
An Open Letter to Gay Games Participants, Supporters and Friends

 

28 November 2003

Dear Gay Games Participants, Supporters, and Friends:

1.  We want to thank those of you who have written us letters of support during the 
past several months, particularly in the last several weeks. Without minimizing the 
circumstances that led to the eventual end of the relationship between the 
Federation of Gay Games and Montréal 2006, the Federation is remarkably 
optimistic about the future of the Gay Games movement.

2.  We are proud that, once it became clear that the two organizations could not reach 
agreement on an acceptable contract, the Federation board moved forward at the 
2003 annual meeting with committee work, including a process for selecting a new 
host for Gay Games VII. We know you want to know when and where the next Gay 
Games will be, and we talk about that later in this letter.

3.  To help you navigate through this letter, click on any of the following headings:

Thank you for your continued patience and trust 
The Federation of Gay Games — Who we are 
Federation disappointment, and disappointment around the world 
A comment about Montréal 2006's messages 
The Federation's Negotiation Team 
Negotiation "Agendas"/"Strategies" — and Honor 
What does "consultation by the governing body" mean? 
Why did negotiations take two years? — A timeline 
M2006 financial status and spending strategy 
M2006 and Tourism Montréal (Tourisme Montréal) 
Comments About Montréal 2006's 13 November Open Letter 
Montréal 2006 and Transparency 
Corrections to Statements Made by Montréal 2006 
Federation Press Release Examples 
Équipe Montréal's participation during in-camera discussions 
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Description of the question and answer session with Montréal 2006 at the Chicago 
meeting, and Federation deliberations 
Sydney 2002 Sports Participant Survey 
M2006 Criticisms of the Federation's Strategic Plan 
Goals and Resources — The Worth of the License Fee 
A Host's Self-Interest — Consultation v. Control 
Comments about the FGG Board structure 
The FGG and the Montréal community 
Moving forward 

Thank you for your continued patience and trust

4.  Now, after taking time off to return to our respective lives and reflect on this 
unquestionably unique chapter in Gay Games history, we write at length to assure 
you about the Gay Games' future, talk to you about why it is important that the 
parent organization maintain a role on your behalf in the running of each Gay 
Games, and — our least enjoyable part — address some of the statements 
published by Montréal 2006 (M2006) in the last couple of days of the Federation's 
2003 annual meeting.

5.  We acknowledge the requests of our many supporters who have asked us to 
address in some detail our viewpoint of what happened. At the same time, we 
acknowledge the views of those who say "enough already" — feel free to skim or 
stop at any time.

6.  At the risk of overkill, there are links to other documents within this letter that can 
give you even more information.

Return to Top

The Federation of Gay Games — Who we are

7.  As you know, the Federation (FGG) is an international all-volunteer organization. 
We are a community-based organization that has as its mission ensuring that an 
event called the Gay Games 1) is held every four years, and 2) is designed to meet 
the needs and wishes of Gay Games participants. We cannot state that more 
simply.
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8.  Regardless of the title, it is wrong to think of us as a faceless "federation" or 
"corporation." We pay dues to belong, and most of us pay our own way to attend at 
least one full week of meetings each year, giving up personal vacation time and 
significant social life, freely choosing to devote our community service hours to 
ensuring that the Gay Games not only exists but thrives.

9.  Our meetings involve long hours in committee discussions and general sessions. 
As with all organizations, it is challenging to do the work as efficiently as possible. 
We do not pretend to have all the answers.

10.  We come from a wide range of nationalities and interests. The Federation 
represents many of the best groups that the global LGBT community has in sports 
and culture. Many organizations serving on the Federation's board were started by 
participants brought together at a past Gay Games. Many individuals on the board 
have actual experience running Gay Games events — from the initial questioning of 
"what are we getting ourselves into?" all the way through to writing the thank you 
notes afterwards. We are wholeheartedly committed to the future of this now 21 
year-old event. It is our collective good will that provides a Gay Games host city 
with the knowledge and support to carry forward its own plan of success.

Return to Top

Federation disappointment, and disappointment around the world

11.  It goes without saying how profoundly disappointed we are regarding the failure of 
license agreement negotiations with Montréal 2006. Nevertheless, the Gay Games 
event does not belong to any one host city — it belongs to the world. One way the 
Federation works to ensure that the Gay Games belongs to the world is by letting 
our board be open to any group that supports the Gay Games' goals. We recognize 
the disappointment felt around the world by the end of the relationship; this same 
disappointment was felt deeply within our own membership.

12.  The decision by Montréal 2006 to stop negotiations is not the end of the Gay 
Games as an event. It is, in fact, a possible addition to the international LGBT 
sports calendar. People supporting either organization in the current situation 
should simply adjust to the fact that, at this point in time in the world, the two 
groups' viewpoints of what the Gay Games event should look like could not be 
reconciled. We respect Montréal 2006's decision to put on the Rendez-Vous 2006 
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event separately, and before going on we want to state for the record that, 
regardless of comments below responding to statements made by Montréal 2006 
about the Federation and the Gay Games, we wish them success in their endeavor.

Return to Top

A comment about Montréal 2006's messages

13.  Our language here must be blunt in places simply because so many of M2006's 
public statements have, over the last several months, been extremely critical and 
one-sided. We understand their position in some respects — everyone is, of 
course, still looking for a permanent, successful formula for the Gay Games event 
— but M2006's emotions have sometimes clearly gotten away from them in 
depicting their side as noble and just in the face of a cruel and unreasonable 
Federation of Gay Games.

14.  Montréal 2006 has several full-time employees who, it appears, have recently 
worked virtually around the clock managing an extensive negative media campaign 
against the Federation. Using classic public relations techniques, they have 
disparaged the many organizations and individuals who are the guardians of the 
Gay Games movement, accusing us of employing divisive tactics they themselves 
practice — all this after having publicly traded on the good will of the words "Gay 
Games" for two years.

15.  We likewise understand Montréal 2006's frustration over the collapse of the 
negotiations; but while freely pointing out perceived Federation shortcomings, they 
have consistently failed by omission to acknowledge their own role in 
developments, speculatively accusing Federation directors by name for actions 
without getting all the facts, and not being up front with the Federation or the public 
about the power behind the organizing efforts in Montréal. In light of these events, 
the Federation has consistently attempted to take the high road and not single out 
their representatives. The Federation has trusted that in time and with perspective 
its volunteer directors would be able to present fairly our side of the story. That is, of 
course, what we are doing here.

16.  In particular, Montréal 2006 has released two documents that we are addressing 
here: their open letter dated 13 November 2003, and their November 2003 
comments about the Federation's current strategic plan. While we recognize 
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Montréal 2006 says they "deeply regret" the fact that the situation has become so 
public, at the same time they have shown no compunction about challenging the 
Federation with these documents in e-mails sent around the world and documents 
posted on their website. Equal time compels us to respond to statements with which 
we disagree to show both sides of the picture.

Return to Top

The Federation's Negotiation Team

17.  As we had done with Sydney, the Federation created a liaison task force with 
Montréal. This twelve-member group came from a wide range of backgrounds: age, 
gender, nationality, culture/sports, individuals/organizations. This group was not a 
pre-established clique — in fact, several individuals had numerous respectful 
disagreements and differences on various past issues. However, we think it is 
indicative that during the entire period of negotiations there was always a strong 
consensus for our line of conduct and there was even unanimity on all major 
decisions.

18.  In contrast to Montréal 2006's all-Canadian negotiation team, our contract 
negotiation team was comprised of two Americans, an Australian, a French-
speaking Italian who at one time lived in Montréal, and counsel native to the U.K. 
This group and the Federation's larger Montréal Liaison Task Force were 
empowered by the board to oversee negotiations. A democratic vote of the board 
gave these groups their authority; several additional votes extended their authority. 
The Task Force reported regularly to the board and, with the exception of certain 
drafts of the license agreement, furnished the board with complete copies or all 
relevant information in all documents exchanged between our negotiation team and 
M2006.

Return to Top

Negotiation "Agendas"/"Strategies" — and Honor

19.  The Federation knew that if the negotiations with M2006 ended unsuccessfully, we 
would be without a host three years before the planned date for Gay Games VII. 
For this reason alone, the Federation's best interest was to conclude an agreement 
with M2006. Equally, in that event, M2006 would be in the position of having 
received all the advantages of being a designated host without being subject to 
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most of the duties required of a Gay Games host by contract.

20.  Such advantages included:
❍     The ability for two years to promote themselves as the designated Gay 

Games host, a decided advantage in securing sponsorships and other forms 
of support.

❍     Promotion of Montréal by the Federation and its Director Organizations, 
including throughout the week at Sydney's Gay Games.

❍     Transmission of information from Sydney 2002 and from Amsterdam 1998 in 
oral and electronic form.

❍     Full access to FGG meetings, including access to knowledge and expertise of 
committees.

21.  The latter two items in particular point up as a falsehood Montréal's claim never to 
have received any information of use in the planning of their event.

22.  Duties of a host include:
❍     Submission of certain documents for the FGG's inspection and/or approval. 

As explained below, the FGG has not had access to any contract stipulated 
by Montréal 2006 with third parties representing M2006 as the actual or 
designated Gay Games VII host. Note that Sydney 2002 complied willingly 
with this system in which both Sydney 2002 and the Federation engaged with 
utmost honesty and cooperation.

❍     Payment of a license fee. For the record, the Federation has not received any 
part of the Gay Games VII license fee or any other form of financial 
contribution from M2006.

23.  Only by signing a contract would the Federation have begun receiving any of those 
funds and those approval rights.

24.  Equally true, the Federation knew that if the negotiations with M2006 ended 
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unsuccessfully, the FGG's actions and decisions would be scrutinized by our 
constituents, which is happening now. Unlike M2006, the Federation represents the 
interests of perhaps hundreds of thousands of individuals and the Federation has 
always felt accountable to them.Payment of a license fee.

25.  For this reason as well as our own commitment to fairness — because, at one time, 
our board was clearly enthusiastic about the M2006 organization — the Federation 
was motivated to reach an agreement with M2006 and in that objective we were 
compelled to take steps that could be substantiated later by facts and by clear good 
faith.

Return to Top

What does "consultation by the governing body" mean?

26.  Here is how it worked with Sydney 2002: Sydney 2002 sent the Federation detailed 
quarterly budget reports, and there were monthly telephone conferences in which 
S2002 gave us their latest profit/loss statements, cash flow schedules, and reports 
from the executive director and key staff. Those reports included information such 
as participant registration numbers (we could see which sports were on target and 
which were not), status of venue contracts (so the Federation could tell how far 
along certain venue contracts were to being finalized, including the costs for each 
venue, and what if any percentage was funded or value-in-kind from government or 
sponsor sources), and sponsorship contracts (status of the CEO's work in that area 
for various contracts).

27.  We consulted with Sydney about their merchandise — a perfect example was a T-
shirt design that resembled a prominent, internationally-recognized logo (Gucci) 
which could have resulted in a trademark lawsuit. The Federation also assisted 
Sydney 2002 in a wrongful termination lawsuit by an employee. We helped Sydney 
2002 fight an injunction filed by Sydney Aussie Stadium area residents ostensibly 
over noise-related reasons in relation to the opening ceremony. (We address the 
matter of press release and promotional materials' review and approval further 
below.)

