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INTRODUCTION 

 

SPORT4ONTARIO is pleased to submit the following recommendations with respect to the Ministry of Health 
Promotion’s (MHP) review of the Sport Recognition Policy and funding program. 

At the June 2008 PSO Forum, Bryan Ozorio, A/Manager, Sport Unit, provided a brief overview of the upcoming 
Ministry of Health Promotion’s planned review of the Provincial Sport Organization (PSO) and Multi-sport 
Organization (MSO) Sport Recognition Policy and Funding Program. It was indicated at that time that there 
would be a consultation process with the PSOs and MSOs.  

Approach by SPORT4ONTARIO to Obtain Feedback from PSOs/MSOs: 

 SPORT4ONTARIO hosted two separate roundtable initiatives (in July and August) to provide the opportunity 
for PSOs and MSOs to speak to the current application format and requirements and offer feedback in a 
neutral environment (i.e. representatives of government not in attendance).  

 SPORT4ONTARIO had representation at the three consultations hosted by the Ministry in September 2008 
to observe and to hear comments made by the PSOs and MSOs 

 SPORT4ONTARIO solicited additional input electronically from all PSOs and MSOs but most especially those 
unable to attend the roundtable sessions.  

 Our objective was to understand the overall viewpoints of all PSOs and MSOs.  

 On the basis of these five events and the electronic survey, this document was drafted to reflect feedback 
from and for the PSOs and MSOs along with feedback from SPORT4ONTARIO to the Ministry of Health 
Promotion in advance of their proposed amendments to the existing PSO and MSO Sport Recognition Policy 
and Funding Program.  

 

Provincial Funding Objectives for Ontario’s Recognized PSOs and MSOs:  

Policy Objective:    To support the goals of ACTIVE2010 and the Canadian Sport Policy  

Funding Instruments:  Base Funding, Sport Priority Funding, Sport for More (bi-lateral) Funding  

Delivery Agents:     PSOs and MSOs  

 

ά¢ƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǿŜ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ .ŀǎŜ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǘƻƻƭ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƻǳǊ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƛƴ ǎǇƻǊǘΦ 
The PSO funding program is an assessment tool for us. We literally assess your performance in helping 
us achieve our goals. So what we are going to do today is ask you if some of the indicators we are 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ƛƴ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ȅƻǳǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ           

 Bryan Ozorio, September 25, 2008 
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SECTION ONE:    RESPONSE TO MHP SLIDE PRESENTATION 

1. BACKGROUND BY THE NUMBERS 

2. SPORT RECOGNITION POLICY 

3. PARTICIPATION 

4. EXCELLENCE 

5. CAPACITY 

6. INTERACTION 

7. SPORT PRIORITY FUNDING 

 

SECTION TWO:   FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

SECTION THREE:   ADDITIONAL THEMES AND FEEDBACK 

 

RESPONSE TO MHP SLIDE PRESENTATION 

 

In this section you will find the MHP slide information included in the red boxes.  Following each box, 
where applicable, the reader will find recommendations and concerns. 

 

1. BACKGROUND BY THE NUMBERS 

 

MHP SLIDE  

BACKGROUND – BY THE NUMBERS   

 Only 51% of Canadians are active enough to benefit their health. 

 Half of Ontarians are physically active. Physical inactivity costs the province $1.8 billion in direct and indirect 
costs. 

 More than 50% of Canadian children aged 5-17 are not active enough for optimal growth and development. 

 The percentage of 5-14 year olds regularly participating in organized sport declined from 57% in 1992 to 
51% in 2005. 

 Obesity rates for the same period rose from 5% to 17% for boys and 15% for girls, and the number is on the 
rise. 

 Ontario’s representation on national teams is in decline. 
Government’s response: ACTIVE2010 – sport and physical activity strategy for Ontario. 

 Linked to the Federal Provincial Territorial Minister’s physical activity and sport agenda including Canadian 
Sport Policy and Healthy Living Strategy.  

ACTIVE2010 Goals: 

 To create opportunities for Ontarians to become involved in quality sport activities. 
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 To enhance opportunities for Ontarians to participate in daily physical activity. 

 To increase the number of Ontarians who value and believe participation in sport and physical activity is an 
integral and essential part of life in Ontario. 

Provincial Sport Organizations (PSOs) and Multi-Sport Organizations (MSOs) are the empowered experts in the 
delivery of programs and services province-wide that support ACTIVE2010 sport objectives. 
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS – The Numbers 

1. MHP work with SPORT4ONTARIO to develop Ontario participation statistics from Base Funding Applications, 
national surveys deemed credible and appropriate and other data sources along with the funding provided 
to PSOs and MSOs from 1992 to date.  

2. MHP develop fair and equitable funding applications and reporting questions and respective scoring be 
applied to these questions to reflect the inequity with respect to NSO completed CS4L-LTAD models, 
competition reviews and implementation strategies.  

 

CONCERNS – The Numbers 

1. We note MHP’s statements in each session that either NSOs will have CS4L-LTAD models approved or will 
have them approved next year; that all PSOs and MSOs are aware of the CS4L-LTAD; that where we’re at 
now – there are 4 waves – the 1st & 2nd waves are done; that even the 3rd & 4th waves have a draft that’s 
done and should be finalized by next year; that by next year they should be all complete or have a near final 
draft; that if not, affected PSOs and MSOs should come to MHP. Quite frankly, based on out Members 
knowledge of their NSOs, we do not have the same faith in the NSOs as does MHP. While we support the 
Ministry’s commitment to embed CS4L-LTAD within the Base Funding program, we note that there is a 
significant gap between where LTAD implementation should be and where it is.  (Please see Schedule 2) 

Knowledge of LTAD alone does not constitute knowledge of sport-specific implementation strategies 
required at the PSO, MSO and community level. PSOs and MSOs cannot be held accountable for their 
respective NSO’s status in this regard. 
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2. SPORT RECOGNITION POLICY 

 

MHP SLIDE 

SPORT RECOGNITION POLICY 
Being revised to add more detail & definition (This phrase added to presentation 2/3) 

 Revise definition of sport to align with Sport Canada’s. 

