocations more than balances out the funding imbalance
the Panel believe is weighted towards Olympic sports.

Sport should cater for all people of all ages - different personalities and abilities,
and should appeal to the diversity of population – ethnic, gender, weight, height,
build. In recommendation 7.1 the Crawford Report recommends sport needs to
be accessible to all. Olympic and Paralympic sport caters for all – it showcases the
diversity of sports available in Australia. Trends, including which sports and
disciplines are included on the Olympic program, will also change over time, so
maintaining a broad selection of sports is important.

The concept of sports with domestic and/or international significance raises the
question of who makes this judgment and on what basis. The suggestion is
divisive and the AOC dismisses the idea of commenting on which sports have a
right to funding on this basis.

Performance targets are an indicator of overall system health and the targets set
by the AOC and its member sports as well as those established by the APC are
valid and reasoned. The Crawford Report offers little in terms of objective and
informative commentary as relates to such targets.

The AOC has a specific objective to ensure the attendance of a full Team at the
Olympic Games, subject only to the IOC/IF qualification systems . This objective
has been in place since 1996. Australia’s ability to qualify a full Team is in itself a
measure of the broader success of the high performance system.

The AOC and APC have led their member sports and the Australian sports
community generally through setting performance targets including
placings/rankings and medal targets, and the HPP continued the leadership role of
the AOC and APC. The AOC has an ongoing performance monitoring system
based around objective parameters and analysis suitable for high performance
sport. The APC conducts similar performance reviews.

AOC comment on the Crawford Report Recommendations

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

13

11

The Australian Government should ensure
that Australia remains at the forefront of the
global fight against doping in sport and that
Australia’s domestic anti-doping regime
reflects world best practice in deterrence,
detection and enforcement and incorporates
the recommendations of the Panel into the
structural and governance arrangements of
the Australian Sports Anti-Doping Authority.

b) The Australian Sports Commission should
develop a system for collection of
participation data from national sporting
organisations that is reliable, valid,
repeatable and comparable across sports.

a) To ensure maximum effectiveness and
efficiency, the Australian Government, in
consultation with state and territory
governments, should design and fund
collections of statistics and other data to
inform policy development generally and to
assist ongoing evaluation of national sport
policy framework strategies.

Crawford Report Recommendations
The national sport policy framework should
be supported by availability of robust data:

AOC/APC HPP Executive Summary – page 4 - 5

1.4

#
1.3
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Anti Doping was not addressed in the HPP.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP did not propose strategies to
improve the data collection within sport
however in developing the HPP the AOC/APC
identified the lack of reliable data as a major
impediment to planning and monitoring.

This is a positive observation which continues past practice.
Whilst the recommendation is commendable it does not address
the need for Australia also to make every effort to ensure a “level
playing field” including for Australian athletes to be supported
with the best sports science and medical support at the
international level. It is important that the Australian sports
system remains focussed on the international environment.

Contrary to the observation that participation had not increased,
several NFs, e.g. Gymnastics, included data in their separate
submissions that demonstrated participation/registration growth
in recent years that was not noted in the Panel’s report.

The AOC acknowledges that there was no evidence presented
within the HPP that supports the assumption that high
performance success leads to increases in participation.

AOC comment on the Crawford Report Recommendations
This is a positive initiative which can enhance future planning.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

15

14

14

Crawford Report Recommendations
Recognising the complex nature of the
Australian sports system, a single point of
focus is required to provide leadership. That
point of focus should be the Australian
Sports Commission.

Creates a leadership team comprising all
primary funding bodies (Federal Government
(ASC and Sport Branch, Population Health
Division within the Department of Health and
Ageing), State and Territory Departments of
Sport, AOC, APC and ACGA), responsible for
National Integrated Sport Policy and
associated funding decisions

The leadership role of Federal Government in
developing the National Integrated Sport Policy,
with input from State Government funding
agencies and the peak bodies (AOC, APC and
15
ACGA).”

It is important that the revised structure
recognises:

·

It is recommended the National Integrated High
Performance System:

“Recommendation 2: Implementation of a
National Integrated High Performance System
structure for high performance funding and
support.

Including the reference to ASC, this
recommendation is consistent with the HPP
recommendation to introduce a National
Integrated Sports Policy:

AOC/APC HPP recommendations

The AOC supports the concept detailed in the HPP to separate
policy and funding responsibilities from delivery responsibilities,
under a single integrated mechanism to coordinate policy, funding,
monitoring and review. This model included the requirement for
strategic direction to be provided from the NFs.

AOC Comment
The Crawford Report recommendation does not recognise a role
for the AOC and other peak bodies which have responsibility for
the representation of Australia at international multi sports events
(eg AOC, APC and ACGA).
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Crawford Report – Ch 1.2 – Reforming the Australian Sports Commission to Lead the Sports System – page 15
AOC/APC HPP – Leadership and Policy – page 37

#
2.1

Reforming the Australian Sports Commission to Lead the System:

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

17

16

14

Crawford Report Recommendations
Consistent with the Australian Sports
Commission’s leadership role, it should not
be involved in service delivery. Those
activities that give the Australian Sports
Commission a ‘conflict’ with the other
organisations it is supposed to deal with and
support should be taken away from it.
Specifically, the Australian Institute of Sport
should be separated from the Australian
Sports Commission (we discuss this further
in the next chapter) and the Active Afterschool Communities program should be
contracted out to appropriate providers at
agreed performance standards.

AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendations – page 37
AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendation – page 45

#
2.2

36

With regard to the Active After School
Program, this recommendation is consistent
with the HPP that states:
· While the ASC “Active After School”
program represents a potentially
powerful tool for increasing sport
participation, it is not integrated within
the mainstream sports system to enable
the effective transition of talent and
optimal use of the sport coaching
network.
· The result is a general disconnect
between national talent identification
programs and National Federation
17
pathways.

The accompanying diagram demonstrates on
page 37 of the HPP the delivery responsibility
to be removed from the Policy and Funding
responsibility.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
With regard to conflict with the AIS, the HPP
states:
“Recommendation 2: Implementation of a
National Integrated High Performance
System structure for high performance
16
funding and support.

If significant advantages to the system, by separating the two
organisations, cannot be demonstrated (as the AOC believes to be
the case), it should not be done.

Given the differing views the AOC is unable to support the
recommendation that the AIS be separated from the ASC. If the
AIS is to be separated from the ASC, there must be significant
caveats to ensure ongoing funding and program success, including:
· A skill-based AIS Board with knowledge and experience in High
Performance sport
· Continued funding for the AIS, independent of the ASC,
including recognition of the requirement to fund the State
Institutes
· A governance model which has the AIS reporting to the same
Minister responsible for the ASC
· Separation of participation (ASC) and development (AIS) areas
of sport.

AOC Comment
The HPP recommends a separation of funding and policy from
service delivery, but does not propose the actual separation of the
AIS from the ASC. There are opposing views within the HP
network, but overall the HPP recommendation is supported.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

#
2.3

14

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Sports Commission should be
responsible for developing the overarching
strategy framework in light of Australian
Government policy, proposing and
measuring national outcomes, contributing
to policy proposals, solving problems,
allocating Australian Government money to
elite and community organisations and
strengthening and evaluating the national
sporting organisations. And very
importantly, it should be building
collaboration across the sports system.

37

Note: The assertion by the Panel that the NF
focus is simply to win medals or achieve
success in international competitions is
inconsistent with the submissions made by
the NFs. For example Athletics, Cycling,
Softball, Tennis, Basketball and Volleyball all
detail objectives and requirements to
increase participation, and the barriers to
meeting this objective. The submissions from
the Coalition of Australian Olympic Sports
(CAOS) are not noted by the Panel but the
participation challenges faced by these NFs
are not addressed.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP addresses the leadership role of the
ASC and Government in the National
Integrated Sports Policy Framework.

The objectives established by the ASC, or any other leadership
organisation, must recognise that both participation and high
performance are part of the same continuum, and reliant on each
other. There is a recognised need to increase participation, but
not to the detriment of high performance success. The
submissions from the NFs indicate the challenges to deliver at both
ends of the continuum are caused by a shortage of resources –
funding and people. The Government must however understand
that participation programs are typically delivered at State and
Territory levels within the sporting system (that is by State
associations and their member clubs), not by National Federations,
which establish overall strategic direction.

AOC Comment
Decisions concerning the allocation of funding to and evaluation of
NF Olympic and Paralympic programs should be made through a
structured process by those with a sound understanding, at a
technical and policy level, of the specific requirements of high
performance sport. This does not preclude the ASC playing a lead
role.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

#
2.4

14

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Sports Commission board and
executive leadership should be reconstituted
to ensure that the right skills are in place to
meet the Australian Sports Commission’s
new objectives. The Australian Sports
Commission board should be reconstituted
with no more than eight non-executive
directors plus the chief executive officer as a
board member. Board members should be
chosen on a skills basis but with relevant and
diverse experience and a truly national
perspective. A chairman and chief executive
officer who can best bring the skills and
vision appropriate to the new challenge
should be appointed.
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AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP has not addressed the specific
management or governance issues within the
ASC.

While the AOC agrees in principle that, as compared with the
period pre-2009, there is a need to substantially refocus the ASC, it
is noted that under new leadership this is already in progress.

AOC Comment
A solid understanding of international sport as well as the
national/domestic context is paramount for ASC board members
and executive leadership, particularly for high performance sports.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

19

18

18

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Institute of Sport should be
removed from the Australian Sports
Commission and amalgamated with state
and territory institutes and academies of
sport, into a single Australian Institutes of
Sport (AIsS), funded by the Australian
Government, and with the existing combined
funding levels.