28.  Simply put, this is consultation, not control. Through their press releases and e-
mails, Montréal 2006 has, for their own reasons never fully revealed to the 
Federation, used the word "control" repeatedly to convince people that consultation 
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such as the above is excessive. Until our relationship began with Montréal 2006, we 
never even thought of it as control — in talking to the press in the past we 
described it as an ability "to assess the organizational readiness to put on the 
event."

Return to Top

Why did negotiations take two years? — A timeline

29.  M2006 said in Johannesburg in October 2001 that they were ready to sign the draft 
bid license agreement and pay the Federation US$100,000 immediately. At the 
time, their pledge seemed little more than a statement of confidence in their own 
organizing abilities. Clearly, however, the draft bid license agreement had to be 
tailored to the special needs of whichever city had won the bid. The Federation did 
not accept any money from M2006 and said it would do so only when the two 
parties had a mutually acceptable license agreement.

30.  Montréal 2006's bid preparation and presentation was, without a doubt, excellent. 
They, like all four bidding organizations, were applauded by Federation directors 
and also asked very hard questions about their bid plans. We need not repeat the 
many strong points offered by Montréal; we have mentioned those frequently in 
past public statements.

31.  Some of the most pointed questions specifically asked of M2006 — which we 
believe should have been a strong signal to them about the possible areas of 
negotiation or FGG concern should they win the bid — involved the size of their 
plans (19,000-24,000 participants — a huge, drastic jump in the size of an event 
that had never paid for itself above 3,500 participants), the number and kind of 
entertainment/party events, the personality of the M2006 group as compared with 
that of their bitterly disappointed Montréal 2002 bid predecessors, and ramifications 
of combining the Gay Games with the annual Divers/Cité pride event.

32.  It was clear there were differences that needed to be worked out. Federation 
directors were much reassured, however, by statements such as, "[W]e want to 
work very, very closely with you; we want to listen to you. These are not the 
Montréal games. These are the Federation of Gay Games' games coming up, and 
this is the way we want to work." *(Excerpt, transcript of the Montréal 2006 bidding 
presentation, Federation of Gay Games Annual Meeting, Johannesburg, South 
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Africa, October 2001.)

33.  No bidding organization was told that selection meant automatic approval of all bid 
plans — this is key. Bid plans are meant to show what an organization thinks is 
possible under the best of circumstances. All Gay Games VII bidding organizations 
supposedly understood that the final picture of what their Gay Games event might 
look like would emerge only following license agreement discussions with the 
Federation. Far from being hampering, this process was designed to help a host 
learn from the experience of others and not try to re-invent the wheel. There was 
plenty of opportunity within the framework of 30 sports, a select few cultural events 
and opening and closing ceremonies for any one host to put its local stamp on the 
Gay Games.

34.  Still, among other things, in October 2001 the full impact of 9/11 had yet to be felt. 
The world had changed. Sydney 2002 was encountering an Olympics hangover 
and reduced sponsorship opportunities, an unfortunately typical pattern of turnover 
among their staff, and a plan that repeatedly had to be cut back as participant 
numbers and local financial contributions were not as great as hoped.

35.  In the next several months, the first license agreement discussions with M2006 took 
place by phone and e-mail. Unfortunately, the Federation's increasing attention to 
Sydney got in the way of significant progress. While the Federation's consultation 
process with Sydney 2002 was productive during the year leading up to Gay 
Games VI, part of that process revealed to us that Sydney was struggling to put on 
its event and was reluctant to implement its own Plan B budget. We informed 
M2006 that our efforts to work with Sydney 2002 were dominating our time. M2006 
seemed to accept that. In the meantime, both the Federation and M2006 pledged to 
each other that we would operate in the spirit of the draft bidding license 
agreement, and the first extensive face-to-face negotiations would take place at the 
Federation's annual meeting in Vancouver in July 2002.

36.  In Vancouver, nine months after winning the bid, M2006 first told the FGG that 
approval rights were a major sticking point. They did not want the Federation to see 
in advance any press releases or other promotional materials, merchandise, or 
sponsorship agreements. They also wanted to cut down on the amount and types 
of reporting to the FGG — they did not want us to see reports presented to their 
own board, such as those produced by their Executive Director.
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37.  In other words, just when the Federation believed it had come up with a productive 
formula for working with a Gay Games host organization and anticipated improving 
on it by having it in place for four years rather than the year and a half with Sydney 
2002, the next designated host was saying they rejected our business model.

38.  At any rate, in response to M2006's position, the Federation conceded in 
Vancouver on certain details of several issues. An example is the FGG approval 
process of promotional materials, which had worked well with Sydney even through 
several staff changes on Sydney's side. We believed it was important to retain 
approval over materials. What we conceded to M2006 was significant reductions in 
the amount of turnaround time for granting such approval compared to the FGG 
approval rights with former host Sydney 2002.* Overall, we left the meeting thinking 
we would be able to reach agreement with M2006 soon on all outstanding issues.

*(Here's how the approval process worked: If the Federation did not get back to S2002 within a 
certain number of days, an item was deemed automatically approved: 
1) The host's nonexclusive right to use FGG trademarks, subject to FGG reasonable approval, was 
20 business days; 
2) Merchandise, materials and licensing agreements — the FGG had 10 business days; 
3) Advertising and press information — 2 business days; 
4) Other issues such as media contracts and sponsorship contracts did not contain specific 
approval periods and were covered by the General Approval Provision, which gave each side 10 
business days to approve. Since few materials were being generated in an immediate "crisis" 
mode, these were considered reasonable approval periods. Exceptions could always be made (and 
indeed were) should immediate turnaround be required. The process worked comfortably and well 
with Sydney — Sydney was grateful for factual corrections and the FGG was confident that 
Sydney's materials were professional and appropriately targeted. It was, in short, a productive 
consultative relationship of benefit to both organizations.) 

39.  Then Sydney happened. Everyone knows Gay Games VI ended with a deficit of 
approximately AUD $2 million. What many people do not know is that, had it not 
been for the actions of some key S2002 board members and other guarantors to 
counter Ticketek's refusal to release funds (contrary to Ticketek's previous 
promise), the Sydney Gay Games was on the verge of cancellation just about a 
month before.

40.  This is the climate the Federation was facing in the lead-up to Sydney. In October 
2002, the FGG wrote a long letter to M2006 discussing the history of the Gay 
Games event as well as the current crisis in Sydney (an uncomfortable repeat of 
the situation in Amsterdam). We told M2006 that the next host must accept the 
responsibility, for the long term good of the Gay Games movement, to break the 
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cycle of financial deficits. We felt that it was something achievable and, with the 
right mindset, something that could be communicated to the public and sponsors as 
a positive way to approach the future.

41.  Some of us thought M2006 might be relieved not to feel obligated to carry out 
everything in the bid plans that they might have believed necessary to include 
simply in order to win the bid in the first place. Most of us thought M2006 was more 
likely not to be happy since it would indeed mean a reassessment of their bid plans. 
The latter was in fact the case, but M2006 eventually gave us indications that they 
understood and agreed with our position.

42.  After telling the Federation that they would operate in the spirit of the license 
agreement, M2006 nevertheless showed up in Sydney with a promotional booklet 
intended for distribution that they had not shown to us. It was clearly written well in 
advance of Gay Games VI. The booklet included a change in the sports roster and 
committed to print for worldwide distribution many of the largest figures from their 
bid plan. These were all areas that had yet to be negotiated.

43.  After extensive discussion, including consultation with M2006, the FGG's Montreal 
Liaison Task Force made the difficult decision to disallow the booklet's distribution. 
The decision was predicated on the knowledge that participants in Sydney already 
knew Montréal was the designated host for Gay Games VII and there was already 
considerable enthusiasm over that fact. Indeed, a ceremonial flag transfer to 
Montréal was to take place at the closing ceremony. The booklet's problems were 
deemed to outweigh the benefits of its distribution. We knew and understood that 
M2006 was not happy with that decision. At a meeting in Sydney on 1 November 
2002, the Federation's board approved the decision to disallow distribution.

44.  At that same meeting, the Federation board set March 2003 as a deadline to reach 
a license agreement with M2006.

45.  Other meetings were held that week between M2006 and S2002 and between 
M2006 and the Federation. During a frank discussion, Sydney officials told M2006 
that they agreed with the Federation that the number of participants M2006 wanted 
was too large of an initial plan and was setting Montréal up for failure should those 
numbers not be achieved. The media and sponsorship climate in Sydney had 
become less focused on the thousands of people who were indeed coming than on 
S002's inability to reach initial targets, leading to a perception, fair or not, that 

http://www.gaygames.com/en/FGGLongLetter28Nov03.htm (11 of 45) [12/1/2003 10:45:10 PM]



An Open Letter to Gay Games Participants, Supporters and Friends

organizing efforts were failing.

46.  At the FGG's meeting with M2006 the morning of the closing ceremony, the FGG 
again discussed with M2006 the new realities facing the Gay Games movement. 
We asked them to scale down their initial plan and work up, rather than shoot for 
the moon and risk disappointment and possible financial failure along the lines of 
repeated Gay Games hosts.

47.  M2006 voiced all manner of objections, such as they should not be held responsible 
for the past, that things would be different in 2006, that they already had 
government support lined up that previous hosts had not had, and in fact that they 
had already promoted their large scale event to their sponsors and they would not 
be able to hold onto their sponsors' support for a smaller scaled Gay Games. They 
also told us that past financial failures were isolated to a host's local communities, 
that the news of the deficits was unknown in Montreal and that it didn't affect their 
market. Federation representatives found the latter difficult to believe given the 
number of Montréal and Canadian participants at the Gay Games and the innate 
curiosity of each city's local press. We told them the FGG had already heard 
previous hosts on several continents say "our city will be different." 

48.  At any rate, M2006 did agree to do a revised plan. The FGG made it clear to M2006 
that we were not saying no to their large-scale plan. We just wanted M2006 to start 
with an initial plan that could grow once income was secured. The Federation left 
Sydney believing that was the way both sides would head towards finalizing a 
license agreement.

49.  After a short break following the Sydney Gay Games, contract negotiations 
resumed. To the Federation's dismay, for some reason M2006 began putting back 
in provisions that, from the FGG's position, had already been settled or had already 
been accepted both in principle and in substance by M2006's failing to object on 
them when invited to do so* — in other words, going back in time. The FGG found 
itself in a time-wasting cycle of discussions about old matters, generating an ever-
growing number of drafts. M2006 continued to say they wanted to sign the license 
agreement as quickly as possible, but we could not understand why they continued 
bringing up what we thought had been understood as settled.. *(Bidding 
organizations were similarly invited to point out 'problem' provisions during the 
bidding process. Montréal 2006 never mentioned these relevant sections at that 
time.) 
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50.  After reluctantly agreeing in November 2002 to provide us a downscaled base plan, 
M2006 waited until March 2003 before submitting their CAD $9 million budget to us 
— a 4-month delay. Even so, there was no plan describing how the event would be 
produced on that 9 million. Nevertheless, the FGG was encouraged by 
correspondence such as that from M2006's counsel on 7 March 2003 in which she 
wrote, "[A]lthough we may have some wish remaining of making GGVII a grand 
event, we do concur with the wisdom of your views that it is better to hold a smaller 
successful event than a big one that may ultimately turn into a financial fiasco. In 
that sense, your experience is precious."