 Introduce definition of combat sport. 

 For new recognition applications (2009 and beyond) we would require certain financial and operational 
criteria to be met. 

 MHP would be able to withdraw recognition from those organizations that no longer meet the recognition 
conditions, and would withhold funding until the conditions were met.  

 Transparency – we would require posting of certain policies and procedures on the website, such as 
recognition status letters, risk management practices. Certificate of Status would be required, which would 
provide proof of the organization’s good standing. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS – Sport Recognition Policy 

1. Align definition of sport with Sport Canada’s.   

2. Include definition of combat sport, as appropriate. 

3. Require more stringent criteria for new applicants, including financial statements and Annual General 
Meeting minutes from a set period of time (i.e. last three years) to ensure stable, committed organizations 
are considered for funding and not untested “upstarts”. 

4. Continue to require PSOs and MSOs to demonstrate compliance with criteria and in doing so, provide them 
with an electronic “seal” or other such marking to demonstrate to the public that they are the official 
provincial body recognized by the Ontario Government. 

5. Transparency – post certain policies and procedures on website such as recognition status letters. Certificate 
of Status would be required, which would provide proof of the organization’s good standing. For comments 
with respect to risk management practices, please see comments under Risk Management on page 14. 

   

CONCERNS – Sport Recognition Policy 

1. The notion that funding can be withdrawn if criteria for funding are no longer present is valid; however, 
assuming there is prior identification of the criteria and acknowledgement thereof from the funded party, 
the opportunity for the funded party to appeal, or be provided a reasonable period of time to reinstitute 
said criteria would be expected and would be in keeping with the government’s commitment to fair, open 
and transparent policies and processes. 

2. The concept of a ‘Clubmark’ designation or similar, mentioned at all three consultations, awarded to PSOs 
and MSOs does not speak to the core competencies required to both manage and govern PSOs and MSOs 
but rather to core competencies, albeit limited in scope, required at the club level.  
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3. PARTICIPATION 

 

MHP SLIDE 

PARTICIPATION  
Participation: achieve significantly higher proportion from all segments of society that are involved in quality 
sport activities at all levels and in all forms of participation. 
tκa{hǎΩ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘΥ 

 Co-ordinate and/or deliver broad-based participation or grassroots development programs, including local 
and regional recruitment, talent identification programs, skills programs, “get started” programs. 

Participation: possible directions 
Participation is about inclusivity and reaching out to everyone. 
Recruitment of new members is important, as is the retention of existing members. 

 Strong recruitment plan in standardized format 

 Percentage increase in membership numbers 

 Is this the best way to measure recruitment and retention? 
Can PSOs accurately capture the number of people participating in the sport to whom the PSO may provide an 
indirect service if they are not a member of the PSO? If so, how can this reporting be verified?  
PSOs are obliged to provide ongoing communication services to members. 
 As well as a website, what other communication with members should be expected? 

 

RECOMMENDATONS – Participation 

1. Capture, where possible, non-member participation and therefore quantify the overall contribution of PSOs 
and MSOs to the Ministry’s goal to increase physical activity.  

2. The number of sports in a position to provide non-member participation numbers should determine if this 
question is scored or for information purposes only.   

3. Base Funding application to include a question with respect to the type and availability of facilities; take into 
consideration the availability of said facilities (i.e. number of opportunities to participate) and measure this 
number against the number of participants.  

4. Use self-submitted plans for membership growth targets and measure against those targets on an annual or 
other regular basis.  

5. Use percentage measurements versus actual increase or decrease in numbers to provide a fair evaluation of 
growth in numbers (athletes, participants, non-member participants, coaches, officials, volunteers, etc.) 
across all organizations  

  

CONCERNS - Participation 

1. Capturing non-member participant numbers may have an impact on insurance premiums. It would also pose 
a significant challenge to sports which are facility or club based – in particular, commercial and private clubs 
that do not share this type of information. 

2. ά¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎǇƻǊǘǎ ƛƴ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƴƻƴ-member participation numbers should determine if this 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ ƻǊ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻƴƭȅΦέ Since many organizations will have to implement a new 
system for capturing this information, it may not be readily available in the short term.  As such, and where 
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there is less than an overwhelming capacity to provide this data (i.e. more than 75% of organizations), it 
might be more equitable to request this information for information purposes only, or perhaps even allow 
for a “bonus mark” for provision of this data.  Should this information be deemed useful and necessary for 
the purposes of satisfying MHP requirements, then a plan should be implemented in year two and three of 
this upcoming cycle to help organizations to capture this data with the caveat that it will be scored in the 
next three-year funding cycle as opposed to the upcoming three-year funding cycle. 

3. Capturing communication vehicles employed by PSOs and MSOs is fairly simple in a ‘yes or no’ format but to 
what end? Why does MHP require this information? Will PSOs and MSOs be asked to deliver messaging for 
government?  Will government dictate how we communicate? We submit this is ‘nice to know’ information 
versus ‘need to know’. 

4. Participation is about inclusivity and reaching out to everyone. Agreed. However we submit that in order to 
accomplish this goal, PSOs and MSOs need substantive training to address the changing demographics 
within Ontario and in many cases, within their respective membership.  

 

4. EXCELLENCE 

 

MHP SLIDE 

Excellence: expand the pool of talented Ontario athletes and teams and enhance the ability of athletes within 
the province to compete and succeed at the national and international level. 
P/MSOs involvement: 

 Co-ordinate and/or deliver athlete development programs, including clinics, training camps, coaching for 
novice to national team level athletes, coach training, and co-ordination of sport competitions from the local 
to provincial to national levels. 

 Oversee Team selection for Canada Games and Ontario Games. 
Excellence: possible directions 
Excellence can be achieved at any level of national or international sport. 

 In order to recognize the continuum of opportunities for excellence, points could be awarded for 
participation in progressive levels of competition.  How do PSOs feel about this? 

 We want to move away from counting the number of competitions and towards using expertise to ensure 
that the number of competitions is appropriate to the stages of sport development.  Comments / thoughts? 