In the immediate term the Australian Government should
contribute to the State Government high performance funding
programs to ensure retention of State funding levels, and
implement a strong coordinating group to continue the steps
taken by NESC this year to establish more consistent services. The
National Scholarship system being developed by NESC is
fundamental to the success of either model. Any changes should
enable sports not currently represented by the SIS/SAS/AIS
network to present their case for inclusion on a regular basis.

The proposed revised structure recognises:
The AIS-led program delivery role of the
Institute/Academy/High Performance
19
Centre network.
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The accompanying diagram demonstrates on
page 37 of the HPP the delivery responsibility.

·

“Recommendation 2: Implementation of a
National Integrated High Performance
System structure for high performance
funding and support.”

AOC Comment
The AIsS proposal is not supported universally by AOC
stakeholders. There are noted benefits of a one-stop shop
approach to reduce the need to negotiate services from multiple
State providers. However the strength of Australia’s sporting
system of State and Territory rivalry and competition drives
performance and innovation, and there is a concern this
competition will be reduced under a single Institute model.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
With regard to management of the AIS, the
HPP states:

Crawford Report – Ch 1.3 - Merging our Institutes of Sport– page 19
AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendations – page 37

#
3.1

Merging our Institutes of Sport

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

20

18

Crawford Report Recommendations
For elite sport, the Australian Government
should be responsible for support of national
level programs, state and territory
governments for state and territory level
programs and in association with local
governments for developmental programs.

AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendations – page 39

#
3.2
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“It is recommended that the funding
framework is based on the following
principles:
· Recognition of the primacy of National
Federations in developing sport-specific
plans, within the overall context of the
National Integrated High Performance
System
· Unity of purpose between all Federal and
State funding bodies, as well as the peak
bodies – effectively constituting a single,
coordinated source of funding to be
directed in response to those plans
· An integrated sport delivery network,
comprising national and state institutes,
academies and high performance
centres, united in support of the
20
objectives and funded accordingly.”

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The Crawford Report recommendation does
not match the HPP recommendation with
regard to the separation of responsibilities
between National and State Institutes:

The HPP policy recommendations address these challenges
without the substantial reengineering required to achieve an AIsS.

The need to improve the processes, systems, roles and
responsibilities throughout the network is supported.

AOC Comment
The current system caters for over 3,000 athletes in the
AIS/SIS/SAS network, and there is at least $38m of State and
Territory Government funding excluding capital
costs/contributions. Of the 3,000 athletes, 500 are directly
supported by national scholarships/funding and the balance by
States/Territories. If an AIsS model, as proposed in the Crawford
Report, was adopted the Federal Government would need to
accept greater responsibility for the support of these 2,500
athletes and meet the additional funding identified in the HPP.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

Where appropriate the Australian
Government and state and territory
governments should negotiate appropriate
arrangements for use and control of existing
facilities used by state and territory institutes
and academies of sport.

3.4

18

Crawford Report Recommendations
State and territory based programs should be
funded and managed by the states and
territories (even if with Australian
Government contributions) with the
objective of identifying and preparing
athletes for progression into national
programs.

#
3.3

41

Note: All subject to review as the practicality
and time frame for achieving this substantial
reengineering needs to be first addressed by
Federal-State government negotiations
however as demonstrated in the HPP, there is
no time to delay for such negotiations.
Immediate funding for Olympic and
Paralympic sports is required now.
Management of the facilities of the SAS/SIS
network was not addressed in the HPP.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The same commentary for Recommendation
3.2 applies.

The AOC position is to focus on the HPP recommendation with
regard to delivery of HP services to athletes, without restructuring
the fundamental framework of the system in the immediate term.

This recommendation by the Panel is dependent upon the AIsS
model being implemented and the Australian Government taking
over the management of the SIS/SAS network. Few of the
SIS/SASs own or manage their own facilities, so this may not be a
significant problem.

The regional institute concept currently exists (in NSW and VIC),
but the suggestion of funding by Local Government for Sport
Delivery, in any form, is not consistent with the current delivery
model in Australia – Local Governments provide facilities. See
diagram on page 77 in Section 2.2 of the Panel’s report – there is a
defined responsibility for Local Government to fund “feeder
programs”.

AOC Comment
The same commentary for Recommendation 3.2 applies.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

#
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Crawford Report Recommendations
Australia’s high-performance sport system
should be based on the principle that elite
programs be delivered at optimal locations—
and the system must facilitate the
engagement of other providers such as
universities and private organisations where
appropriate.

42

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP addressed the notion of High
Performance Centres as well as SAS/SIS/AIS.
The HPP recommendations are consistent
with the notion of flexibility within the sports
system to cope with different preparation
models. However the HPP also recommends
planned investment in AIS/SAS/SIS/HPCs so as
to optimise international competitiveness and
not overly disaggregate scarce resources in
key areas such as innovation and research,
sports science and medicine etc.

The user pays model will almost certainly lead to less effective high
performance knowledge sharing across the high performance
platform and best practice at the developmental level.

The Crawford Report proposes an era where “…the sports system
moves from being supplier-driven to user-driven where “…the
NSOs will ‘buy services from the AIsS as they see fit”. There is an
equal argument that the disaggregation of coordinated and
centralised supply across an unplanned range of high performance
programs is exactly the opposite of what is needed, and that this
will lead to lower standards, increased costs, and/or reduced
efficiencies or economies.

AOC Comment
While the principle is agreed a more detailed analysis is required.
The delivery model needs to be balanced carefully to enable
support of different sports/models, but at the same time to build
high level competence through sufficient resourcing and
experience. This suggests some focus and consolidation is
required.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
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21
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Crawford Report Recommendations
National sporting organisations should have
primary responsibility for development of
their own high-performance programs with
assistance from the Australian Sports
Commission as appropriate on a case-by-case
basis.
It is recommended the relationship between
sports and the institute/academy/high
performance centre network is adjusted:
· To re-establish the philosophy of service
provision, specifically in response to
meeting the requirements of National
Federation high performance plans,
including accountability of network
coaches to meet the objectives of the
plans
· To adopt a whole of system view of
funding allocations and to ensure
resources are available both globally and
on a sport by sport basis to provide best
practice support in a holistic sense rather
than on a unit based transaction by
transaction approach
· To establish a national uniform
scholarship system with best practice
service levels across the network,
including the provision of direct services
22
to individual athletes.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP states:
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Crawford Report – Ch 1.4 - Building the Capacity of our National Sporting Organisations – page 26
AOC/APC HPP – Leadership and Policy – page 43

#
4.1

Building the Capacity of our National Sports Organisations

The initiatives in the Crawford Report relating to the
improvement of National Federations can be summarised cross
a very limited number of simple notions (each of which has
been raised before) including:
a. Partial restructuring away from the Federal system
b. Shared services
c. Amalgamations, and
d. Greater focus on grass roots to build revenue opportunities.

The user pays scheme recommended by the Panel is not
consistent with the HPP recommendations and the AOC caution
against a purely “market “driven approach which will defeat the
ability to concentrate scarce resources and build excellence in
the underpinning support system.

AOC Comment
While the AOC agrees in principle with the Crawford Report
recommendation and made a similar recommendation in the
HPP, it is important to also recognise the symbiotic role of the
high performance support network offered by the institutes and
academies of sport. Often as the preferred employer of the
best technical staff, it is important for NFs to gain their input.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
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Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Sports Commission should
make the adoption of appropriate and
national skills-based governance structures
that reflect the diversity of membership a
funding condition for national sporting
organisations.

44

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Governance of the NFs was not addressed in
the HPP.

The threat of withholding funding subject to restructuring is not
acceptable. A “one size fits all” approach will not be effective
because of the breadth of sizes of sports and their membership
numbers. The NFs require support and assistance from the ASC
to restructure, not further onerous reporting and funding
oversight processes.

AOC Comment
While the concept of skills-based governance is generally
supported, the commentary on independence could be
problematic for most smaller sports. For example there are
limited numbers of volunteers within the system to preclude a
National Director from also playing a role at State or Territory
level.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

#
4.3

21

Crawford Report Recommendations
National sporting organisations boards and
managements should place engagement of
recreational participation as a key priority
and that this focus should be backed by
government policy at all levels.

45

Note: Throughout the Crawford Report,
there is a failure to recognise the two way
continuum that exists between high level
success and the encouragement of
participation even though this has been
difficult to prove. As the AOC–APC HPP
identified and the Report itself concludes,
there is a lack of effective data collection and
analysis. This has compromised efforts to
quantitatively support the link between high
performance sport success and participation.
However, the lack of empirical data does not
defeat the compelling logic, established
internationally, that high performance sport
and related success, does encourage
participation at lower levels. To suggest
otherwise is simply to not understand sport
or in particular, Australia’s broader sport
culture.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Governance of the NFs was not addressed in
the HPP.