51.  The Federation's initial deadline of March 2003 came and went. In fact, the 
Federation's Negotiation Team overstepped the FGG board's authority to continue 
discussions with M2006 — both the FGG and M2006 were participating in the gay 
and lesbian sports conference in Boston at the end of March and the FGG co-
presidents, both members of the Federation's Negotiation Team, decided to 
schedule a trip to Montréal immediately afterwards in an attempt to move 
discussions along.

52.  The size of the initial plan continued to be the main topic of discussion. We asked 
M2006 to give us a budget and tell us what a Gay Games in Montréal would look 
like based on the participant figures in Sydney — about 12,000. Knowing that the 
Gay Games' return to North America would likely exceed the numbers in Sydney, 
from the Federation's standpoint starting with the Sydney figure seemed to be a 
prudent base from which to build. (When we received Sydney's final information, we 
learned the actual figure was closer to 11,000, but we did not change our 12,000-
figure budget request of M2006).

53.  It was another five months later, in August, before they sent us new financial figures 
and this time the budget had grown back up to CAD $16 million. The August 2003 
budget was accompanied by six scenarios ostensibly showing why 16,000 
participants was the Òabsolute break-even pointÓ financially. However, all M2006 
had done in the different scenarios was proportionally lower the amount of 
participation fee income with no changes in expenditures — neither fixed nor 
variable — and, in particular for items like ceremonies, outreach, or venue costs, 
there was no analysis of what items might be changed to produce a break-even 
event at lower participation numbers.
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54.  Meanwhile, as outlined elsewhere in this document, the Federation was caught 
between press requests for Federation statements about Sydney and a new 
prospective host that did not want the Federation to speak openly to the media 
about anything. Despite M2006's having told the Federation that they would provide 
budgets for a smaller scaled event over a range of sizes, M2006's private 
assurances became question marks in the Federation's mind as M2006 continued 
to speak to its local press and at the IGLA Championships in August about the 
larger numbers in their bid plans.

55.  Eventually, in early September 2003, M2006 went for broke and produced Draft 13. 
Many items that were consistently present in the contract during the previous two 
years of discussions were so radically different in Draft 13 that the clock essentially 
started from zero. Negotiation details erupted in public, and M2006 began a public 
campaign urging arbitration or mediation and offering up a Montréal-based 
arbitrator (see paragraphs 83-87 below). In an attempt to lobby Federation directors 
to support M2006's preferred license agreement Draft 13, they spent thousands of 
dollars on direct mail packages when the FGG had already sent its directors all of 
the same critically important documents free via e-mail.

56.  For various reasons, negotiations never progressed to in-person meetings. 
Nevertheless, members of the Federation's Negotiation Team were willing to travel 
from Paris and Sydney for meetings in New York. The perhaps tedious details are 
that we offered to meet with them there on one date in October and they did not get 
back to us in time. We followed up and offered another date in New York. Without 
indicating whether or not they accepted this second proposal, M2006 offered a 
different date in Montréal. We responded that our team could not make that date 
and offered that the two negotiation teams meet in Chicago since M2006 
representatives would already be there as the host designate. 

57.  The first meeting was scheduled for Friday night, 7 November, where the FGG 
Negotiation Team was supposed to have access to the contracts and agreements 
concluded by M2006 with other parties. But late that day Montréal 2006 informed 
our counsel that they would not let any Federation directors see those documents. 
The in-person negotiations between the two groups finally got underway Saturday 
morning, 8 November (other details in press release example of 9 November 2003 
below).
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M2006 financial status and spending strategy

58.  M2006 repeatedly claims to have secured unprecedented financial support (that 
they estimate at roughly CAD $5 million) from various forms of government and 
government-related companies. We agree that the apparent level of support 
secured in advance for what was originally intended to be an official Gay Games 
event is unprecedented.

59.  When one looks at these contributions, however, one realizes that many are value-
in-kind contributions, or cash earmarked for specific purposes (e.g., international 
promotions and the production of a promotional video). Only a fraction of the 
contributions come under the form of undesignated cash that M2006 is able to 
allocate freely, in particular to operations and production of the core components of 
the event.

60.  In M2006's budget, the largest income line made of pure, hard cash is the total of 
the participant fees, which — together with ticket sales and merchandising — 
constitutes more than the half of the budgeted income. In our view, the fact that so 
much of the income was coming from the participants, whose interests the 
Federation represents, justified that the Federation should have some degree of 
approval over the allocation of these funds.

61.  M2006's estimated time line to receive ticket sales revenue and for the return-on-
investment on some budget items (e.g., the ceremonies) appeared overly optimistic 
as well, compared to Sydney's.

62.  An arguably excessive emphasis of the M2006 budget on marketing and the 
unprecedented size of their personnel hiring plan were also reasons of concern for 
the FGG. M2006 basically appeared to be allocating first and foremost their 
resources to fund a P.R. machine programmed to invest a too-important fraction of 
the Gay Games budget — most of which is participants' money — to promote the 
Montréal event, and, perhaps more so, Montréal in itself as a gay travel destination, 
with no sufficient guarantees that the values of the Gay Games would be preserved 
in this process. 

63.  This spending strategy also did not fit with the Federation's call for extremely 
prudent financial spending, focused mainly on the core components of the Gay 
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Games event (a 30-sport festival, opening and closing ceremonies and a few select 
cultural events) that the FGG had been advocating for months.

64.  We also question whether the Montréal model is sustainable in the future. It will 
take a sizeable commitment on the part of local governments, and we do not know 
how many municipalities will make a similar investment for future Gay Games or 
whether it is, in actuality, a one-time occurrence. 

Return to Top

M2006 and Tourism Montréal (Tourisme Montréal)

65.  A senior representative of Tourism Montréal, Mr. François Goulet, is one of the 
most recent members of the M2006 Board, replacing Philippe Colas, one of the 
representatives of the Montréal's LGBT sport community. During the negotiations, 
M2006's attorney informed the Federation's counsel that Mr. Goulet was a key 
decision maker in the negotiation process.

66.  A key Montréal 2006 communications employee has been on loan from Tourism 
Montréal. As well, the President of Tourism Montréal traveled to Johannesburg as 
part of Montréal 2006's bid committee.

67.  These and other factors made Federation directors wonder whether Montréal 
2006's plan was less to use their city and the support of the tourism authority to 
showcase the Gay Games than to use the Gay Games as a part of the tourism 
authority's plan to showcase their city — further, that that plan was designed mainly 
to attract money of our participants to boost the city's economy, possibly with 
reduced attention to the best interest of the participants and the Gay Games 
movement.

68.  The Federation obviously recognizes that one of the reasons cities bid for the Gay 
Games is the attractive prospect of the important economic impact, and the FGG 
also acknowledges that a strong partnership is necessary between the host 
organization and the local tourism authority. But in the number and kind of activities 
being planned simultaneously within one massive week in Montréal in 2006, the 
shift of focus towards the underlying economic interests rather than the desire of 
perpetuating the Gay Games' values increasingly became an issue of discomfort for 
the Federation board.
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Comments About Montréal 2006's 13 November Open Letter

69.  One of the most disappointing aspects of the past several months has been 
Montréal 2006's frequent, persistently negative and misleading statements made 
about the Federation. We think there surely must have been a way for them to 
publicly acknowledge differences in our respective positions without resorting to 
accusations that they themselves know to be untrue. By criticizing the Federation, 
they criticized by extension the leadership of some of the best LGBT organizations 
in the world who serve on our board. We do not understand why they may have 
thought their statements might somehow have served to bring (or drive) the two 
sides closer together. If anything, their public campaign only served to erode their 
support on the Federation board. M2006's 13 November Open Letter contains 
much typical such language.

70.  For lack of any better method, we will simply address certain sentences or issues 
raised in the order presented in their 13 November letter.
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Montréal 2006 and Transparency

71.  In the second sentence of their letter, they write, "Montréal 2006 [makes a final 
statement] in the spirit of transparency." The Federation wishes M2006 had been 
more transparent with us. They have continually cited a total figure of government 
assistance without clearly breaking the figures down into cash and value-in-kind 
support until the negotiation meeting of 8 November. They mentioned having 
already spent CAD $1.5 million in organizing efforts but never gave the FGG any 
report detailing what that money has been spent on. We do not know to whom 
M2006 is obliged to deliver reports. The Federation has previously known the 
salaries of host employees as a simple matter of budget review; no such 
information has been made available about M2006 staff, and we do not know if this 
information has been provided to other parties, including Montréal citizens. As 
noted elsewhere here, for the first time in Gay Games history the parent 
organization has not been privy to contracts the host — even a prospective host — 
has signed with outside parties.
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72.  Also as noted elsewhere here, open community meetings — not just staged press 
conferences — have been held by all previous Gay Games hosts as a way of 
garnering support and addressing matters of local interest. When would Montréal 
2006 begin such sessions? The FGG co-presidents were in Montréal last April, yet 
Montréal 2006 would not organize a get-together of sports leaders nor its board 
members for even a casual meeting. The Federation has variously proposed joint 
meetings with M2006's business supporters or Divers/Cité. Few of these 
reasonable requests were even acknowledged by M2006, much less followed up 
on. 
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Corrections to Statements Made by Montréal 2006

"The kind of dialogue the FGG is engaging in its press releases serves no purpose, 
except to be divisive."

73.  Simply put, this is media spin. Montréal 2006 attacked the Federation in public first 
on 17 October 2003 after Outsports.com interviewed representatives of both the 
Federation and Montréal 2006 and published an article on 16 October 2003 about 
the status of the negotiations. As previously noted elsewhere, in our 
representative's interview with Outsports.com, the Federation acknowledged that 
negotiations were continuing, refused to go into details that were not already public 
knowledge about the matters being negotiated, and respected Montréal 2006 for 
having its own viewpoints in the negotiating process ( 
http://www.gaygames.com/en/FGGOutsportsInterview20030928.htm.) For whatever 
reason, Montréal 2006 not only mentioned figures to Outsports.com about areas 
being negotiated, such as participant numbers, they also said they thought they 
could "hold successful Games without the FGG if obliged to do so." (Article 
available at Outsports.com website.)

74.  In what appeared to many Federation directors as a panicked form of damage 
control, the next day (17 October), M2006's discipline and emotions appeared to go 
unchecked and they distributed a pages-long question-and-answer media release 
— including sending it to Gay Games participants around the world — going into 
lengthy and explicit detail about the negotiations and criticizing the Federation's 
viewpoints, clearly compounding public divisions themselves.
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75.  In their 13 November letter and at other times, Montréal's divisive and untrue 
statements have included: 

❍     The repeated claim that the Federation "demanded" they reduce the size of 
Gay Games VII from 24,000 to 10,000 with budget cuts from CAD $20 million 
to $10 million. The reality is the same as we have always said — come up 
with a base budget of 12,000 (10,000 athletes plus 2,000 cultural participants) 
and use that as a point from which to grow, with no cap on the upper limit of 
growth. As already mentioned above, M2006 submitted a base budget in 
March 2003 of CAD $9 million, but that was never followed up by an 
accompanying implementation plan and, to the Federation's knowledge, it 
was never taken seriously by M2006. As late as 11 November they continued 
to print this falsehood about the Federation's "demand."