 Achievement in excellence can be measured by athletes’ success in reaching junior and senior national 
teams and by officials and coaches named at the national level. 

 How could we determine the extent to which a PSO has been involved with the athletes/officials/coaches’ 
ascension to the national senior team? 

   

RECOMMENDATIONS – Excellence 

1. Delay the recognition of the continuum of opportunities for excellence and the point system awarded for 
participation in progressive levels of competition until such time as common terminology is mutually greed 
upon.  

2. Move away from counting the number of competitions and towards using expertise to ensure that the 
number of competitions is appropriate to the stages of sport development. 
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3. Take into consideration the number of opportunities/spots for Ontario athletes, coaches and officials to 
participate on a National Team, National Development Team or at national and international events and 
measure an organization on that percentage.  

4. Take into consideration the current status of the NSO in the development of the CS4L-LTAD for all PSOs and 
MSOs when asking for their relative status.  

 

CONCERNS - Excellence 

1. NSOs have ultimate decision making with respect to Canada Games team selection.  PSOs and MSOs have no 
authority to make national team selections and therefore evaluating the number of Ontario athletes that 
participate on national teams is unfair. A fairer approach might be the percentage or number of Ontario 
athletes that meet national standards as opposed to those that are actually selected. All things being equal 
(i.e. all meeting the standard), selection may be based on the geographic location of the athlete in Canada, 
for example.  

2. Selection and evaluation opportunities for national team participation may occur in areas of the country 
that are unavailable to some potential Ontario athletes due to timing, geographic requirements or funding 
issues. 

 

5. CAPACITY 
 

MHP SLIDE 

Capacity 
Capacity: support the continued development of an athlete/participant-centred delivery system including 
increasing the quality and quantity of trained coaches, volunteers, administrators and officials and the strength 
of the organization in which they function. 
P/MSOs involvement: 

 Provide administrative support and services for their network of clubs and regions to conduct the business 
of their sport (e.g. fund-raising and marketing, membership recruitment, governance, provision of liability 
insurance, financial and HR management, sanctioning of championships, enforcement of competition rules). 

Capacity – Technical: possible directions 
Technical capacity would be assessed through information about technical staff, including coaches, officials, 
learning evaluators and facilitators. 
How best can we measure this? For example: 

 Full time/part time/volunteer technical director/head coach 

 Sufficient high performance coaches to match the competition structures? 
We are planning to measure the ongoing training and development of coaches and officials. 

 How are coaches encouraged to participate in coaching that moves them towards the next NCCP level? 

 How much of PSOs’ revenue is dedicated to technical staff training/development? 

 What other ways could we effectively measure the development of coaches and officials? 
Capacity: organizational 
Board capacity is crucial to the organizational strength. 

 The application could look at how the PSO improves the effectiveness of its board. (Replaces: ‘The 
application could look at turnover, ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘΦΩ from presentation # 1) 
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We could also look at the crucial role volunteers play – their specialities, how they are recruited, trained and 
rewarded. 

 What’s the best way to measure this? 
Membership fees provide PSOs with revenue. A measure of strength in an organization is how much it can 
sustain itself. 

 The application could measure increases in self-generated revenue as an indication of ongoing financial 
capacity. 

One of the key things with organizational capacity is to have the PSO be more transparent to the public. 

 The website should have information such as the operational plan, organizational priorities, injury 
prevention/risk management policy, ministry recognition letter, “Clubmark” or similar information. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS – Capacity 

1. Define capacity with respect to operations, finances, facilities, governance and human resources (volunteers 
and staff); develop in advance a grid identifying optimum levels of capacity down to no capacity in order to 
remove much of the subjectivity and introduce more objectivity in the scoring/review process; publish said 
grid.   

2. Consider the optimum level of capacity versus the current status and how to achieve the optimum level.  

3. Develop additional funding vehicles for capacity related deficits.  

4. Make specific coaching experience and training mandatory.  

   

CONCERNS - Capacity 

1. The degree to which the sector relies on volunteers may mean that this may not be the most appropriate 
factor to measure, moving forward, in light of research that demonstrates the declining trends in 
volunteerism participation. With a reported declining number of volunteers available to manage, govern and 
support Sport organizations, our sector may experience even further capacity constraints. As such, this 
potential risk factor should be monitored closely and organizations should consider this in all planning 
processes. We note the increased number of reports and articles speaking to the anticipated nonprofit 
human deficit and leadership crisis.  

2. Measurement of increases in self-generated revenue does not necessarily reflect financial capacity. 

3. Board, management and volunteer capacity combined is crucial to organizational strength and as such not 
one but all three should be measured.  
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6. INTERACTION 
 

MHP SLIDE 

Interaction 

Interaction: increase cooperation and collaboration across sector organizations and promotion of the benefits of 
sport. 

P/MSOs involvement: 

Work in partnership with National Sport and Multi-Sport organizations and other partners to promote and 
facilitate enhanced participation, excellence and capacity in sport. 

Interaction: possible directions 

We are proposing to reward interaction with the wider sports community, both vertically and horizontally. 

Vertical interaction 

 Best ways to measure PSOs’ activities at the national level? (Replaces: ‘Iƻǿ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǿŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ t{hǎΩ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΚΩ from presentation # 1) 

 How to best measure interaction with athletes via clubs/parents/coaches, etc.? (Replaces: ΨIƻǿ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǿŜ 
measure interaction with athletes via ŎƭǳōǎκǇŀǊŜƴǘǎκŎƻŀŎƘŜǎΣ ŜǘŎΦΚΩ Ŧrom presentation # 1) 

Horizontal integration 

 Assess coaches’ interaction with each other, perhaps evaluating the relationships between teams’ provincial 
and national coaches. 

 In the Train to Train stage, how do we assess the ways in which PSOs encourage athletes to participate in 
complimentary sports?  (Replaces: ΨIƻǿ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǿŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ t{hǎ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŀǘƘƭŜǘŜǎ ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜ 
into another sport for which they may be better ǎǳƛǘŜŘΚΩ from presentation # 1) 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS – Interaction 

1. Government to work with PSOs and MSOs to devise strategies to enhance vertical and horizontal 
interaction.  

2. Government to work with sport sector to develop pan-Canadian, pan-sectoral communication and sharing 
networks. 

3. Government to actively seek partnership with the Ontario sport sector to provide input into government 
policy direction affecting the sport sector, through a joint planning approach. 