AOC Comment
While the need for sustainable revenue streams is supported
and encouraged, and engagement with recreational participants
may build these streams, the system challenges include:
· Not all participants are registered, and there are not the
resources within the NFs to manage the number of informal
registrants if they are to become registered
· The core benefits of NF membership are training,
competitions, related services such as insurances and in
some instances access to a social network. For those sports
where participation can occur without organised
competition, like cycling, sailing, running, canoeing, etc.
these benefits are not required, so attracting the
recreational participants as members is extremely
challenging. It should be noted that the high performance
athletes may have motivated, educated and provided the
opportunities for the recreational athlete to participate.
· National sporting organisations are not the only deliverer of
recreational sporting pursuits. Although NFs may desire to
engage or register all participants it is not possible, and
neither is it desirable. The Report also recognises that
there may be additional barriers to participation, which
may include the costs or obligations of membership.
Sport should not be the only “solution” to participation
challenges and obesity issues. Used as one option, including the
recognition that sport provides role models that inspire,
participation increases can be achieved, but not at the expense
of other imperatives. In particular, high performance success
and participation are on the same continuum, but should not be
funded dependently by tying high performance funding to
participation numbers.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
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21

Crawford Report Recommendations
All national sporting organisations that are
highly dependent on public funding should
have rolling five year national plans that set
the targets and measures by which the
national sporting organisations should be
judged.

46

The HPP includes:
·
Recommendation 3: Implementation of a
funding framework aligned to the National
Integrated High Performance System
structure
·
Recommendation 4: Introduction of an eightyear rolling cycle for funding, with formal
reviews every two years
·
Recommendation 5: Maintenance of the
sport by sport allocation of funding
·
Recommendation 6: Abolition of the one-line
ASC appropriation process
·
Recommendation 7: Review of performance
measures to ensure they are tailored for each
sport, in accordance with the High
Performance Plan
·
Recommendation 8: Exploration of the ability
to achieve funding efficiencies for smaller
sports
·
Recommendation 9: Acknowledgment of the
critical role of high performance management
·
Recommendation 10: National coordination
of high performance programs, led by the
National Federation
·
Recommendation 11: Improved information
capture and sharing, and accessibility of
knowledge and network skills
·
Recommendation 12: Resumption of the
client provider partnership philosophy
·
Recommendation 13: Establishment of an
empowered National Integrated Sport
23
Delivery body

AOC/APC HPP recommendations

AOC/APC HPP – Policy recommendations – pages 39 - 43

#
4.4

The minimum duration for confirmed high performance funding
should be six years, but the preference is for an eight year
rolling cycle to address the long term planning required to
achieve high performance success.

It is noted that the Crawford recommendation does not differ
from current ASC/NF practice.

AOC Comment
The Crawford Report recommends a rolling five-year plan, but
the HPP recommends an eight-year cycle. There was no
recognition by the Panel of the HPP recommendations.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
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21

Crawford Report Recommendations
To address duplications of functions, the
Australian Sports Commission should
encourage ventures that provide ‘shared
functions’ to sporting clubs and bodies and
should make ‘sharing’ a condition of financial
support to identified national sporting
organisations.
National sporting organisations that are
engaged in the Olympics should explore
events that raise profile outside the
Olympics.

AOC/APC HPP – Policy recommendations – page 42
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#
4.5
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Other desirable enhancements include:
• ….
24
• Shared services.
While profile and marketing of sports/NFs
was not addressed within the HPP, the HPP
comprehensively addresses the other events
and competitions in which Olympic sports
participate as part of their overall high
performance program.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Recommendation 11: Improved information
capture and sharing, and accessibility of
knowledge and network skills.

The HPP details numerous programs within each NF Plan that
address profile and competition opportunities domestically and
internationally. The HPP is a plan for sport to lead to high
performance success which generates higher profile. Examples
of specific initiatives included in the HPP that address the need
to raise profile outside of the Olympics include:
· Badminton – opportunities to compete on the Asian and
European circuits
· Basketball – support to retain the Australian women to
compete in the WNBL in preference to playing in European
Leagues
· Canoe – investment into quality boats for developing
athletes – there are insufficient boats available
· Cycling – have proposed a Cycling Australia managed
professional team on the European tour to raise profile and
control of the riders
· Table Tennis – propose bringing international players to
Australia to train and play building profile and quality
competition.
The Panel’s recommendation does not acknowledge the braod
base of activities in which Olympic sports already participate.

AOC Comment
The HPP also recommends the use of shared services, so this
recommendation is supported, but may only be practical for the
smaller sports.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

Relevant Australian Government agencies,
including the Australian Curriculum,
Assessment and Reporting Authority), should
ensure that the national curriculum for sport
and physical education be considered as
soon as possible and no later than the
second phase of the national curriculum, to
be developed in 2011 and implemented in
2012.
The Australian Government should consider
the repair, upgrade and development of
sport and recreation facilities in schools as an
integral part of its ‘education revolution’
initiative on the basis that public access to
school sporting facilities is maximised.

5.2

25

The role of sport and physical education in
schools was not addressed in the HPP.

The role of sport and physical education in
schools was not addressed in the HPP.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The role of sport and physical education in
schools was not addressed in the HPP.
However this matter was canvassed in the
HPP Forum.

48
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5.3

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government and state and
territory governments should make sport in
schools an ongoing priority and should agree
that physical education be a stand alone key
learning area in the national curriculum.

#
5.1
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Putting Sport and Physical Education Back into Education

The upgrade and repair of school facilities, supported by greater
access for the community is strongly supported. The process to
deliver these upgrades needs to be part of a broader facility plan
to ensure participation and high performance objectives can be
met, and there is maximum return on the investments made.

The Report did not reference information provided by the AOC as
an additional submission to the HPP on its Olympic Education
Programs that are used extensively throughout schools, in a
variety of areas of the curriculum, not just sport and PE.

There is a strong view that the Government commitment to PE
and sport in schools should be stronger than being a key learning
area. To achieve the long term health objectives, parallel to the
literacy and numeracy benchmarks, there should be health and
fitness benchmarks.
The Crawford Report recommendations are strongly supported.

AOC Comment
The Crawford Report recommendations should be strongly
supported, having been raised on numerous occasions over the
past 20 years, including by the AOC.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

26

25

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government and state and
territory governments should take action to
allow greater access to school (primary and
secondary) sporting facilities outside of
school hours.
Greater community access should be
provided to tertiary education and other
institutional sporting facilities.
The Active After-school Communities
program should be reviewed and if
continued beyond its currently funded term
should be contracted out to other service
providers at appropriate service standards.

AOC/APC HPP – Policy Recommendations – page 45
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·
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While the ASC “Active After School”
program represents a potentially
powerful tool for increasing sport
participation, it is not integrated within
the mainstream sports system to enable
the effective transition of talent and
optimal use of the sport coaching
network.
The result is a general disconnect
between national talent identification
programs and National Federation
26
pathways.

The HPP does not attempt to address the
issues of Physical Education and Sport in
Schools. It does however reference the
Active After Schools Program:

Access to university facilities was not
addressed by the HPP.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Access to school facilities was not addressed
by the HPP.

The linking of the Active After School Communities Program with
quality coaches and sport linkages, together with the opening of
additional facilities noted in the previous recommendations will
assist in creating an environment of accessible sport experiences,
but the delivery needs to be integrated in to the sport delivery
model, with quality coaching and experiences, to overcome other
barriers to participation.

Additional facilities accessible to sport would be a positive
outcome. As an example it is happening at Sydney University and
there may be other models which can be followed.
The HPP clearly defined a need for the Active After School
Communities program to be integrated with NF pathways and for
a more consultative delivery model to be developed.

AOC Comment
Additional facilities accessible to sport would be a positive
outcome.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

The Australian Government, in consultation
with the state and territory governments,
should develop a strategic national facilities
initiative for the funding and development of
Australia’s community sport and recreation
facilities over the next decade.

6.3
The HPP specifically noted funding
requirements outside the scope of the HPP,
and this included facilities within the AIS and
29
Local Governments.

Recommendation 16: Commitment to a
whole-of-life career approach for athletes:
· It is recommended a detailed strategy be
developed to map the whole-of-life
28
career considerations for athletes

Although not specifically addressed in the
same way, the HPP recommends:

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Use of volunteers and funding was not
addressed by the HPP.

28
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6.2

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government should develop
and fund a national volunteer program for
sporting and physical activity organisations
that aims to attract and retain volunteers to
sport through education, accreditation and
recognition and in particular takes account of
the potential offered by the growing number
of older Australians to become volunteers.
The Australian Government should establish
and fund a national scheme that encourages
past high-performance scholarship holders
(Australian Institute of Sport and state and
territory institutes and academies of sport)
to volunteer within community sport
organisations as coaches, managers,
administrators and mentors.

#
6.1

27

Building Community Sport with People and Places

There is a need to ensure any plan addresses the drought, and
changing community and urbanisation requirements expected in
the next 20 years, and meets the needs of both participation and
high performance sport.

There is a need for a detailed review of infrastructure. The AOC
supports the implementation of a central register of facilities and
development of a structured implementation program based on
agreed needs.

This is consistent with the HPP recommendation.

AOC Comment
There is strong support for a national volunteer program.
However, the recommendation in the HPP for a career pathway
for high performance coaches was not addressed by the Panel. All
initiatives to improve capacity and capability are supported
throughout the continuum, not just at the participation end of the
continuum.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

In any infrastructure programs, preference
should be given to projects that have the
potential to engage wide sections of the
community, such as multi-sport facilities in
proximity to other community infrastructure,
to help with sustainability and to increase
social capital.

31
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The HPP specifically noted funding
requirements outside the scope of the HPP,
and this included facilities within the AIS and
32
Local Governments.

The HPP specifically noted funding
requirements outside the scope of the HPP,
and this included facilities within the AIS and
31
Local Governments.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP specifically noted funding
requirements outside the scope of the HPP,
and this included facilities within the AIS and
30
Local Governments.