❍     The Federation is an organization that represents "little more than itself, with 
only 21 of the 1000 sports teams around the world being FGG members." 
Reading this claim, a former Federation co-president and enthusiastic 
Montréal supporter who was not present in Chicago was compelled to write 
Montréal 2006, protesting this statement as "remarkably misleading." We 
describe the true nature of the Federation board in our press release of 13 
November 2003 (http://www.gaygames.com/en/FGGMovesOn031113.htm), 
but one example will serve here: International Front Runners alone 
represents thousands of runners in more than 100 cities in 13 countries.

❍     A "400-page contract." If nothing else, this is the type of complaint that makes 
thinking people wonder what exactly Montréal was trying to accomplish. The 
"400-page contract" is a reference to various appendices, such as the original 
bid documents, which upon signing automatically become part of the final 
license agreement between the Federation and the Gay Games host. The 
chief and longest appendix is the Federation's "Red Book" (called that simply 
because the color of the original cover in the "dark ages" of photocopying was 
red; these days it's all electronically distributed). The Red Book document is 
the rules, policies and procedures of the sports commonly held at the Gay 
Games. It is a document first developed in the mid-1990s by demand of Gay 
Games participants, represented by their sports' delegates on the Federation 
board, who wanted to ensure continuity and standards at the Gay Games — 
in other words, because participants were tired of hosts rewriting the rules. 
The Red Book was supported by both the Amsterdam and Sydney Gay 
Games Sports Directors as being indispensable.
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❍     Various comments criticizing the Federation's approval rights on budgetary 
increases and expenditures. Once both parties accepted the principle that 
GGVII would be produced by building it up with periodic increments to an 
initial plan, it was clear that there would no longer be one budget — the bid 
book budget — but several budgets with the flexibility to grow closer and 
closer to their bid plan. Just as the FGG had the right of approval of the bid 
book budget, the FGG would also have right of approval on several potential 
stages of growth. However, the Federation told M2006 that we sought no 
approval of the allocation of income obtained by third parties such as 
government entities or sponsors who themselves would indicate how their 
money should be used; we said that accepted corporate governance would 
always apply first and, on those funds, the ultimate fiduciary control would 
rest with M2006 and in Canada.

❍     "Montréal 2006 was prepared to sign a deal several times, only to be handed 
completely new documents with new demands." This was a negotiation 
strategy, and not one that is commonly accepted as appropriate. The 
documents that Montréal 2006 was ready to sign contained sections whose 
language had not yet been finalized, much less mutually agreed to by both 
parties.

76.  Montréal 2006 has since repeatedly attempted to make the Federation look 
unreasonable or out of touch with the needs of the LGBT community. Montréal 
2006's "divisive" comment was written about what were in fact fair, temperate and 
frank press releases issued by the Federation before and during the recent annual 
meeting (these press releases are still available on our website). The press 
releases issued on 31 October and 9 November are clear examples of the tone of 
the Federation's communications approach.
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Federation Press Release Examples

FEDERATION OF GAY GAMES OFFICIALS ANNOUNCE MEETING WITH
ORGANIZERS OF THE 2006 MONTRÉAL GAMES 

Chicago meeting between the two parties seeks to finalise negotiations
between the licensing body and designated host city
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WASHINGTON, D.C., 31 October 2003 — The Federation of Gay Games, 
in response to concerns expressed by the international gay, lesbian, bisexual, 
transgender and Gay Games communities, has proposed to schedule a face-to-
face meeting with Comité organisateur Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 (Rendez-
Vous Montréal 2006 Games Organizing Committee) in Chicago, United States 
of America on 8-9 November 2003. The meeting will seek to resolve all 
outstanding issues relating to the draft license agreement the two parties have 
been negotiating during 2002-2003.

In the interest of the best possible negotiation circumstances, the Federation 
supports the position that both the Federation and Montréal 2006 keep private 
the details of all sections of the license agreement that are still pending during 
this process until after the session adjourns in Chicago.

"The Federation of Gay Games urges representatives of our communities, 
including our community-based media, to show their support for this 
movement by allowing the negotiations to proceed in the most serene context 
possible," said Roberto Mantaci, Paris-based co-president of the Federation of 
Gay Games.

MONTRÉAL 2006 WALKS AWAY FROM NEGOTIATIONS
WITH FEDERATION OF GAY GAMES

CHICAGO, 9 November 2003 — Legal counsel for the Organising 
Committee for Montréal 2006/Comité Oganisateur Montréal informed the 
Federation of Gay Games today that Montréal 2006 had walked away from 
further negotiations with the Federation regarding the licensing agreement for 
Gay Games VII.

"We deeply regret that Montréal 2006 made the decision to walk away from 
these negotiations which were planned with the best interests of future Gay 
Games participants in mind," said Federation of Gay Games co-president 
Roberto Mantaci. "The Federation made multiple concessions to Montréal 
2006, and we are confident that we tried everything we could to reach an 
agreement with them while remaining true to our stated obligation towards 
safeguarding the fiscal responsibility by Gay Games hosts. Despite Montréal 
2006's unilateral action, the Federation reaffirms our commitment to the 
continuation of future Gay Games."
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The Federation is in Chicago for its annual meeting, which opens officially on 
Monday morning, 10 November.

The Federation had hopes that the negotiations between the Gay Games' 
governing body and Montréal 2006 would result in a license agreement that the 
Federation's board of directors would receive for discussion and a vote during 
the meeting.

The first indication that negotiations might not go as well as hoped arose 
Friday evening, 7 November, when Montréal 2006 cancelled a previously 
scheduled meeting during which the Federation's license agreement team was 
to have had its first look at contracts Montréal 2006 had negotiated with local 
sponsors and supporters.

Following a 15-hour meeting Saturday, 8 November, that went into the early 
hours, Montréal 2006 announced it was ending discussions while the 
Federation was drafting revisions to the license agreement that had been 
substantially agreed upon during the course of the day.

"It is sad and perplexing that after two years of attempting to come to an 
amicable agreement, and repeated concessions by the Federation, Montréal 
chose not to assume the obligations of the license agreement," said Federation 
co-president Kathleen Webster.

Federation officials said the major stumbling blocks were about the size and 
scope of the event and the registration fee amount that participants would have 
to pay.

-30-

77.  In other words, when the Federation tries to state its side of the story, depict a timeline of 
events so that the public can judge for itself what happened and when, or, as in our 13 
November 2003 press release, defend itself from false accusations, Montréal 2006 declares 
that the Federation is being "divisive."

78.  It is also striking that M2006 continued to use such negative statements after acknowledging 
to the FGG board on 10 November that M2006 "started the first press release. We are doing 
a business. We did a pro-active campaign." Their spokesperson also said, "[I]t's time for 
both sides of this to take the high road." Only three days later they resumed their attacks. 
(See paragraph 101 below for link.)
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"Essentially what Montréal has been seeking for months … has been the 
opportunity to be heard before the full membership of the FGG …"

79.  No such formal request was made for the Federation's 2003 annual meeting. But, in fact, 
Montréal 2006 has had the opportunity several times. In 2002, while negotiations were 
ongoing, they spoke to members of the FGG board in Vancouver and in Sydney. They have 
spoken to members of the FGG board at sports events such as the 2003 IGLA 
Championships. They have phoned members of the FGG board. 

80.  Despite their agreeing that the FGG's Montréal Liaison Task Force and Negotiation Team 
would act as sole contacts for written correspondence between M2006 and the Federation, 
M2006 circumvented that process several times by spamming the entire FGG board of 
directors with any material they saw fit (many of our directors' e-mail accounts froze due to 
M2006's inappropriate actions). All this same material had already been sent to the FGG 
board by our Negotiation Team or addressed in the Negotiation Team's regular reports to the 
FGG board. As noted above, M2006 spent several thousand dollars mailing their Draft 13 
and supporting documents to the FGG board — again, all relevant documents having 
already been distributed to the FGG board by our Negotiation Team. M2006 was obsessive 
about having its voice heard, needlessly because Federation representatives held up our end 
of the correspondence bargain. 

81.  This has become a rhetorical weapon only after the fact in M2006's attempt to paint the 
negotiation process and the FGG board's deliberations as unfair. The deliberation process is 
addressed in more detail below.

82.  By the same token, Montréal 2006 has not granted the Federation an opportunity to be heard 
by the full M2006 board — we never met several members of their board, despite our co-
presidents' having requested to do so during their visit to Montréal last April — nor, as 
already mentioned, has Montréal 2006 complied with the Federation's expressed wish that 
Montréal 2006 hold open community meetings.

"Montréal 2006 did everything in its power to find solutions to reach an 
acceptable agreement to both parties, formally requesting mediation, 
arbitration, and to be heard by the entire membership of the FGG. All were 
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formally denied by the leadership of the FGG."

83.  What is being left out of the above statement is that Montréal 2006's only acceptable 
agreement (license agreement Draft 13) essentially called for the Federation to give them 
the use of the words "Gay Games" and then go away. Montréal 2006 wanted to be its own 
judge as to what a Gay Games event in their city should look like, how large it would be, 
how much it would cost, the messages it would convey, and how many ancillary activities 
would take place at the same time. Over the last eight years, Gay Games participants have 
been increasingly vocal to the Federation that this blanket use by Gay Games hosts has 
gotten out of hand. In different words, Montréal 2006 is criticizing the Federation for 
actually listening to the participants.

84.  More accurately, when it became clear that the Federation would not give them unfettered 
use of the Gay Games brand, Montréal 2006 decided to walk away.

85.  We have to ask, when M2006 brings up mediation and arbitration, why can't they present 
the full picture? The Federation was the first to propose an arbitration clause in our license 
agreement Draft 7, dated late October 2002. The internationally-respected Honourable 
Justice Michael Kirby of Australia agreed to nominate a mediator/arbitrator if ever needed.

86.  Yes, as differences between us increased during the past several months, Montréal 2006 
proposed mediation and arbitration — but on their own terms, using a Montréal based 
arbitrator and meeting in Montréal. The Federation wrote to M2006 that we were not 
opposed to a mediation process as long as M2006 would provide some parameters to set the 
basis of such mediation. M2006 always failed to reply to these requests. In particular, the 
Federation said that more reasonable conditions would be to meet in a neutral city accessible 
to all parties (Federation Negotiation Team members were located in Paris, Sydney and 
Philadelphia).

87.  With respect to arbitration, M2006's legal counsel openly agreed with the Federation's legal 
counsel's opinion that arbitration is applicable to legal cases where an agreement is already 
in place and the two parties disagree on the interpretation of some of its parts. This did not 
apply to the FGG/M2006 situation as, precisely, a license agreement was not in place.

88.  The leadership of the FGG did not deny M2006 access to the membership of the FGG, even 
after M2006 first intimated legal action against the FGG in a letter from their attorney dated 
28 August 2003 and a letter from their co-presidents dated 29 August 2003. Even at the 
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Federation's 2003 annual meeting, Montréal 2006 representatives freely roamed the halls in 
Chicago. Until Montréal 2006 again threatened litigation in their attorney Marie Laure 
Leclercq's letter to the FGG of 11 November 2003, they were allowed to sit in during the 
open session and Federation committee meetings. At that point, the only legally responsible 
option was to disallow their attendance at the rest of the Federation's annual meeting. (See 
also paragraphs 91-94, 107 below.)

"No parties walked away."