 

CONCERNS - Interaction 

1. It is not necessary to “score” everything or to evaluate all areas of a sport’s operational and governance 
mechanisms. There must be some level of financial support for the development of new programming 
aimed at meeting the goals of the Ministry along with the mandate of the respective organization. 
Otherwise we risk ‘mission drift’ for those organizations desperately seeking additional funding.  

2. Measuring interaction with NSOs is only as good as the information regarding respective NSO interaction 
with PSOs and MSOs.  
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7. SPORT PRIORITY FUNDING 
 

MHP SLIDE 

Sport Priority Funding (SPF) 

SPT is currently a one-year program that permits applications under single or multiple pillars. Potential changes 
could include: 

 Offer the participation element of the program as two years by rolling it in the Sport for More program 

 Include a partnership requirement 

Advantages: more opportunities for innovation, matching funds and open to more players, or 

 Keep the program as it is but reward for partnerships that bring significant contributions. 

 Reward applicants whose projects create better administrative harmony between programs and recognize 
other MHP strategic objectives (e.g. smoke free, injury prevention). 

CONCERNS 

Sport Priority Funding → Sport for More 

We applaud the Ministry for recognizing the desire to move to multi-year project funding. We note that 
Communities in Action Fund grants are available in one and two-year terms. We further note that the odds of 
developing a sustainable program are greatly enhanced by extending the project timeline to two or more years. 

However, we are concerned that the Ministry’s proposal to roll the Sport Priority (project) Funding program into 
the bi-lateral Sport for More program to achieve this goal may eliminate key project funding streams. 

Currently, Sport Priority Funding provides three funding streams: participation, excellence and capacity. 
However the Federal Government provides Sport for More funding for participation projects only. This may also 
assume facts not in evidence, namely that the federal government will continue to provide Sport for More 
funding. Given today’s economic climate, this may not be realistic. Thus rolling them together at this time could 
prove problematic. 

What provisions will be made to continue providing funding for excellence and capacity projects? 

In addition, Sport for More funding is available to recreation organizations as well. We are concerned that this 
designated funding pool available only to the sport sector at this time will be diluted by allowing recreation 
organizations to apply for this funding as well. We are also concerned that participation projects submitted by 
recreation organizations under this program will not conform to the requirements of CS4L-LTAD while those 
submitted by sport are required to do so. What provisions will the government make to provide an equitable 
funding environment for both sport and recreation organizations?  

And finally, will the Sport Priority Funding be added to the Ontario Government’s current annual contribution to 
the bi-lateral funding agreement with Sport Canada and to what end? If the Federal Government is not matching 
these additional funds, what will be accomplished? If the objective is to increase participation and the argument 
is that the recreation organizations are better able to impact that ‘bottom line’, it might reasonably be counter-
argued that the PSOs and MSOs would be better able to increase participation if they had the capacity to do so 
and if they were provided with grant money in a timely manner so as to be able to implement participation 
projects during their seasons.  

We submit that the question posed in the recent Ministry survey in this regard was misleading in that the entire 
picture was not unveiled with respect to this proposal. In other words, what are the implications of such a 
decision? 
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SECTION ONE:    RESPONSE TO MHP SLIDE PRESENTATION 

 

SECTION TWO:   FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. FUNDING CLARITY 

2. ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN 

3. TIMELINESS OF GRANT REVIEW PROCESS AND DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT 
FUNDS   

4. RISK MANAGEMENT  

5. ECONOMIC VALUE OF VOLUNTEER CONTRIBUTION 

6. GRANT ADMINISTRATION OUTSOURCING 

7. COUNCILS AND MSOs 

8. ONTARIO GAMES REVIEW 

 

SECTION THREE:   ADDITIONAL THEMES AND FEEDBACK 

 

FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. FUNDING CLARITY 

 There are a number of successful examples of government oversight of sport funding and program 
implementation. The UK and Australian models provide clear direction to their sport delivery agents. This is not 
to suggest that these models are perfect, however, each country has demonstrated a growing capacity for sport 
success at the international level over the last decade. It is suggested that much of their success comes from a 
system built on leadership, trust and accountability. Setting out clear objectives and providing clear positions or 
policies on common issues allows organizations to focus on other sport-specific tasks. For instance, the 
development of common policy or guidelines around transsexual participants and pregnant participants would 
eliminate the need for each organization to address it themselves at a significant financial and time burden to 
both staff and volunteers.  

Each of these systems is centred on a “standardized” approach. This concept may well be worth investigating 
and it is suggested that action be taken by the Ministry of Health Promotion to engage with sport leaders and 
determine the best approach to standardizing certain elements of sport management.    

Sport Canada provides a measurement tool that ensures federally funded National Sport Organizations (NSOs) 
and Multi-Sport Organizations (MSOs) meet the eligibility requirements as outlined in the Sport Funding and 
Accountability Framework IV (SFAFIV).   

The Sport Funding and Accountability Framework (SFAF) is used to determine which organizations are eligible 
for Sport Canada funding (Eligibility), in what areas (Assessment), at what level (Funding) and with what 
expectations (Accountability).  

http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/sc/prog/cfrs-sfaf/index_e.cfm
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/sc/prog/cfrs-sfaf/index_e.cfm
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/sc/prog/cfrs-sfaf/index_e.cfm
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NSOs and MSOs are also required to incorporate the accountability policy areas of Enhanced Excellence, 
Enhanced Participation, Enhanced Interaction and Enhanced Capacity within their strategic and operating plans, 
serving as the blueprint for each sport’s athlete and sport development activities, and forming the basis of the 
funding relationship with the Government of Canada.  Looking to this homegrown model as a means of 
developing a standardized approach to funding would help Ontario's Provincial Sport and Multi-sport 
Organizations better plan and manage with respect to both government and member expectations. 