AOC/APC HPP – A National Plan for Australian Success – page 35
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6.5

6.6
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Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government should establish
a national sport facilities fund with an initial
allocation of $250 million each year for four
years, to begin the implementation of the
strategic national facilities initiative in
partnership with state, territory and local
government and the private sector, where
appropriate.
The national sport facilities fund should have
an initial focus on drought-proofing assets
that are determined to be of ‘high-priority’.

#
6.4

The support of community and major event infrastructure is
reasonable. However there is inconsistency between the call for
reliable industry information and the reluctance to undertake a
reliable infrastructure audit and consequent planned capital
investment process. While the Report itself acknowledges the lack
of integrated facilities information, it is not clear how effective
facilities planning can be undertaken without a clear
understanding of existing and planned facilities down to a
reasonable level.

This recommendation requires further technical study to
determine if “drought proofing” is the highest priority. Given that
many sports are played in/on synthetic surfaces or in indoor
facilities, this appears to be focused more on those outdoor sports
such as Football codes and cricket.
Appropriate planning will be required with all stakeholders to
ensure any new facilities meet the needs of all levels of sport, not
just community and social requirements.

AOC Comment
If this recommendation generates new funding, it is a positive
recommendation.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

33
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Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Sports Commission, in
consultation with Australian Government,
state and territory and local governments
and agencies and appropriate experts,
should develop strategies as a matter of
priority in the nine key areas identified by
the Panel. In each category, the Panel has
made specific comment on the key issues to
be addressed and these should provide the
context in which strategies and
recommendations are designed and
communicated across the sporting system. In
some instances, this would involve the
setting of targets, the undertaking of new
research and analysis, and significant
community consultation.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP does not address societal and
cultural issues.

52
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#
7.1

Ensuring Australia’s Sporting System is Open to All
AOC Comment
The Panel notes in its commentary the trend to sports favoured by
Asian markets, like table tennis, badminton and soccer as
considerations for the growing migrant communities. This
however is not consistent with statements about sports reflecting
the “national ethos”. A more measured approach is to support a
wide range of sport opportunities (including Olympic sports) to
meet the broad cultural and social needs of the Australian
community.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

#
7.2
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Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government should choose
several geographic areas across Australia
where many or most of the nine issues exist
and contribute to significant social
disadvantage, and design projects which
place sport, recreation and volunteering at
the centre of plans to improve community
outcomes. This would involve collaboration
with the state, territory and local
governments and agencies responsible for
indicators of disadvantage in partnership
with national sporting organisations, nongovernment organisations and communities.
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AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP does not address societal and
cultural issues.

The Report does note the importance of role models to influence
behaviours positively, and there are numerous research projects
that have addressed the impact of role models on disadvantaged
youths.

AOC Comment
The Report does not address the role Olympic sports play in
providing a range of opportunities for males and females, young
and old (note most of the World Masters Games sports were
Olympic sports), and a range of body types – there is a broad
diversity of sports. There are also existing programs like the Talent
Identification program in Boxing for Indigenous youths.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

34

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government should maintain
sport funding at current levels and should
consider supplementing this funding on the
basis of the agreed targets for high
performance and participation outlined in
the national sports policy framework.

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
35
The HPP defines a requirement for an additional $115M
each year to deliver Olympic and Paralympic results that
maintain Australia’s current standing or increase the
th
standing to 5 .

AOC Comment
Since the release of the Report the AOC
acknowledges the commitment given by the
Minister that more funding will be available for both
high performance and participation programs, and
commends the Government for not separating these
two key requirements within the sport system.

35
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Crawford Report – Ch 1.8 - Sustaining the Funding Base for Sport – page 50
The AOC/APC HPP was revised following the inclusion of Golf and Rugby 7s to the Olympic Program from the 2016 Olympic Games. The Minister for Sport and the
Independent Sport Panel were provided the annexure to the HPP on 23 October, 2009.
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#
8.1

Sustaining the Funding Base for Sport

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

36

34

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government should provide
to the new Australian Institutes of Sport
(AIsS) at least the existing level of funding
allocated to the Australian Institute of Sport
by the Australian Sports Commission and the
combined allocation of state and territory
governments to the state and territory
institute and academies of sport.

AOC/APC HPP Policy recommendations – page 43

#
8.2
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Recommendation 13: Establishment of an
empowered National Integrated Sport Delivery body
It is recommended the network model be re-engineered as
follows:
• To reposition the AIS in a leadership role, with an emphasis on
quality assurance and national
coordination of programs
• To place a strong emphasis on delivery of programs by
the most appropriate entity, and clearly defining the
respective role and responsibilities [programs include
the delivery of daily training environment programs,
the National Scholarship program, sports science /
sports medicine programs, research and development
programs, high performance coach development and the ACE
36
program].

Recommendation 12: Resumption of the client provider
partnership philosophy
It is recommended the relationship between sports and the
institute/academy/high performance centre network is adjusted:
• To re-establish the philosophy of service provision,
specifically in response to meeting the requirements of National
Federation high performance plans, including accountability of
network coaches to meet the objectives of the plans
• To adopt a whole of system view of funding allocations and to
ensure resources are available both globally and on a sport by
sport basis to provide best practice support in a holistic sense
rather than on a unit based transaction by transaction approach
• To establish a national uniform scholarship system with best
practice service levels across the network, including the provision
of direct services to individual athletes.

The HPP recommends the following for the SAS/SIS network:

AOC/APC HPP recommendations

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
AOC Comment
Since the release of the Report the AOC
acknowledges the commitment given by the
Minister that more funding will be available for both
high performance and participation programs, and
commends the Government for not separating these
two key requirements within the sport system.
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8.5

The Australian Government should not
introduce a national sports lottery at this
stage but should negotiate with state and
territory governments to provide a share of
existing lottery revenue for sport and
recreation facilities and programs.
The Australian Government should review
the governance, structural and operational
arrangements of the Australian Sports
Foundation to raise awareness within the
community of the opportunity offered by
the Australian Sports Foundation for
fundraising and to provide easy access to the
Australian Sports Foundation by community
groups.

8.4

34

Crawford Report Recommendations
The Australian Government should not
introduce a HECS style contribution scheme
for graduates of the existing Australian
Institute of Sport, state and territory
institutes and academies of sport or the new
Australian Institutes of Sport (AIsS), but
rather it should introduce a scheme that
requires graduates from these institutions to
donate time and or expertise to the
Australian sport system.

#
8.3

Development of a formal schedule of recipient
obligations, including for example junior coaching
responsibilities [but excluding a “payback”
37
requirement].
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The HPP did not address the Foundation.

The HPP did not address the source of additional funding,
although it was discussed during the HPP Forum.

·

Recommendation 14: Commitment to a standardised
national program of Direct Athlete Funding as a critical
component of high performance funding

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP also rejects the concept of a pay-back scheme.
However with regard to obligations on the recipients, the
recommendation is:

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

Tax deductibility for sports organisations to
incentivise sponsorship and donations has been
withheld by the Federal Government. Such
incentives/concessions should be considered for
application beyond the Australian Sports
Foundation.

The AOC recognises the need for additional funding
sources and supports any initiatives that will
increase funding for sport.

AOC Comment
The Report does not acknowledge the HPP
recommendation. However its views on a HECS
mirror those expressed in the HPP.

#
8.6

34

Crawford Report Recommendations
That the Australian Sports Commission in
conjunction with the Department of Health
and Ageing should explore the viability of tax
rebates, voucher or another system
designed to reduce the cost of participation,
and the likely contribution of such schemes
to increasing participation levels.
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AOC/APC HPP recommendations
The HPP did not address the source of additional funding,
although similar concepts were discussed during the HPP
Forum.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
AOC Comment
The AOC supports any initiatives to reduce the cost
of participation of individuals, especially where cost
barriers prevent participation.

Recommendation 8: Exploration of the ability to achieve funding
efficiencies for smaller sports

Recommendation 4: Introduction of an eight-year rolling cycle for funding,
with formal reviews every two years
Recommendation 5: Maintenance of the sport by sport allocation of
funding
Recommendation 6: Abolition of the one-line ASC appropriation process
Recommendation 7: Review of performance measures to ensure they are
tailored for each sport, in accordance with the High Performance Plan
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AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Recommendation 1: Formalisation of a national policy commitment to
success
· A commitment to international excellence, recognising the primacy of
the Olympic and Paralympic Games, the Commonwealth Games and
other world championship events
· Leadership role by the Federal Government with input from all key
stakeholders to document the National Integrated Sport Policy
o For approval no later than June 2009 and included in the 2009-2010
Federal and State budgets
o For formal implementation on 1 July 2009
o On a rolling funding cycle with regular, scheduled reviews.
Recommendation 3: Implementation of a funding framework aligned to the
National Integrated High Performance System structure

The Crawford Report recommends the principle of “user pays”.
The Crawford Report recommends performance and
participation measures, with a reduction on the focus of medal
success.

The Crawford Report recommends a funding framework
supported by policy established by the Government, including
high performance and participation objectives.
The Panel recommended five year cycles.

Since the HPP was published, the urgency of the funding
commitment is now a further 12 months behind. Performance
at the 2012 Olympic Games will be impacted.

Comment
The Crawford Report does not recommend making a
commitment to Olympic, Paralympic and Commonwealth Games
success.