89.  A commonly accepted term for the action of the party that formally calls a halt to 
negotiations is that they "walked away." We stand by our use of this term to describe what 
Montréal 2006 told us they were doing at about 2 a.m. on Sunday, 9 November. Indeed, 
little more than an hour later, Montréal 2006 put on its website that they had ended the 
negotiations in Chicago. Key members of the Montréal 2006 Negotiation Team — co-
president Lucie Duguay, board members Paul Uline and Fran ois Goulet, and counsel Marie 
Laure Leclercq — all left Chicago during the day Sunday.

90.  On Sunday, 9 November, the FGG co-presidents, together with other witnesses, met 
M2006's co-president Mark Tewksbury for the first time after the end of the negotiations. 
Still surprised over the unexpected development, our co-presidents asked Mark what had 
happened. Mark's answer was precisely, "We walked away. We saw the final contract and 
we walked away." The FGG co-presidents expressed their confusion over that statement, 
because, as they said to Mark, the Federation's Negotiation Team was in the midst of 
finalizing the contract when they were told the news that M2006 had decided to end the 
negotiations. Mark said he took note of that and would report it to his group. There was no 
follow-up to that conversation. Montréal 2006 representatives of course since changed their 
position to deny that they walked away.
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Équipe Montréal's participation during in-camera discussions

91.  Montréal 2006 quotes the Federation's mission statement to claim that the exclusion of 
Équipe Montréal from the discussion about the Montréal 2006 contract negotiations was a 
violation of the principle of inclusion. As a corporation itself, Montréal 2006 must recognize 
that, just as it must comply with the laws in the Province of Québéc, the Federation is 
obliged under its Articles of Incorporation to operate under laws of the State of California 
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that encompass a wide range of internal corporate responsibility requirements on the part of 
directors. To safeguard its role as the steward of the Gay Games movement, the Federation 
takes its legal responsibilities seriously. Annually, Federation Directors are sent materials 
reminding them of their duties of loyalty and care and they must sign conflict of interest 
statements in return. 

92.  Équipe Montréal distributed an e-mail letter around the world during the weeks before the 
Federation's annual meeting. The letter contained several inaccurate statements and took 
Montréal 2006's side in the negotiations, making claims Équipe Montréal knew were 
prejudicial against the Federation, and they did not include or acknowledge positions taken 
by the Federation. The letter was indisputably one-sided to the point that Équipe Montréal 
appeared to be acting as an "agent" of Montréal 2006 — Federation directors had no option 
but to act to protect the interests of the corporation. No other Montréal 2006 supporters on 
the FGG board, and there are many, were excluded from the in-camera discussions; 
however, none of the others crossed the line of duty of loyalty and care like Équipe 
Montréal. We regret the situation — there was nothing happy about it. But any other 
responsible organization faced with similar circumstances would have had to make the same 
decision. 

93.  An organization that is fair applies its own rules equally and impartially to all its members. 
The same policy was applied to Team Sydney four years ago and for the entire period of the 
partnership between the Federation and S2002, and yet Team Sydney never crossed the line 
of duty of loyalty. Nobody, Team Sydney and Équipe Montréal included, ever made an 
issue of the exclusion of Team Sydney from any Sydney 2002 related discussions and votes.

94.  However, it is incorrect that Équipe Montréal's was suspended from the Federation board, a 
statement that can be found in some public documents. According to our conflict of interest 
policy, Équipe Montréal was simply asked to excuse itself from any discussion and vote 
regarding the relationships between the FGG and M2006, including the contract 
negotiations. Équipe Montréal maintained all other rights and duties as a Federation 
Director.
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Description of the question and answer session with Montréal 2006 at the Chicago 
meeting, and Federation deliberations

95.  The depiction of the question and answer session at mid-day on Monday, 10 November, is 
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another case of M2006's presenting an incomplete picture.

96.  First, given that Montréal 2006 had walked away from the negotiations, the Federation was 
under no obligation to continue discussing options to go forward with Montréal 2006 at all. 
The fact that the board continued to do so for many hours is an indication of how deeply the 
Federation board believed it needed to be certain every last possible opportunity to go 
forward with its host designate was respected.

97.  We describe the course of deliberations for the record:

98.  Following the Montreal Liaison Task Force's report to the Federation board that morning, 
there was open-ended discussion. A motion was made to allow Montréal 2006 
representatives to address the floor. Speakers against the motion said that the board had read 
exhaustive documents, including multiple draft license agreement versions, and extensive 
correspondence exchanged between the two groups — would anything new really be 
learned? Speakers for the motion said that, in the interest of fairness and because four 
M2006 representatives were still in Chicago, we should invite them to address the board. 
The motion passed.

99.  To provide some structure, a second motion was passed to pose some open-ended questions 
to the Montréal 2006 representatives. Directors submitted questions in writing to two people 
who then grouped them into common themes, arriving at nine questions. After discussion, 
the board thought that three minutes per response was a reasonable way to proceed, figuring 
the nine questions being asked would not likely take more than about 30 minutes to be 
answered adequately. The motion was amended to read nine questions with three minutes 
for each, and the motion passed. At about 3:30 p.m., Montréal 2006 representatives joined 
the Federation board.

100.  Montréal 2006's depiction of the question and answer session twists it into something 
different than what actually transpired. For one thing, Montréal 2006 writes as though their 
co-president Mark Tewksbury was the only one present. All four remaining Montréal 2006 
representatives in Chicago were part of the session — Sports Director Josée Généreux, Vice 
Executive Director Jacques Taillefer, and Director of Marketing Tom Czerniecki.

101.  All nine questions were read, then each question was asked individually. Each time before 
answering, Mark consulted with the other three M2006 team members. They had more than 
twice the amount of time available to address the issues raised by each question; they chose 
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to take only 12 minutes themselves and then left the room 
(http://www.gaygames.com/en/FGGMontrealQ&A20031110.htm).

102.  Montréal 2006's position was clear — it was Draft 13 or nothing. They accurately depict this 
viewpoint in their 13 November 2003 open letter. Among their answers, they gave the 
Federation two hours to agree to Draft 13.

103.  Resuming deliberations, the Federation board devised three motions that would be taken in 
sequence: 1) cease negotiations now; 2) offer M2006 again the license agreement draft that 
both parties had been working on when Montréal 2006 walked away (Draft 13.5, retaining 
certain approval rights by the Federation); or 3) offer to sign Draft 13 (effectively giving up 
all FGG approval rights). Passage of one motion would eliminate the need to consider any 
subsequent motion.

104.  The margin, however, was one vote, and some directors expressed confusion about the order 
of the three motions. Showing flexibility and commitment to fair process, the board 
continued discussion. Eventually the earlier motion was rescinded and the process began 
again. This time the motion to cease negotiations failed, but barely, and only due to a tie, 23-
23.

105.  The board moved on to the motion to offer Draft 13.5 and developed language that would 
offer further concessions to M2006 than had been finalized early Sunday morning. The hope 
was that this would show Montréal 2006 our good faith attempt to continue the relationship. 
That motion passed overwhelmingly, 40 yes, 4 no, 2 abstentions. We posted the result of 
that vote on our website later that evening so the public could see that we had continued to 
try to broker a deal with Montréal 2006 (http://www.gaygames.com/en/media/Release-10-
11-03.pdf). The key sections of that motion removed the Federation's right to a share of any 
post-Games surplus and offered an amnesty clause upon disclosure to the Federation of 
M2006's third party agreements and activities. The offer was good until 1 p.m. on 
Wednesday, 12 November 2003.

106.  Montréal 2006's depiction of this process is, as noted above, quite different. What we want 
the public to know is that, later, several of those directors who voted against the motion to 
cease negotiations with Montréal 2006 said on the floor they were proud that the board had 
honored a democratic process and the will of the body to achieve a result acceptable to the 
majority.
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107.  At 6:15 p.m. the in-camera session ended and all observers, Équipe Montréal delegates and 
members of Montréal 2006 were welcome to join the full board. The Federation's resolution 
was publicly announced. Federation co-president Roberto Mantaci announced that Montréal 
2006 representatives told him they did not have the authority to make the decision and 
would take the offer back to their board. Montréal 2006 did not ask to address the board 
further that day; it was late and the session adjourned.

108.  The next morning, Josée, Tom and Jacques informed the Federation that Montréal 2006 was 
turning down the Federation's revised Draft 13.5. The one remaining board member, Co-
President Mark Tewksbury, was no longer in Chicago; in fact, he left in time to be back in 
Montréal for that morning's press conference where they announced they would indeed 
move forward with plans for Rendez-Vous 2006. Simultaneously, on 11 November 2003, 
M2006's attorney wrote a letter to the FGG's counsel using language that made it 
inappropriate for the Federation to allow the remaining Montréal 2006 delegates to attend 
further Federation committee meetings or the general session, or to distribute materials. It 
was time to move on, and the Federation had a full week of committee work to continue.

109.  That day, in its press release of 11 November, Montréal 2006 said, "After two years of 
discussion and a 400-page contract, after 15 hours of negotiations through the night 
Saturday into Sunday, after being given only 12 minutes to be heard during yesterday's all-
day assembly, after all those efforts, the FGG found a way to have its members not vote on 
Montréal 2006's proposal!"

"Montréal 2006 has received statements from each of the past host cities that 
make it clear the leadership of the FGG was a major cause in making their 
own events a failure."

110.  Until such statements and their spokespersons are revealed, there is no way to judge the 
accuracy of this remark. The Federation could pull out statements that are already on the 
record from past hosts that laud the Federation for its work.

111.  It is no secret that the Federation has had differences with past host officials, but these 
differences have almost without exception been in the service of the Federation's trying to 
curb excess and, particularly, ensure acceptable standards in the conduct of sports.
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112.  As a way of illustrating that, let's shift gears and hear from someone other than hosts:

Return to Top

Sydney 2002 Sports Participant Survey

113.  More than 2000 sports participants at Sydney's Gay Games completed the Federation's 
online survey earlier this year (for more information about the survey, go to 
http://www.gaygames.com/en/SydneyQuestionnairePresentation_files/frame.htm and 
http://www.gaygames.com/en/SurveyVarianceAnalysis_files/frame.htm).

114.  An invitation to complete the survey was sent to the Sydney 2002 participants' mailing list. 
Here are the responses to questions 26 through 29 that were about the size and scope of the 
Gay Games:
Question 26: Do you think that the Gay Games should place more or less emphasis on 
Sports Events?

42% More 
57% Aboutthe Same 
1% Less 
0% Prefer Not to Answer 

Question 27: Do you think that the Gay Games should place more or less emphasis on 
Cultural Events?

11% More 
55% About the Same 
33% Less 
1% Prefer Not to Answer

Question 28: Do you think that the Gay Games should place more or less emphasis 
on Conference Events? 
3% More 
34% About the Same 
50% Less 
13% Prefer Not to Answer 

Question 29: Do you think that the Gay Games should place more or less emphasis 
on Official Dance/Party Events?
5% More 
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48% About the Same 
46% Less 
1% Prefer Not to Answer 

115.  The responses above are not surprises. They in fact verify anecdotal evidence the 
Federation has provided the most recent Gay Games hosts and Montréal 2006 — 
more attention on sports, somewhat less emphasis on cultural activities and much 
less emphasis on conferences, and much less emphasis on dance/party events. 
The only one of the above activities that is overwhelmingly an income generator 
instead of an income user is the dance/party events. (More information about the 
Federation's opinion about dance events and parties is found in the Federation's 
"Image of the Gay Games" paper on the FGG website at 
http://www.gaygames.com/en/SPC_ImageOfGayGames031119.pdf. We are for 
them, with caveats about their promotion.)