 

2. ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN 

We support the following statements by Sport Canada with respect to capacity and government funding 
included in their Backgrounder document for the Sport Leaders Forum that Sport Canada hosted at the Petro-
Canada Sport Leadership Conference in Calgary, November 2008: 

ά²Ƙether funding originates from the public, for profit, or not-for-profit sectors, there are typically expectations 
ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΧ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
expectations can also create capacity challenges.  As importantly, most sources of funds have built-in 
contributions towards capacity and also typically assume that there is a certain amount of capacity pre-existing.έ 

ά!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎƳ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ άŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻǊ άƻǾŜǊƘŜŀŘέ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ 
implicit in the creation of capacity.  Funders often want to see their resources at work, and members want to see 
programs and services that are meaningful to their environment.  However, organizations require a certain 
operational and human infrastructure in order to be able to provide quality delivery.  A major challenge for an 
organization is to find the right balance between its program or service delivery, and its operational overhead, 
and to effectively and efficiently take advantage of existing resources.έ 

In addition, we endorse the following statement from ‘Observations from the 2007 Senior Leaders Forum’: 

άLƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƻǊ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ relative to core organizational funding means that organizations are 
tasked with delivering more programming with existing human resources, significantly taxing capacity.  
Increasing reporting and accountability requirements for funding are intensifying this trend, even while these 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜΦέ 

We submit that the existing funding application process creates significant capacity issues for the Ontario sport 
sector. In designing and processing government funding applications and reporting documents, the Ministry 
should take into account the administrative burden resulting from this funding process. Questions should be 
designed to reflect ‘need to know’ versus ‘nice to know’ information with respect to determining if the 
organization is meeting the Government’s stated goals. 

‘Nice to know’ information can be captured throughout the year, assuming the Ministry remains mindful of the 
peak activity periods of winter, summer and year-round sport organizations. 

In addition, we strongly recommend streamlining the entire grant program resulting from direct MHP base and 
project funding and the numerous Quest for Gold grants available to PSOs and MSOs.  

 

3. TIMELINESS OF GRANT REVIEW PROCESS AND DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT FUNDS   

We submit that the timing of the grant review process, Ministerial approval of grant applications and the 
subsequent delivery of grant funds is unacceptable. It demonstrates a level of disrespect for the sector, the 
organizations who are trying to assist government in fulfilling its mandate and for the volunteers involved in 
delivery that no elected government should consider tolerable.  
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For example, a project application submitted in April by a summer sport can not receive notice of approval and 
funding in the fall after the respective sport organization’s season is over. The continuation of this practice 
promotes the impossible task a summer sport is burdened with in attempting to complete a participation 
project when their season is complete. This practice appears to favor winter or year-round sports and as such 
does not create a level playing field. 

As originally suggested in our March 2006 submission, we recommend timelines for the grant application, 
approval process and reporting optimize the PSOs and MSOs ability to prepare budgets and plan and deliver 
their programs/ activities in a timely fashion. 

For example, one timeline for the application and subsequent annual reporting to consider would be: 

Grant guidelines released to PSOs/MSOs Fall (ideally October)  

PSO submission deadline February  

PSO funding announced 3 weeks after Printed Estimates released 

Cheques processed for PSOs and MSOs 4 weeks after Printed Estimated released 

‘Grant’ refers to Base Funding and Project Funding such as Active 2010 Sport Priority Funding. Ideally, we should 
work towards timelines respecting the peak activity periods of both winter/summer sports. 

Clearly this format would be slightly delayed for the 2009-2010 fiscal year but could easily be put in place for 
fiscal 2010-2011.  SPORT4ONTARIO would be pleased to work with Ministry staff to develop an interim timeline 
for the 2009-2010 fiscal. 

Of course, consultation with the PSOs and MSOs would be essential before timelines could be altered. 

Future bi-lateral funding agreements with Sport Canada should be negotiated well in advance of the renewal 
date. External factors that could delay this negotiation, e.g. federal election rumours, should motivate MHP, on 
behalf of its stakeholders, to ’move up’ the negotiation dates to avoid the ‘Sport for More’ lengthy delay we are 
currently experiencing. We note that a few other provinces successfully negotiated their respective bi-lateral 
agreements well in advance of the recent federal election announcement.  

 

4. RISK MANAGEMENT  

The concept of managing the affairs of the sport organizations with a more systematic approach is absolutely 
essential. However, it is recommended that this be an undertaking committed to by the organizations over the 
next three years. At the same time, it is recommended that the Ministry of Health Promotion determine its 
contribution to the implementation of this strategy within the sport community. Organizations must have access 
to education, shared resources, leadership and on-going communication to successfully embed risk 
management, and thus enhanced management, into each organization’s culture.  

It is recommended that the next three years serve as a time for PSOs and MSOs to learn, develop skills, share 
information, and commit to the concepts of risk management. During this three-year period, organizations will 
be required to demonstrate their full competency in risk management through a well defined certification 
process.  

As such, we recommend the following:  
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Each PSO and MSO currently recognized by or seeking Sport Recognition from the Ministry of Health Promotion 
and by extension each PSO and MSO receiving Base Funding or other project funding grants (e.g. Sport Priority 
Funding, Sport for More) be required to embed Risk Management within the culture of their 
organization through participation in a three-year Risk Management Certificate program. 

 While this proposed Risk Management Certificate Program is in the initial planning phase, SPORT4ONTARIO 
proposes to have this program in effect by April 1, 2009 to coincide with the commencement of the three year 
designated certification period. Of course, stakeholder input, for example the Ministry and PSOs and MSOs, is 
critical to the development of this program. 

 

5. ECONOMIC VALUE OF VOLUNTEER CONTRIBUTION 

Given that Volunteers are integral to the sport delivery system and contribute significantly to the sport sector, 
we seek acknowledgement of the economic impact of this contribution. We request that project funding 
applications allow volunteer contributions, at a pre-approved hourly rate and a professional services rate, be 
added as an allowable PSO or MSO revenue contribution (not earned).  Given the rising capacity challenges 
within the sport sector and certainly the current economic situation, we believe this is a most reasonable 
request.    