5. Recommendations in the HPP not addressed in the Crawford Report

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

Recommendation 15: Introduction of a standardised National Scholarship
Program to complement the Direct Athlete Funding program
Recommendation 16: Commitment to a whole-of-life career approach for
athletes
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Recommendation 13: Establishment of an
empowered National Integrated Sport Delivery body
It is recommended the network model be re-engineered as follows:
· To reposition the AIS in a leadership role, with an emphasis on quality
assurance and national coordination of programs
· To place a strong emphasis on delivery of programs by the most
appropriate entity, and clearly defining the respective role and
responsibilities [programs include the delivery of daily training
environment programs, the National Scholarship program, sports
science / sports medicine programs, research and development
programs, high performance coach development and the ACE program].
Recommendation 14: Commitment to a standardised national program of
Direct Athlete Funding as a critical component of high performance funding

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Recommendation 9: Acknowledgment of the critical role of high
performance management
Recommendation 11: Improved information capture and sharing, and
accessibility of knowledge and network skills
Recommendation 12: Resumption of the client provider partnership
philosophy

The Crawford Report recommendation does not note the high
performance program benefits of this approach – the focus is on
community sport.

The Crawford Report did not address direct athlete funding,
except to recommend that athletes receiving funding donate
time to the sport system, and that a HECS style scheme not be
introduced.
The Crawford Report did not address direct athlete funding.

The Crawford Report notes that there was little feedback in
relation to SSSM, other than that provided by the AOC/APC HPP,
and proposes that their model should overcome the
shortcomings noted in the HPP.

Comment
The Crawford Report does not address the detailed level of HP
management.
The Crawford Report, although recommending the merging of
the SAS/SIS into one AIsS, does not address this level of detail.
The Crawford Report recommends the principle of “user pays”
but appears to disregard the need to retain core competencies in
the HP system, for example research and development, Sports
Science Sports Medicine (SSSM) support, athlete career and
education support.
The Crawford Report recommends merging the SAS/SIS into the
AIsS but under a model of national programs run by the Federal
Government, State sub-elite programs by the State
Governments, and development programs by Regional and Local
Governments.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

Recommendation 26: Commitment to the concept of offshore training
bases
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Recommendation 24: Application of Information and Community
Technology (ICT) and analysis
Recommendation 25: Commitment to a sustained program of international
training and competition

Recommendation 21: Implementation of a formal coach recognition
scheme
Recommendation 22: Repositioning of coaching as an important pathway
opportunity for athletes
Recommendation 23: Implementation of a cross-sport strategy for applied
research

AOC/APC HPP recommendations
Recommendation 17: Review of the current ASC National Talent
Identification and Development Program
Recommendation 18: Creation of a clear linkage between talent
identification and development
Recommendation 19: Activation of the core components of the talent
identification and development solution
Recommendation 20: Strengthening of coach support systems in
recognition of the critical requirement to recruit, develop and retain
coaches

Comment
The Crawford Report made no recommendations about the
talent identification (TID) programs.
The Crawford Report made no recommendations about the TID
programs.
The Crawford Report made no recommendations about the TID
programs.
The role and importance of coaches in development and
participation was noted by the Panel but no specific
recommendations regarding the role of coaches for HP
performance were proposed.
The Crawford Report made no comments on a coach recognition
scheme.
The Crawford Report recommended trying to retain athletes
within the sport after their careers ended.
The Crawford Report does not address research for high
performance, but does note the need for research to understand
barriers to participation, societal issues impacting sport
participation, etc.
The Crawford Report does not address specific high performance
research and data collection needs.
The Crawford Report noted the need for elite athletes to be
training and competing overseas, but there are no specific
recommendations.
The Crawford Report noted the increased travel and competition
by athletes in Europe, noting the need for the Eurohub, and the
need to provide services with flexibility in Australia and abroad –
consistent with the HPP observations.

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report

AOC’s Response to the Crawford Report
6. Attachments
Attachment 1 – AOC Study Group Participants
John Coates

(President, AOC) (Study Group Chairman)

Catherine Arlove

(Olympian, Judo (2000, 2004, 2008) & Australian Representative
Wrestling (East Asian Games - 2001))

John Boultbee

(Former Director, AIS & Head of National Teams & Football
Development)

Paul Brettell

(Former Deputy Director, AIS & Chief Executive Officer, Badminton Australia)

Ian Chesterman

(AOC Executive & Chef de Mission, 2010 Olympic Winter
Team)

Robert de Castella

(Former Director, AIS & Olympian, Athletics (1980, 1984, 1988,
1992))

Kurt Fearnley

(Paralympian, Athletics (2000, 2004))

Chris Fydler

(Director, Swimming Australia & Olympian, Swimming (1992, 1996, 2000 –
Gold Medallist))

Evelyn Halls

(Olympian, Fencing (2000, 2004))

Robert Kabbas

(President, Australian Weightlifting Federation & Olympian,
Weightlifting (1976, 1980, 1984 – Silver Medallist))

Steve Lawrence

(Chairman, National Elite Sports Council (NESC) & Director
Western Australian Institute of Sport)

Peggy Liddick

(Olympic Head Coach, Gymnastics Australia)

Peter Montgomery

(Vice President, AOC & Olympian, Water Polo (1972, 1976, 1980,
1984))

Miles Murphy

(Chief Executive Officer, Australian Paralympic Committee &
Olympian, Athletics (1988))

Maria Pekli

(Olympian, Judo (1992, 1996 for Hungary, 2000 – Bronze
Medallist, 2004, 2008),

Craig Phillips

(Secretary General, AOC) (Study Group Convenor & Secretary)

Andrew Plympton

(AOC Executive & President, Yachting Australia)
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Charles Turner

(Deputy Chairman, NESC; Chief Executive Officer, NSW Institute of Sport &
Olympian, Water Polo (1976, 1980, 1984))

Danielle Woodward

(President, Australian Canoeing & Olympian, Canoeing (1992 –
Silver Medallist, 1996, 2000))
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Attachment 2 – Fundamental Principles of Olympism38
1. Olympism is a philosophy of life, exalting and combining in a balanced whole the qualities of body,
will and mind. Blending sport with culture and education, Olympism seeks to create a way of life
based on the joy of effort, the educational value of good example and respect for universal
fundamental ethical principles.
2. The goal of Olympism is to place sport at the service of the harmonious development of man,
with a view to promoting a peaceful society concerned with the preservation of human dignity.
3. The Olympic Movement is the concerted, organised, universal and permanent action, carried out
under the supreme authority of the IOC, of all individuals and entities who are inspired by the values
of Olympism. It covers the five continents. It reaches its peak with the bringing together of the
world’s athletes at the great sports festival, the Olympic Games. Its symbol is five interlaced rings.
4. The practice of sport is a human right. Every individual must have the possibility of practising sport,
without discrimination of any kind and in the Olympic spirit, which requires mutual understanding
with a spirit of friendship, solidarity and fair play. The organisation, administration and management
of sport must be controlled by independent sports organisations.
5. Any form of discrimination with regard to a country or a person on grounds of race, religion,
politics, gender or otherwise is incompatible with belonging to the Olympic Movement.
6. Belonging to the Olympic Movement requires compliance with the Olympic Charter and
recognition by the IOC.

38

The Olympic Charter (in force as of 7 July 2007) – page 11
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Attachment 3 - Examples of general sports program initiatives in the HPP
The HPP included initiatives for the NFs that are not specific to the Olympic/Paralympic Games and
are part of a broader program to develop the sport. The following are some of the initiatives
identified by the 2008 Summer Olympic sports:
National Federation

HPP Initiative39

Archery

Development of a network of facilities and coaches is required to conduct
development and high performance programs in regional areas. The NF
has identified potential facilities in most capital cities.
Currently there are 10 to 15 coaches employed on a part-time and fulltime basis. This requires expansion to 20 full-time coaches, supporting 60
to 70 high performance athletes, plus a base of talent identification and
development coaches. The development of more intensive athlete
development programs in clubs and schools is required, including but not
limited to the deployment of talent identification coaches.
Increased opportunities are required for athletes and coaches to train and
compete on Asian and European circuits.
Funding is required to provide direct encouragement to athletes to remain
at home and minimise burnout in WNBA and European professional
leagues. The lack of availability of Opals players compromises national
team preparation. Higher numbers of Opals playing in the WNBL would
also boost the standard of WNBL competition.
There is a requirement to fund an increased number of full-time coaches
in state-based development programs and the WNBL clubs.
A training base is required for the national squad, coaches and support
staff in Europe and/or Asia prior to major competitions.
Depth and retention of coaches is a weakness. The NF requires funding to
employ more fulltime coaches in high performance and development
programs.
Access to key professional riders for national team commitments is a
critical issue, particularly track endurance riders.
The NF is exploring the opportunity to create an Australian men’s
professional team, comprising 28 contracted riders, to compete in the
European professional tour.
The NF is seeking to implement talent identification and development
programs in each state to build depth in the sport and fast-track
Australian coaches.
There is a proposal to expand the “Development of the Rider as an
Athlete” program developed by NSWIS to the next generation of riders
throughout Australia.
With additional funding the NF could move from an administration led by
a voluntary Board to an administration with a full-time high performance
manager.