116.  The very eve of negotiations in Chicago provided a striking example of how 
Montréal 2006 has been determined to go its own way, heedless of Federation 
advice about what the participants want. That was when Montréal 2006 posted on 
its website the formation of an exploratory committee to investigate holding a 
proposed conference schedule around the theme of respect (one of four 
components is scheduled to be about sports). Such a public announcement virtually 
guarantees such a conference program will proceed. So, add one more event 
competing with the sports component for attention during the week of Rendez-Vous 
2006, as well as needing volunteers, participant housing, etc.

117.  Let's be clear: The Federation thinks such activities are wonderful and do much to 
advance the cause of the LGBT community. The question is what they have to do 
with a Gay Games event. The Federation has had most of its differences with hosts 
over what participants want: Participants tell us time and again they want an event 
that breaks even and primarily advances the cause of LGBT sports issues.

"Contract negotiations with both Amsterdam and Sydney … both almost ended in 
failure."

118.  The assertion is totally false. Certainly there were issues that were sticking points 
and bumps in the road, but both of these negotiations were completed within a 
timeframe that allowed the Federation to approve the agreements prior to Gay 
Games IV and V, respectively, and for a ceremonial contract signing to take place 
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at both events. In both instances, there were issues within the contracts that were 
ultimately revisited and some compromises were reached allowing both events to 
move forward.

"The problems faced by Montréal 2006 … seemed to be the culmination of years 
of dysfunction within the FGG itself. It is an organization which has overseen 
four consecutive bankruptcies …"

119.  At the very moment the Federation in fact puts its foot down and tells the next host 
that future deficits must stop, we are claimed to be, right now, dysfunctional, and 
held responsible for the deficits during periods when significantly different personnel 
on the Federation board allowed its hosts free reign to do what they wanted. This is 
inexplicable.

"The leadership of the FGG has become preoccupied with the 'brand' but has lost 
sight of the 'event.' "

120.  No. To the contrary, we are focused completely on the event and the fact that it and 
our participants deserve a spotlight on their own. We reject Montréal 2006's charge 
to us last year in Sydney that the Federation's vision is not "grand enough." Thirty 
sports, a band and choir event, and an opening and closing ceremony are certainly 
and sufficiently grand, and no host has gotten that exactly right yet. It was not 
wrong of the Federation to ask that Montréal be the first, and that they try to 
demonstrate some flexibility in their initial bid plans to help us accomplish it.

121.  That said, we will not apologize for our increased attention to the brand. As just one 
example, during the past several years the Federation, without help from its hosts, 
has successfully fought Internet pirates who tried to use various "gaygames" 
permutations as links to adult websites. We essentially license the brand as a 
benefit to the current host as an aid in fundraising. Montréal 2006 has traded on the 
Gay Games brand in developing its plans for the last two years to the point that it is 
confident it can now stand on its own and produce Rendez-Vous 2006 without the 
Federation. What kind of ingratitude is it that they now insult the Federation for 
attempting to ensure that the brand has value long after 2006 has come and gone?

122.  Federation directors would be irresponsible to allow a host to double the size of the 
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event and create an outrageously expensive budget amidst the legacy of deficits 
without a fallback Plan B, which Montréal 2006 has clearly and publicly rejected as 
necessary or even wise. While we were prepared to proceed with the Draft 13.5 
license agreement that would cement Montréal 2006's plan to hold a CAD $16 
million Gay Games simultaneously with the annual Divers/Cité pride event, ever 
since the Gay Games IV/Stonewall 25 convergence we have become more 
cautious about such doubling up. Gay Games messages about the LGBT 
community and sports — the event's reason for being — have increasingly been 
lost in unnecessary additional events added at the last several Gay Games.

123.  We have direct evidence from past hosts that verify this. Two of New York's self-
produced theatre events were huge losses; Amsterdam told us the fine arts 
program took too much effort for too little return, and they were forced to cancel 
exhibition sports events not supported by the Federation in the first place; Sydney 
expanded and then contracted its cultural festival when ambitions exceeded their 
resources, and their treasurer told us the chief cause of their losses was failure to 
implement their fallback budget plan soon enough.

124.  We have been doing nothing but zeroing in on the "event." The accumulated 
experience of the Federation board members — many of whom have already run 
Gay Games sports and other community cultural events ourselves — compels us to 
do so.

"The FGG is an undemocratic, process oriented organization, run by a handful of 
individual directors who are consumed with preserving their own image of the Gay 
Games. There is no room for healthy opposition."

125.  This statement rewrites history. In fact, through a fair, democratic process involving 
the leading LGBT sports organizations from around the world and repeated input 
from Gay Games participants, the Federation has, over time, moved away from 
allowing hosts to do whatever they want. Montréal 2006 is objecting to the fact that 
they couldn't get free reign themselves.

126.  The Federation would love to find one ideal governing structure for corporations 
that makes everyone happy. It is impossible. Anyone attending Federation 
meetings today as compared with even five years ago will find committees that do 
more and better work, a meeting structure that is more efficient, and member 
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organizations and individuals who have seen all sides of Gay Games logistics and 
have reached collective opinions about how best to move forward.

127.  The current leadership of the Federation has made a mantra of shaping our 
organization in a way that makes it more efficient, more apt to accomplish goals 
within its core mission, and more able to assist the current host in producing the 
most successful event possible. An example is the increased focus of our Outreach 
Committee on expanding and administrating a support program for aspiring Gay 
Games participants from underrepresented areas of the world or with inadequate 
financial means.

"… how can the FGG do this to you?"

128.  Montréal 2006 acts as though they bear no responsibility for the situation, seeking 
to blame others. We answer such "victimology" by saying our position has been 
very clear — they should devise and take seriously a downscaled event and budget 
and use that as a base from which to grow. Out of one year and half of planning, 
Montréal 2006 refused to spend a few days doing what is essentially an accounting 
exercise to give the Federation and the public a depiction of a plan from which to 
grow. They eventually presented such a plan with Draft 13 in September 2003, but 
with no attempts to conceive any initial plan smaller than that based on a CAD $16 
million budget (which eventually, for the sake of reaching an agreement with 
M2006, the FGG was willing to accept despite the high level of discomfort it 
generated). To us, the request for a downscaled initial plan seemed reasonable and 
a prudent way to do business. Montréal 2006, for reasons still unclear to us, would 
not complete this exercise in any meaningful way.

"…a member of the FGG negotiation team used verbal and written threats to 
Montréal 2006 staff and sponsors to intimidate them."

129.  This is a reference to an incident whereby the Federation co-presidents wrote a 
personal letter to the President of Tourism Montréal, saying that the Federation was 
trying to reach agreement with M2006, hoping that by writing to him they could 
demonstrate the Federation was looking for ways to increase dialogue; they asked 
for his assistance to help proceed forward with the negotiations. The curt, 
dismissive reply from the President was not sent back just to the Federation's co-
presidents but was distributed from the Tourism Montréal office to the entire internal 
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Federation board e-mail list. A member of the Federation's Negotiation Team 
contacted the Montréal 2006 office to tell them in no uncertain terms that this was a 
breach of the use of an internal mailing list, an undesired solicitation, and likely 
illegal.

130.  Has Montréal 2006 ever allowed the Federation to use its internal board e-mail list? 
That question doesn't even need to be answered. It was right and appropriate for a 
Federation director to object, particularly when the intent of the Federation's original 
letter, to build bridges, was so rejected.

"Montréal 2006 has come to the hard conclusion that to partner with the FGG 
would be to position ourselves to fail in the delivery of Gay Games VII." [and 
subsequent sentences in that and the next paragraph]

131.  The Federation has yet to be convinced that Montréal 2006 truly wanted a 
partnership. Montréal 2006 has showed clear signs of disrespect for the FGG at 
many steps in the negotiation process, especially during the past two months. As 
one member of the FGG Board has said, "There can be no partnership without 
respect." They said they wanted a partnership in 2001, but in hindsight we believe 
they made many statements in order to win the bid.

132.  Despite the incident at the FGG's 1997 annual meeting, when the Federation 
witnessed an unprofessional emotional outburst by the Montréal 2002 bid 
committee, the Federation still voted to entrust Montréal's 2006 bid group with the 
right to host Gay Games VII. The Federation, in its attempts to address past 
problems and devise a new relationship with the next Gay Games host, has in the 
last two years continued to endure intransigence and emotional outbursts by M2006 
representatives, the repeated lack of straight answers by Montréal 2006 to 
questions posed in two years of correspondence, the unprofessional and impulsive 
revelation of contract negotiation details in October, the refusal to hold community 
meetings or be up front with their local sponsors about Gay Games history, the 
depiction of the negotiations between the two parties as though they are blameless 
victims, and insults which Montréal 2006 has artfully couched in public as " proof" 
that the Federation was irresponsible.

"What would be divisive would be to put an event on at the same time as Montréal 
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2006…"

133.  We agree. The Federation believes that, should two events occur in 2006, they 
should not take place at the same dates.

"In Montréal 2006 the athletes and cultural participants come first."

134.  We truly hope that is the case. We know that past Gay Games participants from 
Montréal have said they hoped Gay Games VII in Montréal would put the needs of 
the athletes first. Our negotiations with Montréal 2006, however, lead us to question 
whether the needs of the athletes and cultural participants may be used as a means 
to an end rather than an end in itself.

135.  The apparent end has increasingly seemed to be to get as many members of the 
LGBT community as possible to spend money in Montréal in 2006. Yes, there are 
many people working on Rendez-Vous 2006 who are deeply committed to 
furthering the cause of LGBT sports and cultural matters, but in many respects, are 
they wheels of an event that may be today as much if not more directed by Tourism 
Montréal than by the Montréal LGBT community itself?

136.  There is nothing wrong with the kind of event scheduled in Montréal in late 
July/early August 2006, but it is not the kind of event that the Federation is 
interested in allowing to be connected with the words "Gay Games."

137.  We do know that there are valuable, knowledgeable members of the Montréal 
LGBT sports community and veterans of the Gay Games who feel that the needs of 
the athletes are not being given enough attention, and that the athletes do not have 
enough representation among the decision makers in the overall planning of 
Rendez-Vous 2006.

Return to Top

M2006 criticisms of the Federation's Strategic Plan

138.  Let us now address the November 2003 document that M2006 has posted on its 
website commenting on the FGG's 2003-2004 strategic plan. The FGG strategic 
plan M2006 refers to was an internal, preliminary draft labeled "for FGG directors 
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only." M2006 found a way to have access to it; however, given the confidential and 
preliminary nature of the document, we find it highly inappropriate that they would 
issue public comments about it prior to its passage by the Federation board.

139.  Many of the remarks they make raise exactly the questions the FGG has been 
debating for years. M2006 isolates one year's list of FGG priorities as though it 
encompasses the entire vision of the FGG.

140.  In fact, the only thing stopping the Federation from carrying out many of things cited 
by M2006 — services to LGBT and other sports bodies, support for individual 
athletes, meeting the needs of elite athletes, to name just three examples — are 
goals long discussed by the Federation. It is not a lack of vision; it is a lack of 
money.