At the Sport Leaders Forum hosted by Sport Canada at the Petro-Canada Sport Leadership Conference in 
Calgary, November 2008, it was suggested that government consider providing tax credits or tax receipts to 
volunteers in an effort to recognize volunteer contributions and encourage the participation of new volunteers. 
We look forward to discussing this concept further. 

 

6. GRANT ADMINISTRATION OUTSOURCING 

Organizations spend countless hours reviewing selection criteria and overseeing the selection process for 
provincial Quest for Gold recipients. One PSO representative indicated that they spent approximately fifty hours 
this year on this process while another indicated that their human resources investment totaled 108 hours.  
Regardless of the time investment, we note that presently there is no provision for direct compensation for the 
staff time required to complete the necessary administration and oversight.  While coaches and athletes benefit 
greatly from the Quest for Gold program, we submit that there must be reasonable compensation for the 
organizations to offset its administrative cost of managing this program.  

 

7. COUNCILS AND MULTI-SPORT ORGANIZATIONS (MSOS) 

It is assumed that the Ministry has sought input separately from both Councils and Multi-Sport Organizations in 
this consultative process.   

 

8. ONTARIO GAMES REVIEW 

Given the results of the recent Ontario Games Review, we note that some sports have been added to the Games 
roster while others have been removed or remain on conditional status or full status. As such, questions have 
been posed with respect to the impact on Base Funding should a PSO or MSO be removed from the Games 
roster. We seek further clarification from MHP on this matter.  
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SECTION ONE:    RESPONSE TO MHP SLIDE PRESENTATION 

 

SECTION TWO:   FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

SECTION THREE:   ADDITIONAL THEMES AND FEEDBACK 

1. MEASUREMENT 

2. HOW DOES THE GOVERNMENT “MEASURE” SUCCESS?  

3. TRANSPARENCY  

4. REVENUE VERSUS FUNDING  

5. “MY WAY OR THE HIGHWAY”  

6. THE INCREMENTAL EFFECT OF YEAR OVER YEAR INCREASING COSTS 

7. REVISE PROJECT FUNDING ELIGIBLE EXPENSE CRITERIA 

8. REINSTITUTE FUNDING FOR RECOGNIZED PSOS/MSOS CURRENTLY 
INELIGIBLE FOR BASE FUNDING 

9. INCONSISTENT LEVELS OF ACCOUNTABILITY 

 

ADDITIONAL THEMES AND FEEDBACK 

 

There were a number of themes, comments and suggestions that ran throughout the MHP consultations each of 
which requires a specific response. They are addressed as follows with recommendations provided within.  

 

1. MEASUREMENT  

“A funding application should not be a pop-quizέ (quote from consultation attendee).  

One major concern with the Base Funding review and a question that was raised at every session related to the 
use of the word “measure”. How and what was the Ministry planning to measure, for what and to what end was 
the Ministry measuring? Were the metrics being suggested sufficient for assessing the ability of an organization 
to support the Ministry goals of participation, interaction, capacity and excellence?  

Throughout the consultations it was evident that measuring for success was reasonable, if presented in a 
manner that was meaningful, but that it was impossible to measure when the score card was hidden. To that 
end, it is recommended that the Ministry provide a scoring chart, at a minimum similar to the weighting grid 
used by Sport Canada, to allow organizations to better understand their funding level outcome, as well as to 
provide incentive in terms of setting goals for the next assessment. If an organization understands where it 
scored poorly and understands how to improve that score, then it can set meaningful goals to accomplish in 
partnership with its Sport Consultant.  
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2. HOW DOES THE GOVERNMENT “MEASURE” SUCCESS?  

Measurement for our purposes can be defined as a quantifiable process by which one can evaluate the status of 
progress or regression from a specified point of reference.  

When one measures a particular outcome or event, there must be a pre-determined numerical association to 
that assessment in some form or another for the data to be relevant. Measuring “organizational success” is a 
difficult process. There really is no way to measure the success of the organizations without creating proxy 
measurements that are agreed to be reflective of success by both the sector and government.  

For example, we can use website information, communication tools and policies as proxies for organizational 
success, but each on their own do not necessarily reflect success in and of itself or even collectively. As well, 
these measurements do not take into consideration the unique membership demographics of the PSOs and 
MSOs along with the ‘tried and true’ communication vehicles reflective of the respective membership 
demographics. 

Most importantly, organizations being measured must understand what it is that they are being measured for 
and how these measurements indicate success with respect to delivering on the Ministry’s stated goals. PSOs 
and MSOs may be forced to rearrange their operations to meet these expectations which may present yet 
another capacity challenge for an already over-taxed nonprofit sector. In addition, measurements must not 
change, though the threshold of success or failure may rise or fall with due notification to those being evaluated.  

 

3. TRANSPARENCY  

Why is transparency necessary?  

Transparency is essential given the very public admonishment of companies and organizations that have, 
amongst other things, made decisions, allocated funds, and misrepresented their finances in ways that have had 
detrimental impact on their shareholders, employees, and other strategic partners. The use of standards in 
organizational and governance aptitude is on the rise and old-fashioned systems and methods are no longer 
acceptable. This is even more so the case when considering the use of public funds.  

Ministry Transparency  

The Ministry is allocating public funds to support the ongoing development of a system that plays a significant 
role in the health and wellness of Ontarians. Although the amount of funding received by each organization can 
be accessed through the Freedom of Information Act, this seems to be an unnecessary challenge for an already 
strained sector. If transparency is a goal of the MHP, then respectfully, we submit it should be a two-way street. 
In an effort to attain a system of transparency, it is recommended that the MHP post the funding amounts 
granted to each organization publicly on its website, or conversely make the information available to all 
organizations upon request. 