Athletics

Badminton
Basketball

Boxing
Canoe/Kayak
Cycling

Diving
Equestrian
Fencing

39

AOC/APC HPP Appendix 10 – pages 94 - 187
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National Federation

HPP Initiative39

Football

Dedicated direct athlete funding is required for the senior women to
increase their availability as semi-professional athletes. This is even more
important with the trend of national team players being attracted to
overseas national leagues.
An increase in the number of full time coaches working at the sub-elite
and development levels is required. There is also a need to cultivate a new
generation of coaches from former elite athletes and remunerate them
with competitive salary packages.
It is critical that recent National Training Centre (NTC) review
recommendations are implemented to ensure improved co-ordination
and cooperation between national coaches and the NTC coaching network
in implementing the national program.
Two additional coaches working under the National Coaching Director to
support the elite and development squads are required.
A coach development system is also needed, linked to the club system,
and funded to enable opportunities for coaches to travel with the team.
A strong viable club system is the best pathway program.
As a result of low funding and participation numbers Modern Pentathlon
does not have a coordinated national high performance program.
The NF seeks to have at least 25 coaches employed full-time and located
in appropriate centres throughout Australia.
There is a requirement for the engagement of a sailing-specific
performance psychologist.
The NF proposes conducting a seven-day camp every month for the top 12
athletes in all disciplines, including identified Paralympic athletes.
There is a Centres of Excellence proposal to establish a number of Centres
of Excellence throughout Australia, each offering high performance
coaching, development and underpinning programs. The Centres of
Excellence model is an important innovation proposed to manage the
diversity and geographic reach of the sport. The concept involves the
establishment of up to 12 centres, supported to develop an athlete and
coach pathway, and equipped to provide SSSM services.
The fast-tracking of Australian judges is required to raise Australia’s
presence across the sport. Judges need to attend a minimum of six
international competitions per year.
The local competition outside of Melbourne is of an inadequate standard.
The NF proposes an upgrade of the domestic competition, including
bringing international players to Australia. There is also the need for
Athletes with a Disability (AWD) events to be conducted in conjunction
with State events.
Tennis Australia has introduced a mentoring program which matches past
champions to developing athletes and coaches, thereby retaining past
athletes within the system to capitalise on their experience.
The NF requires more quality coaches to work with high performance
athletes. As professional coaches are able to earn more income coaching
non-Olympic disciplines, retention of Olympic discipline coaches is a
challenge.

Gymnastics

Hockey

Judo

Modern Pentathlon
Rowing
Sailing
Shooting
Swimming

Synchronised
Swimming
Table Tennis

Tennis
Triathlon
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National Federation

HPP Initiative39

Volleyball

With increased numbers of athletes playing in European Leagues there is a
need for improved monitoring and servicing of these athletes.
The NF proposal is for the domestic competition to have fully funded
coaches, in addition to the existing high performance network of coaches.
The proposed program comprises eight intensive training centres around
Australia, overseen by a national coach and assistant.
No coaching or high performance direction is currently provided. The NF
recommends the appointment of a national head coach, two scholarship
coaches and five part-time coaches working in the States.

Water Polo
Weightlifting
Wrestling
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Attachment 4 – AOC Funding Guidelines – Vancouver

AUSTRALIAN OLYMPIC COMMITTEE INC. (AOC)
PROGRAMS AND FUNDING GUIDELINES FOR SPORTS
ON THE PROGRAM FOR THE 2010 OLYMPIC WINTER GAMES IN VANCOUVER

(FOR THE PERIOD 1 APRIL 2006 TO 31 MARCH 2010)
1.

Background
a)

The AOC has exclusive responsibility for the representation of Australia at the
Olympic Winter Games. Its objective for the 2010 Olympic Winter Games is to field a
team all of whom perform at least as well as the competition result upon which they
achieved selection and which again wins medals.

b)

To help achieve these objectives the AOC will provide funding known as “AOC
Funding” or, in the case of Direct Funding to Medallists and their Coaches, adidas
Medal Incentive Funding.

c)

AOC Funding is derived from income distributions from the Australian Olympic
Foundation, grants from the International Olympic Committee (IOC) known as
Olympic Solidarity, the licensing and sponsorship activities of the AOC and
fundraising by the AOC, its State Olympic Councils and their Corporate Appeal
Committees.

d)

While the AOC neither seeks nor derives any funding from the Australian
Government or its Australian Sports Commission (ASC) and Australian Institute of
Sport (AIS) it acknowledges the assistance the ASC and AIS provide to the AOC’s
Olympic Winter Institute of Australia (OWIA) and member National Federations of
sports on the Olympic Winter program (NFs) and direct to athletes for their
preparation for the Olympic Winter Games.

e)

The AOC also acknowledges the assistance provided by the State and Territory
Institutes and Academies of Sport to the OWIA and for the preparation of athletes
for the Olympic Winter Games.
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2.

f)

For sports on the program for the 2012 Olympic Games there are separate programs
and funding guidelines.

g)

The AOC also has programs and provides AOC Funding for the education of youth
through sport.

Australian Olympic Winter Team preparation – the Olympic Winter Institute of Australia
(OWIA)

a)
b)

The OWIA was established by the AOC in June 1998 to improve the performances of

its Australian Olympic Winter Teams.
The objective of the OWIA is:
·

c)

3.

to develop and prepare elite Australian athletes for selection in Olympic Winter
Games; and

· to assist with the development and funding of high performance coaches.
The OWIA currently conducts programs for elite athletes in Alpine and Freestyle
Skiing – Aerials & Moguls, Snowboard, Figure Skating, Skeleton (Women) and Short
Track Speed Skating disciplines. The NSW Institute of Sport (NSWIS) is the program
operator of the shared national team Alpine program on behalf of the OWIA and Ski
and Snowboard Australia. NSWIS also operates underpinning programs in Moguls
and Snowboard under the direction of the OWIA.

d)

Athletes are considered by the OWIA for support through scholarships. Priority for
scholarships is given to athletes currently competing at World Cup or World
Championship level and who have the potential to be selected for the 2010 Olympic
Winter Games. Other athletes who have the potential to be selected for the 2014
Olympic Winter Games will also be considered.

e)

AOC Funding to the OWIA will be $750,000 p.a. in 2006/07 and 2007/08. It will
increase to $1,000,000 p.a. in 2008/09 and 2009/10 for this component of Olympic
Winter Team preparation.

2010 Australian Olympic Winter Team preparation - International Competition
a)

For the preparation of the 2010 Australian Olympic Winter Team AOC Funding will
be provided to NFs towards their costs of international competition in the sum of
$3,000 per athlete and official in each of 2006/07, 2007/08, 2008/09 and 2009/10.
This AOC Funding will be based on the Teams which, or numbers of athletes who,
are likely to be selected for membership of the 2010 Australian Olympic Winter
Team.

b)

Within the AOC Funding likely to be available to an NF for international competition
over the quadrennium the AOC will consider submissions from any of them for more
AOC Funding in a particular year (and less in another year) in order to qualify for the
2010 Olympic Winter Games.
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4.

c)

NFs which do not or are not likely to qualify a Team or any athletes for the 2010
Olympic Winter Games will be considered for AOC Funding towards their costs of
World Championship or World Cup or other agreed international competition in the
absolute discretion of the AOC.

d)

AOC Funding for international competition will be determined by the end of June
preceding the financial year of funding and available prior to travel to the first
competition.

e)

In the sports and disciplines in which the OWIA and NSWIS conduct or operate
programs this AOC Funding for international competition may be directed to the
OWIA and NSWIS instead of the NFs, in the sole and absolute discretion of the AOC,
to be applied towards the costs of international competition for such sport or
discipline.

f)

AOC Funding of $ 800,000 is budgeted for NFs (including that which may be directed
to the OWIA and NSWIS) towards their costs of international competition for this
component of Olympic Winter Team preparation.

2010 Australian Olympic Winter Team preparation – Direct Funding to Medallists and their
Coaches
a)

Athletes and their coaches who won medals at 2006 Olympic Winter Games or win
medals in 2006/07, 2007/08 or 2008/09 (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08 and
2008/09) at World Championships or other major international events of a
comparable standard in events on the 2010 Olympic Winter Games program (agreed
in advance by the AOC as appropriate “benchmark events”) will be considered for
AOC Direct Funding to be known as adidas Medal Incentive Funding for Athletes
and Coaches (or some derivative thereof) in the following years in the following
amounts:
ATHLETES
Gold

Silver

Bronze

2006/07

$15,000

$10,000

$7,500

2007/08

$20,000

$13,400

$10,000

2008/09

$20,000

$13,400

$10,000

$6,700

2009/10

$20,000

$13,400

$10,000

$6,700
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COACHES
Gold

Silver

Bronze

4th

2006/07

$3,750

$2,500

$1,875

2007/08

$5,000

$3,350

$2,500

2008/09

$5,000

$3,350

$2,500

$1,675

2009/10

$5,000

$3,350

$2,500

$1,675

The purpose of this funding is to help them gain selection to represent Australia at
the 2010 Olympic Winter Games in Vancouver and win medals.
b)

In order for athletes to be considered for adidas Medal Incentive Funding they must
maintain appropriate training regimes with the intention of gaining national (or in
2010 Olympic) selection in the year subsequent to them winning a medal (or being a
4th placegetter in 2007/08 and 2008/09). It is not necessary that the event for
which they are training be the same as that in which the medal was won provided it
is in the same discipline and on the program of the 2010 Olympic Winter Games.
Athletes who won medals at the 2006 Olympic Winter Games may be excused from
maintaining an appropriate training regime and will carry forward their eligibility to
be considered for adidas Medal Incentive Funding to 2007/08 or 2008/09 provided
they actually gain and accept national selection in one of those years.

c)

In order for coaches of medallists to be considered for this adidas Medal Incentive
Funding they must be continuing to coach with the intention of gaining and
accepting national (or in 2010 Olympic) selection in the year subsequent to their
athlete(s) winning a medal (or being a 4th placegetter in 2007/08 and 2008/09). It is
not necessary that the event for which they are coaching be the same as that in
which the medal (or 4th place in 2007/08 and 2008/09) was won provided it is in the
same sport and on the program of the 2010 Olympic Winter Games.

d)