Return to Top

Goals and Resources — The Worth of the License Fee

141.  Why does the Federation want a license fee? What is important about it?

142.  We would be much farther along the road to achieving many of the goals M2006 
raises in its paper had we received our license fees in full going all the way back to 
New York. Had that been the case, we would have been able to have a staff and 
establish a permanent office to pursue opportunities. We have not put those goals 
aside; we have instead learned to focus on making real progress on several 
realistic goals during a specific timeframe rather than coming up with a long wish list 
and doing few or none of them well.

143.  Over the twelve years spanning Gay Games IV, V and VI, the FGG has received a 
total of approximately US $600,000 in license fees. That is only about US $50,000 a 
year for an organization that, operating frugally, has approximately US $100,000 a 
year in operating expenses. Without substantial donations from our directors over 
the years, the activities of the FGG would have been seriously hindered.

144.  Given the well-established positive economic impact of the Gay Games on a local 
community, license fee money should not be seen as coming from the host 
organization as the originating source but rather as a tangible gesture towards the 
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continuation of the Gay Games movement from the host city's businesses and other 
partners who benefit financially before, during and after the week of the Games. 
Bidding organizations repeatedly tell us they understand the worth and necessity of 
the license fee for the long term good of the Gay Games. Thus it seems to follow 
that, upon winning the bid, a host organization should be able to effectively 
communicate to their sponsors how helping them pay the license fee will reap 
substantial economic benefit for the community in return.

145.  Montréal 2006 acknowledged just such a point repeatedly in their efforts to win the 
bid and up until the recent breakdown in our relationship.

146.  It is long acknowledged that sponsors to date have preferred to back a Gay Games 
host rather than the Federation. There is nothing wrong with that. Possible solutions 
are to have the Federation share in a percentage of contracts with host sponsors, 
or receive direct payments in the form of a license fee that is not tied to any one 
source of income. During the last two bid cycles, reliance upon the license fee for 
the bulk of Federation income has become an accepted part of bidding 
organizations' obligations and preferred over a percentage of contract fees.

147.  Still, the Federation's 2003-2004 strategic plan tries to offset the lack of license fee 
income by looking at many other potential income streams, all of which are simply 
listed for discussion and are not anywhere close to being passed by the Federation 
board. Yet M2006 finds ways to criticize this introspection, going on at length as if 
one item, raising the license fee, is a fait accompli.

148.  These complaints are striking, coming from an organization that waved a check for 
US$100,000 during its bid presentation, telling the Federation it was ready to pay 
such an amount that week should the license agreement be signed. It was the 
Federation's integrity alone that told M2006 this was an inappropriate incentive and 
no money would be accepted until a license agreement was finally signed.

Return to Top

A Host's Self-Interest — Consultation v. Control

149.  M2006's criticism of the Federation's strategic plan must be viewed in context. 
M2006 is coming from the position of a host that wants unfettered ability to do 
whatever it wants as long as it has use of the words "Gay Games." By extension, 
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M2006 seeks to protect the rights of future bidding organizations that might want 
similar freedom to structure an event called "Gay Games" however they see fit.

150.  The public should be aware that certain comments about the Federation's 
"excessive control" come from people allied with or located in cities that have 
expressed an interest in hosting the Gay Games. After three competitive bidding 
cycles, the Federation has learned to put all such comments into perspective. 

151.  At any rate, we disagree with M2006's complaints about excessive control, 
particularly their hyperbole that such control is "destined to fail." M2006 cannot 
claim this with authority because they never gave the working relationship outlined 
under the proposed 2006 license agreement a fair chance. As previously stated, the 
Federation seeks a partnership with its hosts of consultation, not control, similar to 
the partnership we had with Sydney 2002 in the closing months prior to Gay Games 
VI. That the Federation-Sydney 2002 partnership still resulted in a financial loss 
was, as noted by both key Sydney officials and the Federation, Sydney's failure to 
implement quickly and fully a fallback Plan B budget once it was clear income could 
not cover all costs. That is not the same as saying "excessive control" caused the 
problem. If anything, it points to a lack of control.

152.  M2006 writes, "The Federation maintains that it needs to control communication to 
external parties by approving press releases, website plans, newsletters, etc." 
M2006 has complained about this repeatedly in public, when in fact this approval 
right was one of the easiest functioning parts of the relationship between the 
Federation and Sydney 2002. The Federation approved on a timely basis virtually 
all Sydney promotional materials and offered corrections for clarity and historical 
fact. That M2006 has continued to make such process out as onerous is an 
indication of their lack of commitment to a partnership with the governing body.

153.  M2006's criticisms of Federation interviews with the media are essentially defensive 
and leave out much about M2006's curious behavior towards its community, 
government and corporate sponsors. M2006 objected to the Federation's speaking 
to the media about what we had learned from Sydney, a request we found mind-
boggling. M2006 was asking the Gay Games' governing body to be silent about the 
previous Gay Games' results. M2006 said that the Montréal community did not 
follow the news from Sydney, that it was only "local" news in Australia, and that 
open discussion about the problems would only damage their ability to achieve 
sponsorships. The Federation asked Montréal to consider that such news could not 
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be hidden from their community forever — for one thing, many Montréal citizens 
had participated in the Gay Games and were well aware of the history; for another, 
would it not be worse for sponsors to find out about the deficits and then wonder 
why M2006 had not been open and up front about Gay Games history in the first 
place?

154.  The Federation nevertheless listened to M2006's concerns and substantially altered 
a press release originally intended for distribution in March 2003 that discussed 
Sydney in relation to Montréal. We told M2006 that afterwards we would not seek 
out press but, should the press contact us, we would answer their questions openly 
and honestly. M2006 has singled out and criticized Federation representatives by 
name for doing exactly that.

155.  What M2006 fails to mention is that their own representatives continued to speak 
openly to local media about wanting to produce their initial bid plans after having 
told the Federation they were committed to downscaling the 2006 budget. As 
written above,they also wrongly claimed the Federation first revealed negotiation 
details to the media. Our practice since our pledge to them last March has been to 
reply to press inquiries to clarify our true positions and offer minimal or no details 
about things that were not already on public record. This is clearly not the case with 
M2006. The irony is that, after behaving fearful of candid and honest assessments 
appearing in the press, they wound up bringing about so much negative publicity 
themselves by impulsively unleashing their 17 October 2003 media advisory.< No 
amount of subsequent media spin that they were being "pro-active" changes that 
fact.

Return to Top

Comments about the FGG Board structure

156.  M2006's criticisms about the Federation board's structure and practices reveal a 
lack of history about the Federation and the LGBT sports movement. They ask 
questions that already have answers, such as "Why have all past host city 
organizations declined to become active members of the FGG after having hosted 
the Games? (with the exception of San Francisco)." In fact, early on the Federation 
automatically accepted host city organizations onto our board, giving each group 
four votes each and a total membership period of up to 12 years. This was 
designed so that host organizations would provide their expertise on the governing 
body's board.
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157.  This well-intentioned plan did not work in practice. Host organization boards have 
always dissolved once their Gay Games end, yet individuals would come to 
Federation meetings claiming still to represent the viewpoints of New York in '94 or 
Stichting '98. After years of trying unsuccessfully to make the host organization 
position on the board work, the Federation determined that the appropriate role for 
such former host representatives, should they be interested, was as Individual 
Directors on our board after the conclusion of their Gay Games.

158.  For the record, Team San Francisco, Team Vancouver and Team Sydney, all 
current members of the Federation board, are separate organizations with distinct 
mission statements and are not direct continuations of the bodies that supervised 
the Gay Games in their cities.

159.  The question about proportional representation according to organization size? 
Again, this is a topic long discussed with no one solution that meets all needs. The 
Federation began as a collection of individuals and over time the proportion of 
majority votes within the board has shifted to the Director Organizations. In fact, just 
three years ago the board voted to increase the number of votes by Director 
Organizations from one to two each. Montréal 2006 has criticized Individual 
Directors on the Federation board as acting only in their own self interest; the 
proposal to give more power to Director Organizations was overwhelmingly 
supported by Individual Directors as well.

160.  Another M2006 criticism that lacks historical perspective is that the Federation 
focuses on "process, rank and file obedience and loyalty but lack[s] introspection, 
innovation and freedom of expression." Federation history is rife with unfettered 
freedom of expression, whereby people would seize the microphone and expound 
about all manner of personal interests that, in the end, did little to advance the work 
and business of managing the Gay Games event. Over time, the Federation has 
implemented meeting rules to help the general sessions move ahead as 
expeditiously as possible; ideally, the place for most free discussion is within 
various Federation committees.

161.  It is another odd criticism — M2006 suggests that the Federation lacks business 
acumen yet complains about the policies and procedures that the Federation has 
put in place specifically to comply with acknowledged best practices of nonprofit 
corporations worldwide.
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162.  The comment about lacking innovation? Federation participants have repeatedly 
told us they are tired of the innovations foisted on the Gay Games by past hosts. 
They want the hosts to concentrate on running the sports well, a goal hitherto 
unmet to all participants' satisfaction. That the Federation has actually been trying 
to respect the opinions of participants and ensure that the major aim of the Gay 
Games is done right and done well in the face of intransigent or overextended hosts 
is something we believe simply must be done. We do not believe our structure 
precludes us from having a productive relationship with Gay Games host 
organizations. In the current instance, we believe the lack of true commitment to a 
partnership with the Federation and residual disgruntlement manifests itself in 
M2006's comments like this.

163.  Overall, M2006's comments about the strategic plan are welcome — they give the 
Federation a snapshot of issues that people without a full sense of history might 
share, and we can certainly address that by making more historical documents 
available to the public. However, many of the questions are not really criticisms of 
the plan as much as an attempt to set up M2006 as more astute than organizations 
such as IGLA, International Front Runners, IGBO, Équipe Paris, or the many other 
organizations on the Federation board that for years have been pondering such 
questions about the future of the LGBT sports movement.

*   *   *   *   *

164.  This brings to a conclusion our comments here about the unfortunate 
circumstances leading to the dissolution of the relationship between the Federation 
of Gay Games and Montréal 2006. We now turn our attention to the future, and 
express our heartfelt feelings towards the many people unintentionally caught in the 
middle.

Return to Top

The FGG and the Montréal community

165.  In October 2001, the Federation board selected Montréal as the prospective host 
city of Gay Games VII with an overwhelming majority on the first ballot. The 
Federation was convinced that the city and its incredibly generous community 
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would be perfect to host our event.

166.  Today, Federation directors are heartbroken to deprive this wonderful community 
from hosting an event called the Gay Games. Unfortunately, the vision, the ideals, 
the goals, the methods and priorities of some of the M2006 leaders were so 
different, so far apart from those of the Federation and the Gay Games movement, 
that the Federation could not in good faith designate Montréal 2006 as a Gay 
Games host without a robust contract that would provide a legal framework to 
safeguard the values that constitute the heart and soul of our event. We are sorry 
that such a contract was not acceptable to Montréal 2006.

167.  The FGG is conscious that, due to M2006's campaign misrepresenting some FGG 
positions, a lot of damage — some of which will probably be impossible to undo — 
has been done to the Federation's reputation in Montréal and possibly in other 
places in Canada and, indeed, the world.

168.  The Federation is saddened by this wedge between our organization and parts of 
our constituency, but we remain committed to answer with honesty, openness and 
candor any polite inquiries from members of the Montréal community, as well as 
from any other community, who would be genuinely interested in hearing the FGG's 
side of the story.