 

4. REVENUE VERSUS FUNDING  

Some organizations receive a higher percentage of funding relative to their entire revenue, some receive far 
less. For an organization that receives 10% of its revenue from Ministry funding, what percent of organizational 
resources is it reasonable to assume should be allocated to fulfilling Ministry goals?  
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5. “MY WAY OR THE HIGHWAY”  

The quotation from Sport England included at the conclusion of each of the three MHP consultations is, at best, 
perplexing and at worst, discourteous. While not purporting to understand the intent, the placement of this 
quote at the end of each session seems to indicate that regardless of the input provided by sport organizations 
during the consultation process, the Ministry will do as it sees fit. This is not in the best interests of a 
cooperative and consultative process. We submit that ongoing policy dialogue must be maintained throughout 
this entire funding review process. As the Ministry deems us the experts in our field, it seems logical that our 
input is integral to the funding review process from beginning to end. 

 

6. THE INCREMENTAL EFFECT OF YEAR OVER YEAR INCREASING COSTS 

PSO and MSO Boards of Directors, staff and volunteers are doing a good job overall keeping pace with the 
services their members and participants require, developing and delivering existing and new programs and 
competitions, implementing CS4L-LTAD, the new NCCP, Quest for Gold, etc. However, each year the human 
resource component of PSOs and MSOs remains almost constant and costs continue to rise incrementally. 
Recognizing that the sport and recreation sector is the sector least reliant on government funding, we note that 
government funding is not keeping pace with the rising costs and human resource requirements.   

As such we recommend that, at a minimum, base funding increase incrementally by 10% on an annual basis over 
three years, recognizing that the current financial deficit position of the Ontario government may make such a 
proposal problematic in the short term.  

 

7. REVISE PROJECT FUNDING ELIGIBLE EXPENSE CRITERIA 

We recommend the Ministry follow, in this regard, the Code of Good Practice on Funding and consider the 
following:  

 Allow the organization to make spending decisions within budget and account for it, without prescribing 
caps or fixed percentages;  

 Focus more on program quality and program results in reporting and less on financial details, and 

 Allow project funding to be allocated to existing full-time staff. 

We recommend the following: 

 Use of a consistent interpretation of allowable “program-related costs” that also includes administrative 
infrastructure costs. 

 Clear definitions of eligible administrative project related expenses: Wages and employment related costs 
for staff; fees for professional service; disbursements for research or technical studies; disability supports for 
staff, utilities, materials, supplies, travel (based on the reasonableness of the request – program priorities 
and available funds), insurance, rental of premises, leasing or purchasing of equipment and supplies; costs of 
audits, evaluations and assessments, performance monitoring and reporting costs data collection 
communication and other administrative costs reasonably associated with a non-profit sport organization; 
and 

 Assess impact of timing and decision-making cycles to be in synch with employment notice periods and 
contracted staff to allow for service continuity. 
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We are concerned that institutional and/or program memory/knowledge may be lost to the organizations more 
often that not due to the forced hiring of contract staff and refusal to consider using existing staff, where 
appropriate and viable, to deliver/oversee programs funded through MHP Project Funding.  

 

8. REINSTITUTE FUNDING FOR RECOGNIZED PSOS/MSOS CURRENTLY INELIGIBLE FOR 
BASE FUNDING 

We recommend that MHP reinstitute funding for those PSOs and MSOs currently recognized by MHP but 
ineligible for Base Funding, similar to the former Sport Development Initiative Program or a program of similar 
nature. We would appreciate a report on the impact of this past program.  

 

9. INCONSISTENT LEVELS OF ACCOUNTABILITY 

The manner in which organizations are held accountable with respect to funding and respective deliverables 
must be fair and equitable.  There have been many instances over the years where some organizations have 
been permitted to carry over surpluses and/or unmet deliverables.  This same courtesy has not been provided to 
every organization.  It is strongly recommended that MHP develop a systematic approach to addressing the 
circumstance of surplus funding and/or unmet deliverable(s) whereby all organizations are afforded the 
opportunity, should it arise, to justify their status and submit a request for a carry-over of surplus funds and/or 
an opportunity to fulfill unmet deliverables in the immediate subsequent fiscal year. 

 

CONCLUSION 

   

There is an appetite for change within the sport community. The systems and dogma of yesterday are 
antiquated and are in desperate need of revision and modernization.  Sport has much to contribute to the 
Ministry of Health Promotion and to Ontario.  Now is the time for elevating all expectations, leveling the playing 
field and really getting to the heart of what matters most – enhancing the sport delivery system in Ontario and 
contributing to the health and wellness of Ontarians. 

 

SCHEDULES 
 
 
Schedule 1  Summary of NSO LTAD Status Report – September 30, 2008 – Conducted by LTAD Expert  
  Group 
 
Schedule 2 Documents Reviewed for this Submission 
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SCHEDULE 1 
 

Summary of NSO LTAD Status Report (Excerpt from National Sport Organization Survey: Long-Term Athlete 
Development Report by the LTAD Expert Group dated September 30, 2008) 

 

Category 
Not 

started 
Working on 

it 
Completed 

Not planned to 
be done 

Not 
applicable 

A buy-in meeting 0.0% (0) 3.4% (2) 94.8% (55) 1.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Work group(s) formed 0.0% (0) 3.5% (2) 96.5% (55) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Technical matrix 0.0% (0) 15.0% (9) 83.3% (50) 0.0% (0) 1.7% (1) 

First draft of Overview document 3.4% (2) 20.7% (12) 75.9% (44) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Final draft of Overview document 17.2% (10) 20.7% (12) 62.1% (36) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Design and layout 20.3% (12) 22.0% (13) 57.6% (34) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Translation 40.7% (24) 13.6% (8) 45.8% (27) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Printing of English document 39.7% (23) 12.1% (7) 48.35 (28) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Printing of French document 47.4% (27) 7.0% (4) 45.6% (26) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

60 English and 40 French sent to Sport 
Canada 

50.0% (28) 16.1% (9) 32.1% (18) 1.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Ratified, endorsed or approved by NSO Exec. 
or Board 

26.3% (15) 21.1% (12) 50.9% (29) 1.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Athletes with physical disability model 
integrated 

15.5% (9) 15.5% (9) 25.9% (15) 20.7% (12) 22.4% (13) 