Athletes and their coaches who win or coach more than one medal or medallist in
any year (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08 and 2008/09) will be considered for
adidas Medal Incentive Funding in respect of their best result only. In other words,
multi-medal winners (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08 and 2008/09) and their
coaches will not be considered for multi-funding.

e)

Members of medallist teams and other combinations (including 4th placegetters in
2007/08 and 2008/09) and their coaches will be considered for the same adidas
Medal Incentive Funding as individual medallists (including 4th placegetters in
2007/08 and 2008/09) and their coaches.
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f)

If more than one coach is directly involved in the medal (including 4th placegetters in
2007/08 and 2008/09) any adidas Medal Incentive Funding may be apportioned
between them as considered appropriate by the AOC after consultation with the
athlete(s) and NF concerned or the OWIA. In the case of teams and other
combinations the amount to be apportioned between the coaches directly involved
in the medal (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08 and 2008/09) may be increased.

g)

National Team Head Coaches who are not directly responsible for coaching a
medallist (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08 and 2008/09) athlete, team or other
combinations will be considered for adidas Medal Incentive Funding based on the
overall performance of their team.

h)

adidas Medal Incentive Funding for medallists (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08
and 2008/09) and their coaches will be determined by the AOC in its sole and
absolute discretion. In the case of coaches this will be after consultation with the
National Team Head Coach concerned or, in the case of adidas Medal Incentive
Funding to them, after consultation with their NF or the OWIA.

i)

Any adidas Medal Incentive Funding for medallists (including 4th placegetters in
2007/08 and 2008/09) will be provided by one payment as soon as practicable after
1 July following the medal winning or 4th placegetting performance or in the case of
athletes who carry forward their consideration for this adidas Medal Incentive
Funding in respect of their 2006 Olympic Winter Games result by one payment on
them actually gaining and accepting national selection in 2007/08 or 2008/09.

j)

Any adidas Medal Incentive Funding for coaches of medallists (including 4th
placegetters in 2007/08 and 2008/09) will be provided by one payment as soon as
practicable after 1 July following the medal winning or 4th placegetting performance.

k)

adidas Medal Incentive Funding of $95,000 is budgetted for medallists and their
coaches (including 4th placegetters in 2007/08 and 2008/09) for this component of
Olympic Winter Team preparation.

l)

Athletes and their coaches who receive adidas Medal Incentive Funding have no
duty or obligation to provide any services to the AOC or adidas and nor does the AOC
or adidas regard this funding as a reward for services. It is a matter for the athletes
and their coaches as to whether they acknowledge or publicise it.

m)

On 9 May 2007 the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) issued Class Ruling 2007/36
(which can be found on the AOC corporate website olympics.com.au under “Reports
& Policies”) confirming that, subject to one proviso, athletes who are awarded
adidas Medal Incentive Funding will not be taxed on those payment. The proviso is
that the athlete is not carrying on a business of sport. For an athlete who does not
carry on a business of sport (in the old days called a “professional” athlete) the ATO
has determined that the adidas Medal Incentive Funding is not taxable.
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Whether an athlete is carrying on business as an athlete will depend on a review of
all the facts and a few guidelines will be provided to athletes to assist them in this
regard when they are notified of their adidas Medal Incentive Funding.
If in any doubt, athletes should refer the Class Ruling to a tax agent or adviser for
consideration.
5.

Australian Team for the 2010 Olympic Winter Games in Vancouver
AOC Funding of $1.8 million is budgeted for the 2010 Australian Olympic Winter Team. This
is after the receipt of approximately $235,000 from the Vancouver Olympic Winter Games
Organising Committee for air travel and freight assistance.
The $1.8 million includes:a)
b)

AOC Funding of $1,000 for each athlete; and
AOC Funding of $250 for each coach or other support staff Team member (excluding
AOC employees)

to be paid when the Team member arrives and is accredited for the Olympic Winter Games
in Vancouver.
6.

7.

Australian Olympic Winter Team preparation – Australian Youth Olympic Festival 2007
a)

The Festival is for athletes from 13 to 19 years and is the breeding ground for future
Australian Olympians. It is an important opportunity for the AOC to promote its antidoping position and Olympic values generally. It is also an integral part of the AOC’s
commitments under its Co-operation Agreement with the Chinese Olympic
Committee and British Olympic Association which participate with athletes in most
sports at the Festival.

b)

The 2007 AYOF was conducted between 17 and 21 January 2007 in Sydney. There
were fourteen summer sports included on the program and for the first time Figure
Skating and Short Track Speed Skating (winter sports) were included.

c)

AOC Funding of $ 3.2 million was provided for the 2007 AYOF for this component of
Olympic Team preparation. In addition the IOC provided an Olympic Solidarity grant
of US$100,000 (approximately A$143,000). Of these amounts the costs of the winter
sports was approximately $125,000.

Australian Team for the 2012 Youth Olympic Winter Games
a) In July 2007 the IOC determined to conduct the Youth Olympic Games and Youth
Olympic Winter Games (YOWG) every four years. Either Innsbruck, Austria or Kuopio,
Finland will host the first YOWG in 2012.
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The AOC expects to send a Team (depending on quotas and qualifications as finally
determined by the IOC) estimated at 20 athletes.
b) AOC Funding of $150,000 is budgeted for the AOC’s costs of the 2012 YOWG Team. This
is after receipt of IOC and Organising Committee support.
8.

9.

10.

International Federation (IF) Attendance
a)

The AOC recognises the importance for NFs to be represented on IF Boards and
Committees. To this end AOC Funding will be provided to Australians who are
members of the Executive organs of IFs of sports on the Olympic Winter program for
travel related to approved meetings or international events of the IF for one meeting
or international event per year.

d)

This AOC Funding will amount to the full cost of business international travel subject
to a reduction by the amount of any subsidy or assistance received from the IF or
any other source.

e)

AOC Funding of $20,000 is budgeted for this program.

Olympic Solidarity
a)

AOC Funding from Olympic Solidarity will be considered for programs designed to
assist sports development including coaching.

b)

AOC Funding of $20,000 is budgeted for this program.

General

a)

It is the responsibility of NFs to provide, without reminder, advance details of their
programs for international competition (including tax invoices for GST purposes as
required) and then the results of all such competitions as they occur, including the
details of all medal winning athletes and their coaches who in the opinion of the NF
should be considered for adidas Medal Incentive Funding.

b)

AOC Funding to NFs and the OWIA must be used for the purpose for which it is
provided and any unused amounts refunded. On this understanding and recognising
the special relationship between the AOC and member NFs and the OWIA, financial
acquittals will not be required as a matter of course.

c)

Athletes and their coaches who receive adidas Medal Incentive Funding have no
duty or obligation to provide any services to the AOC or adidas and nor does the AOC
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or adidas regard this funding as a reward for services. It is a matter for the athletes
and their coaches as to whether they acknowledge or publicise it.
d)

NFs receiving AOC Funding are requested to acknowledge it in appropriate
publications and communications and on appropriate occasions.

e)

These are guidelines only and may be amended or varied by the AOC at any time.

f)

The AOC’s programs and funding guidelines for sports on the program for the 2014
Olympic Winter Games in Sochi (for the period 1 April 2010 to 31 March 2014) will
be adopted in May 2010.

Adopted 19 May 2006

JOHN D COATES

Updated 22 November 2006

President

Updated 11 May 2007
Updated 20 November 2007
Updated 10 December 2007
Updated 21 November 2008
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Attachment 5 – AOC Funding Guidelines – London

AUSTRALIAN OLYMPIC COMMITTEE INC. (AOC)
PROGRAMS AND FUNDING GUIDELINES FOR SPORTS
ON THE PROGRAM OF THE 2012 OLYMPIC GAMES IN LONDON

(FOR THE PERIOD 1 JANUARY 2009 TO 31 DECEMBER 2012)
1.

Background
a)

The AOC has the exclusive responsibility for the representation of Australia at the
Olympic Games and the Youth Olympic Games. Its objectives for the 2012 Olympic
Games are to:i)
ii)
iii)

field a full Team (depending on quotas and qualifications as finally
determined by the IOC) estimated at 395 athletes;
place within the top five nations on the Gold and total medal standings
(whatever the number of medals required); and
win medals in more than the 14 sports disciplines in which the Australian
Team won medals in 2008.

b)

To help achieve these objectives the AOC will provide funding known as “AOC
Funding” or, in the case of Direct Funding to Medallists adidas Medal Incentive
Funding.

c)

AOC Funding is derived from income distributions from the Australian Olympic
Foundation, grants from the International Olympic Committee (IOC) known as
Olympic Solidarity, the licensing and sponsorship activities of the AOC and
fundraising by the AOC, State Olympic Councils and their Corporate Appeal
Committees.

d)

While the the AOC neither seeks nor derives any funding from the Australian
Government or its Australian Sports Commission (ASC) it acknowledges the
assistance the ASC provides to the AOC’s member National Federations of sports on
the Olympic programme (NFs) and direct to athletes for their preparation for the
Olympic Games.
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2.

e)

The AOC also acknowledges the assistance provided by the Australian and State and
Territory Institutes and Academies of Sport to NFs and for the preparation of
athletes for the Olympic Games.

f)

For sports on the program for the 2010 Olympic Winter Games and 2012 Youth
Olympic Winter Games there are separate programs and funding guidelines.

g)

The AOC also has programs and provides AOC Funding for the education of youth
through sport and for which $171,000 is budgeted;

Australian Olympic Team preparation – 2009 Australian Youth Olympic Festival (AYOF)
a)

These Festivals of which there have been editions in 2001, 2003, 2005 and 2007 for
athletes from 13 to 19 years are the breeding ground for future Australian
Olympians with 72 members of the 2008 Australian Olympic Team having competed
in them and of whom 21 won medals. The Festivals are an important opportunity
for the AOC to promote its anti-doping position and Olympic values generally in a
multi-sport event modelled on the Olympic Games. They are also an integral part of
the AOC’s commitments under its Co-operation Agreements with the Chinese
Olympic Committee and British Olympic Association which participates with two of
the largest teams of athletes and in most sports at the Festivals. For the 2009 AYOF
there will be 19 participating National Olympic Commitees (NOCs) and a combined
Team from Oceania representing another 12 island NOCs. In Triathlon there is an
International Triathlon Union Team representing 4 NOCs not otherwise participating.

c)

The 2009 AYOF will be conducted 14 to 18 January 2009 in Sydney. The 17 sports
included on the 2009 program are Archery, Athletics, Basketball – men and women,
Beach Volleyball, Canoe/Kayak (Flatwater and Slalom), Cycling, Diving, Equestrian,
Fencing, Football – men, Gymnastics, Hockey – men and women, Rowing, Shooting,
Swimming, Triathlon and Water Polo – men and women.

d)

AOC Funding of $4.6 million will be provided for the 2009 AYOF for this component
of Olympic Team preparation. In addition, the IOC will provide an Olympic Solidarity
grant of US$200,000 towards the balance of AYOF.

e)

With the introduction by the IOC of Youth Olympic Games (and Youth Olympic
Winter Games) every four years it is now planned to conduct the AYOF every four
years.
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3.

Australian Team for the 2010 Youth Olympic Games
(a)

In July 2007 the IOC Session determined to conduct Youth Olympic Games (YOG)
every four years. Singapore will host the inaugural YOG from 14 to 26 August 2010
for 3,500 athletes and 800 officials from all 205 NOCs. The sport competitions will
provide young athletes between the ages of 14 and 18 years with an opportunity to
compete in the 26 sports on the 2012 Olympic program at the highest level.
The AOC expects to field a full Team (depending on quotas and qualifications as
finally determined by the IOC) estimated at 100 athletes.

(b)
4.

AOC Funding of $647,000 is budgeted for the AOC’s costs of the 2010 Australian YOG
Team. This is after receipt of IOC and Singapore YOG Organising Committee support.

2012 Australian Olympic Team preparation – High Performance Plan and International
Competition
a)

AOC Funding of $398,000 is budgeted for the development of a Plan for High
Performance Olympic (and Paralympic) Sport (summer and winter) for submission to
the Federal Government.

b)

For the preparation of the 2012 Australian Olympic Team AOC Funding will be
provided to NFs towards their costs of international competition in the sum of
$2,500 per athlete and official in each of 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012. This AOC
Funding will be based on the Teams which, or numbers of athletes who, have
qualified or are likely to qualify and be nominated by NFs for membership of the
2012 Australian Olympic Team or the numbers of athletes selected to represent the
NF at senior World Championships or other major international competitions of a
comparable standard in events on the 2012 Olympic program in each of such years
(agreed in advance by the AOC as appropriate comparable competition) whichever
number is the lesser. In each year the number of officials for whom AOC Funding
will be provided will be based on the number of athletes in the same way as the
number of officials is determined at the Olympic Games up to a maximum of 12
officials in any one year.

c)

Within the AOC Funding likely to be available to an NF for international competition
over the quadrennium the AOC will consider submissions from any of them for more
AOC Funding in a particular year (and less in another year) in order to qualify for the
2012 Olympic Games.

d)

NFs for sports on the 2012 Olympic program which do not or are not likely to qualify
any athletes for the 2012 Olympic Games will be considered for AOC Funding
towards their costs of World Championship or World Cup or other agreed
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international competition in the absolute discretion of the AOC. The NFs for Men’s
and Women’s Handball and Women’s Volleyball, which last participated in the 2000
Olympic Games, will be provided with 25% of the funding referred to in (b) above
provided that if they qualify for the 2012 Olympic Games they will be paid the
balance of 75% retrospectively. The NFs for all other teams on the 2012 Olympic
Program will be provided with the AOC Funding referred to in (b) above provided
that if they do not qualify they will be provided with 50% in any subsequent years of
the Olympiad.

5.

e)

AOC Funding for international competition in each year will be paid prior to travel to
the first competition and on submission of the appropriate tax invoice for GST
purposes.

f)

AOC Funding of $6.37 million is budgeted for NFs towards their costs of international
competition for this component of Olympic Team preparation.

2012 Australian Olympic Team preparation – Direct Funding to Medallists
a)

Athletes who won medals at the 2008 Olympic Games and win medals in 2009, 2010
and 2011 at World Championships or other major international competitions of a
comparable standard in events on the 2012 Olympic program (agreed in advance by
the AOC as appropriate “benchmark competitions”) will be considered for AOC
Direct Funding known as adidas Medal Incentive Funding for Athletes in the
following year in the following amounts:ATHLETES
Gold

Silver

Bronze

2009

$15,000

$10,000

$7,500

2010

$15,000

$10,000

$7,500

2011

$20,000

$13,400

$10,000

2012

$20,000

$13,400

$10,000

The purpose of this funding is to help them gain selection to represent Australia at
the 2012 Olympic Games in London and win medals.
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b)

In order for athletes to be considered for adidas Medal Incentive Funding they must
maintain appropriate training regimes with the intention of gaining national (or in 2012
Olympic) selection in the year subsequent to them winning a medal. It is not necessary that
the event for which they are training be the same as that in which the medal was won
provided it is in the same sport and on the program of the 2012 Olympic Games. Athletes
who won medals at the 2008 Olympic Games may be excused from maintaining an
appropriate training regime and will carry forward their eligibility to be considered for adidas
Medal Incentive Funding to 2010 or 2011 provided they actually gain and accept national
selection in one of those years. Athletes who carry forward their consideration for adidas
Medal Incentive Funding to 2011 will only be eligible for funding in the amount paid in 2009
or 2010.
c)

Athletes who win more than one medal in any year will be considered for adidas
Medal Incentive Funding in respect of their best result only. In other words, multimedal winners will not be considered for multi-funding.

d)

Members of medallist teams and other combinations will be considered for the same
adidas Medal Incentive Funding as individual medallists.

e)

adidas Medal Incentive Funding for medallists will be determined by the AOC in its
sole and absolute discretion.

f)

Any adidas Medal Incentive Funding for medallists will be provided by one payment
as soon as practicable at the commencement of the calendar year following the
medal winning performance or in the case of athletes who carry forward their
consideration for this adidas Medal Incentive Funding in respect of their 2008
Olympic Games result by one payment on them actually gaining and accepting
national selection in 2010 or 2011.

g)

Athletes who receive adidas Medal Incentive Funding have no duty or obligation to
provide any services to the AOC or adidas and nor does the AOC or adidas regard this
funding as a reward for services. It is a matter for the athletes as to whether they
acknowledge or publicise it.

h)

On 9 May 2007 the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) issued Class Ruling 2007/36
(which can be found on the AOC corporate website olympics.com.au under “Reports
& Policies”) confirming that, subject to one proviso, athletes who are awarded
adidas Medal Incentive Funding will not be taxed on that payment. The proviso is
that the athlete is not carrying on a business of sport. For an athlete who does not
carry on a business of sport (in the old days called a “professional” athlete) the ATO
has determined that the adidas Medal Incentive Funding is not taxable.
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Whether an athlete is carrying on business as an athlete will depend on a review of
all the facts and a few guidelines will be provided to athletes to assist them in this
regard when they are notified of their adidas Medal Incentive Funding.
If in any doubt, athletes should refer the Class Ruling to a tax agent or adviser for
consideration.
i)
6.

adidas Medal Incentive Funding of $4.7 million is budgeted for medallists for this
component of Olympic Team preparation.

Australian Team for the 2012 Olympic Games in London
AOC Funding of $13.4 million is budgeted for the 2012 Australian Olympic Team. This is
after the expected receipt of approximately $1 million from the London Olympic Games
Organising Committee and the IOC for air travel, freight and other support.

7.

8.

International Federation (IF) Attendance
a)

The AOC recognises the importance for NFs to be represented on IF Boards and
Committees. To this end AOC Funding will be provided to Australians who are
members of the Executive organs of IFs of sports on the Olympic programme for
travel related to approved meetings or international events of the IF for one meeting
or international event per year;

b)

This AOC Funding will amount to the full cost of business international travel subject
to a reduction by the amount of any subsidy or assistance received from the IF or
any other source.

c)

AOC Funding of $110,000 is budgeted for this programme.

Olympic Solidarity
a)

AOC Funding from Olympic Solidarity will be considered for programmes designed to
assist sports development including coaching.

b)

AOC Funding of $371,000 is budgeted for this programme.
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9.

General
a)

It is the responsibility of NFs to provide, without reminder, advance details of their
programs for international competition (including tax invoices for GST purposes as
required) and then the results of all such competitions as they occur, including the
details of all medal winning athletes who in the opinion of the NF should be
considered for adidas Medal Incentive Funding.

b)

AOC Funding to NFs must be used for the purpose for which it is provided and any
unused amounts refunded. On this understanding and recognising the special
relationship between the AOC and member NFs, financial acquittals will not be
required as a matter of course.

c)

NFs receiving AOC Funding are requested to acknowledge it in appropriate
publications and communications and on appropriate occasions.

d)

These are guidelines only and may be amended or varied by the AOC at any time.

JOHN D COATES
President

ADOPTED 21 November 2008
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