Separate athletes with physical disability 
model 

16.4% (9) 10.9% (6) 1.8% (1) 29.1% (16) 41.8% (23) 

Athletes with intellectual disability model 
integrated 

16.4% (9) 5.5% (3) 10.9% (6) 34.55 (19) 32.7% (18) 

Separate athletes with intellectual disability 
model 

18.2% (10) 3.6% (2) 0.0% (0) 34.5% (19) 43.6% (24) 

Competition review 41.1% (23) 48.2% (27) 7.1% (4) 0.0% (0) 3.6% (2) 

New initiatives identified related to the LTAD 
model 

37.9% (22) 51.7% (30) 10.3% (6) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Club quality standards 50.9% (29) 31.6% (18) 7.0% (4) 3.5% (2) 7.0% (4) 

NCCP is aligned with LTAD 13.8% (8) 60.3% (35) 25.9% (15) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Integration into NSO strategic plan 28.1% (16) 49.1% (28) 22.8% (13) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Added to website or set-up links to 
www.ltad.ca 

31.6% (18) 28.15 (16) 38.6% (22) 0.0% (0) 1.8% (1) 

Ratified, endorsed or approved by PSO 
Execs. or Boards 

31.6% (18) 33.3% (19) 29.8% (17) 1.8% (1) 3.5% (2) 

Guidance for PSO implementation 43.1% (25) 46.6% (27) 8.6% (5) 0.0% (0) 1.7% (1) 

Presentations to PSOs (board meeting, etc.) 31.0% (18) 34.5% (20) 32.8% (19) 0.0% (0) 1.7% (1) 

 

 All 56 NSOs funded by Sport Canada completed the survey 

 Primarily surveys were completed by NSO LTAD Lead 

 In some cases the Expert Lead completed the survey 

 Due to multiple disciplines, 60 surveys were completed 
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SCHEDULE 2 
 

Documents and Reports Reviewed for this Submission 
 
Reports 
A Portrait of Sport and Recreation Organizations in Canada. Imagine Canada, 2006. 
Achieving Coherence in Government of Canada Funding Practice in Communities: Report of the Task Force on 
Community Investments (Discussion Paper). Human Resources and Social Development Canada, October 2006. 
Bearman, Jessica. Drowning in Paperwork, Distracted from Purpose - Challenges and Opportunities in Grant 
Application and Reporting. Project Streamline, April 2008. 

Bedsworth, William, Ann Goggins Gregory and Don Howard. Nonprofit Overhead Costs: Breaking the Vicious 
Cycle of Misleading Reporting, Unrealistic Expectations, and Pressure to Conform. The Bridgespan Group, April 
2008. 
Building Sustainable Nonprofits: The Waterloo Region Experience 
From Red Tape to Clear Results - The Report of the Independent Blue Ribbon Panel on Grant and Contribution 
Programs. 2006 
Gumulka, Glenn, Cathy Barr, David Lasby and Barbara Brownlee. Understanding the Capacity of Sports and 
Recreation Organizations - A Synthesis of Findings from the National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Organizations and the National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating. Imagine Canada, 2005. 
Investing in Citizens and Communities. Imagine Canada, 2006. 
Managing for Change: A Pilot Project to Enhance Organizational Effectiveness. J.W. McConnell Foundation, 
November 2005. 
McKinsey & Company. Effective Capacity Building in Nonprofit Organizations. (Prepared for Venture 
Philanthropy Partners.) 2001. 
McKinsey & Company. McKinsey Capacity Grid (Prepared for Venture Philanthropy Partners.) 2001. 
Project Streamline. Drowning in Paperwork, Distracted in Purpose: Challenges and Opportunities in Grant 
Application and Reporting 
Scott, Katherine. Funding Matters: The Impact of Canada’s Funding Regime on Nonprofit and Voluntary 
Organizations. 2003. 
The Report of the Independent Blue Ribbon Panel on Grant and Contribution Programs. December 2006. 
 
Documents 
 
Australian Sport Commission 

• NSO and NSOD Funding 

• NSO Funding 2008-09 as at 7 October 2008  

• NSOD Funding 2008-09 as at 7 October 2008  

Ministry of Health Promotion Documents 

• Base Funding Membership Factor 

• Communities in Action Fund 2008-2008 Application 

• Communities in Action Fund 2008-2009 Program Guidelines  

• Multi-sport Organization (MSO) Base Funding Application 2006-2007 

• Provincial Sport Organization (PSO) Base Funding Application 2006-2007 

• Sport for More 2008-2011 Program Guidelines 

• Sport Recognition Policy 

• Transfer Payment Accountability August 2007  
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Documents and Reports Reviewed for this Submission Continued 
 
Queensland Government 

• Club Development Program Guidelines 2008 

• Sport and Recreation Development Application 2008-2010 

• Sport and Recreation Development Program Guidelines 2008-2010 
 
Sport4Ontario Document 

• SPORT4ONTARIO Submission to MHP on PSO/MSO Funding Program/Guidelines dated March 10, 2006 
 
Sport and Recreation Tasmania 

• Major Grants Program Guidelines 2009 

• State Grants Program Guidelines 2009 
 
Sport and Recreation Victoria 

• State Sporting Association Support Grants 
 
Sport BC Documents 

• Annual Funding Compliance Requirements for B.C. Provincial Sport Organizations 2008-2009 

• Program Eligibility for B.C. Provincial Sport Organizations 2008-2009 
 
Sport Canada Documents 

• Backgrounder: Senior Leaders Forum Calgary, AB – November 7, 2008 

• Canadian Sport Policy Capacity Logic Model, Appendix IV. April 12, 2005. 

• Sport Funding and Accountability Framework IV (SFAFIV) 

• Sport Canada Sport Support Program (SSP) 
- The National Sport Organization (NSO) component; 
- The Multisport Service Organization (MSO) component; and 
- The Project Stream component. 

 
Sport England 

• Various Funding Documents 
 
Sport UK 

• Various Funding Documents 
  

 

 

http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/sc/prog/nso_e.cfm
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/sc/prog/mso_e.cfm
http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/sc/prog/ps_e.cfm