Moving forward

169.  After two years of negotiations, the Federation is now moving forward to investigate 
other possibilities to host Gay Games VII in 2006. Contacts with the other three 
finalists (Atlanta, Chicago and Los Angeles) were made during the 2003 annual 
meeting and the FGG Site Selection committee was charged with finalizing a 
contingency plan outlining a quick but informed process for the selection.

170.  Atlanta, oddly and to our disappointment, asked to be designated automatically as 
the host due to having finished second in the October 2001 balloting (as 
announced, the one-ballot result was Montréal 31, Atlanta 11, Chicago 7, Los 
Angeles 1). The Federation said a second ballot was called for — the second place 
vote count was not sufficiently high and we do not know how those who selected 
Montréal might have voted for a second choice. Within several days, Atlanta 
announced it would not compete again to host Gay Games VII.
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171.  The Federation is extremely grateful that representatives of the Atlanta, Chicago 
and Los Angeles bid committees were in Chicago for our annual meeting. Chicago 
and Los Angeles are now investigating the feasibility of organizing the Gay Games 
in such a short timeframe. We believe it is challenging but not impossible — people 
who have been through it know that the major work of organizing a Gay Games 
comes in the two-year period beforehand.

172.  Regardless, our entire community should be grateful to these city groups for being 
ready to offer their services for the continuation of the Gay Games movement. We 
wish them well for the upcoming site selection process. We urge the entire 
community not only to show them your gratitude during the bidding process but 
your support to the selected host once it has been determined.

173.  We are also encouraged that several other cities have written the FGG by stating 
their willingness to host our event as a back-up plan. Currently, the Federation 
board believes it is in the best interest of the movement to investigate only the most 
realistic options at this time, represented by the organizations who have already 
done a lot of preliminary preparations by completing the previous bidding process in 
good faith for Gay Games VII.

174.  Although the Gay Games originated in the United States, the Federation has 
always had as a key goal the expansion and internationalization of the Gay Games 
movement. For example, predictions that the FGG would elect to return to North 
America following Amsterdam proved untrue by the selection of Sydney. Apart from 
the Gay Games, the Federation has held meetings twice in Vancouver, twice in 
Sydney, and once each in Amsterdam, Berlin, Johannesburg and Montréal. Holding 
the Games in a non English speaking and multicultural city like Montréal would 
certainly have assisted us in further internationalizing the movement.

175.  However, while the two current potential candidates for Gay Games VII are U.S. 
cities, both are outstanding metropolitan areas with significant immigrant 
populations and much to offer in the way of reaching new constituents to further the 
Gay Games' goals. With the support of the Gay Games community worldwide, we 
are sure either city will endeavor its best to assist the Federation in the globalization 
of our event.
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176.  With this, we come to the end of our reflections on recent events. We appreciate 
your consideration of our viewpoints, and we would be happy to hear from you 
regarding your thoughts. Please eMail us at info@gaygames.org with 
"COMMENTS" in the Subject Line. 

Return to Top

Sincerely yours,

The Executive Committee and the Montréal Liaison Task Force,
on behalf of the Federation of Gay Games
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Federation of Gay Games
Outsports.com Interview - 28 September 2003
 
This is an edited, accurate version of Federation of Gay Games Secretary Charlie Carson’s 
report of his conversation with Outsports on 28 September 2003, submitted to the Federation’s 
Executive Committee and Montréal Liaison Task Force a few hours after that interview.  As 
previously reported and told to Montréal 2006 via letter, Mr. Carson spoke with Outsports with 
the authority of the Federation's Executive Committee and the Montréal Liaison Task Force.
 
====================  
 
[opening pleasantries]

Carson:  Our basic viewpoint regarding the current situation is that the Federation is still 
negotiating with Montreal and we remain optimistic that we can reach agreement about the Gay 
Games in Montreal in 2006.

Outsports’ Cyd Ziegler:  What are the chief sticking points? 

Carson:  I knew you were going to ask that, and right now, because we want to keep negotiations 
on track, I have to decline to get into specifics.

Outsports:  We hear they still want to have a Gay Games of 20,000 people, which of course is 
twice the size of the Olympics.

Carson:  We put out a press release back in May that said we have been talking with them about 
plans for an event similar to the size of past Gay Games.

Outsports:  We hear they want to lower the license fee.  Is that a possibility? 

Carson:  All I can say is negotiations are still going on. 

Outsports:  Why did you change the system of naming the runner-up city? 

Carson:  We made a procedural error in 1997.  We should have taken a second ballot to 
determine the second place city when instead, by agreement with everyone ahead of time, we 
named as runner-up the city with the next highest number of votes in the same ballot that Sydney 
won.  For this time, we decided not to name a runner-up.

Outsports:  Will the runner-up ever be announced? 

Carson:  Yes.  It’s always been scheduled to be announced at this coming annual meeting.  Of 
course that will be after the November 7 deadline so it has absolutely no effect on the negotiations 
with Montreal.

Outsports:  Can you tell me what’s the license fee? 
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Carson:  The same as for Sydney.  Around $650,000.  All bidding organizations for 2006 were 
given that amount as the potential license fee back in 2001.

Outsports:  Are you open to lowering it? 

Carson:  That gets into a negotiating area and again we prefer not to comment on that. 

Outsports:  There’s a rumor that the Federation is broke. 

Carson:  No, we’re not broke.  Of course we’re a typical volunteer organization but we’re OK.  
Might as well also go on record as saying that we have not received any money from Montreal 
2006.

Outsports:  Have they offered any? 

Carson:  No. 

Outsports:  What happens if you don’t reach agreement? 

Carson:  We have directors discussing our own Plan B.  While of course we are hoping to work 
things out, anyone would understand that we have to be prepared.

Outsports:  The word is that they’ve threatened to sue you.  Is that true? 

Carson:  You have to understand that in a negotiation both sides have their own interests to 
protect and we just consider everything that’s been said to be part of the negotiation.  And, again, 
our position is that we continue to remain optimistic that we can work things out.

Outsports:  I understand there’s a press release floating around [about the negotiations]. 

Carson:  I can tell you that’s not true because as you know I’m the one who writes them.  That 
doesn’t mean if the situation changes I won’t be doing something quickly.  One bit of news that 
will be coming out is we’ve gotten back the results of the participation survey from Sydney and 
we’ll be getting something out about that soon, and Outsports will of course be one of the first 
ones to get it.  There were a few surprises but in general the results are backing up a lot of what 
have just been anecdotes previously.

Outsports:  There’s a rumor that they might go ahead and organize a big event with sports but 
just not call it the Gay Games.  What does the Federation think about that?

Carson:  That would be their decision. 

Outsports:  But surely they recognize the value of the Gay Games brand. 

Carson:  I think they do because we're still in negotiations. 

Outsports:  There’s a belief that Montreal is organizing a party with some sports events.  What’s 
your reaction to that?
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Carson:  No, Montreal 2006, the organization, is organizing 30 sports, an opening and closing 
ceremony and some cultural events.

Outsports:  Why would people think that? 

Carson:  Well, it is true, though, that the dates coincide with their annual pride festival.  The main 
reason for that is their summer is relatively short, and the Federation agreed to those dates.  Of 
course we had the Gay Games with the pride festival in New York and people have their varying 
opinions about how that worked.

[general conversation] 

Carson:  I want to be clear that my personal opinion expressed in the Sydney Star Observer is my 
opinion and not necessarily that of the Federation board.

[general discussion about the IGLA Championships] 

Carson:  M2006 sent Mark and Josée, their new sports director, to the IGLA Championships and 
there was a great deal of conversation about this situation there, so maybe you might want to 
speak with IGLA officers about it.

Outsports:  We’ve talked about doing two articles – one about the general situation and another 
getting the viewpoints of various sports organizations.  I’ll be contacting Montreal this week.  
[remark about the local community in Montréal]

Carson:  Our May press release talks about local community relations towards the end, so look at 
that. 

Outsports:  [general remarks about never having been to the Gay Games before Sydney and how 
it changed his perspective on the event]

Carson:  We truly believe that throughout this period we’ve done our best to keep in mind what’s 
best for our constituents and the future of the event.  You know, four straight deficits – that has to 
stop.  I do want to reiterate that we’re still optimistic about reaching agreement to have the 2006 
Gay Games in our first choice, Montreal.  If we reach agreement, none of these things will be 
important because we’ll be going forward.  If we don’t, then of course we’ll be open about the 
details later.  The Federation has not put out much lately because we believe it’s been in the best 
interest of negotiations to keep things fairly low key and behind the scenes.

Outsports:  You know that on November 7 I’ll be calling you if I haven’t heard, so I hope you’re 
not busy that day. 

Carson:  I’ll be at work and that’ll be the day I’m trying to get ready to go to the annual meeting 
and my bosses invariably pile it on the day that I leave to a Federation or swimming event because 
they know I’m going to be gone for a week.  But I actually hope we’ll have reached agreement 
before then anyway.

http://www.gaygames.com/en/FGGOutsportsInterview20030928.htm (3 of 4) [12/1/2003 10:45:14 PM]



Outsports

[Thanks from Outsports and goodbyes.] 
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THE GAY GAMES MOVE FORWARD
 

Federation of Gay Games undaunted by Montréal 2006’s attempt to divide the Gay 
Games movement

 
 

 
CHICAGO, 13 November 2003 — The Federation of Gay Games, as the founding and official 
licensing body of the Gay Games movement, assures the global GLBT community that it is 
committed to providing a Gay Games that will remain a profound expression of and vehicle for 
the unity of gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender persons across the world.  Despite the 
disappointing results of the negotiations, Federation Directors have continued the important 
committee work this week that enables the Gay Games to move forward.  The Federation’s annual 
meeting is scheduled to end tomorrow, Friday, 14 November 2003.
 
The Federation of Gay Games is saddened and bewildered by Montréal 2006's aggressive 
offensive to promote its position at the cost of dividing the GLBT community in general and the 
Gay Games movement in particular.  Seeking to put to rest these divisions, the Federation is 
compelled to answer the inaccuracies of Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006’s 11 November 2003 press 
release.
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Accusations are untrue that the Federation of Gay Games demands full financial control
Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006’s 11 November 2003 press release states that the Federation 
demands "full financial control of the 2006 Games."  The reality is that Federation sought not full 
financial control but, rather, robust budgetary oversight.  After a fourth consecutive Gay Games 
budget deficit at the Sydney Gay Games in 2002—this time largely due to overspeculation in the 
amount of attendees–the Federation felt stronger than ever that it is the Federation’s responsibility 
to monitor the financial undertakings of a host city to ensure that participants at future Gay 
Games, including Gay Games VII, need not doubt the future of the event due to overspending.
 
 
The Federation does indeed represent more than itself
Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 has also issued divisive remarks that the Federation "represents little 
more than itself, with only 21 of the 1000 sports teams around the world being FGG members." 
 This remarkably misleading statement is shown errant by even a cursory look at the Federation 
roster, which reveals the following voting Director Organizations:
 

§         European Gay and Lesbian Sports Federation -- representing thousands of athletes and 
multiple sports throughout Europe
§         Gay and Lesbian Rowing Federation -- representing 21 teams on three continents
§         International Association of Gay and Lesbian Martial Artists -- representing martial artists 
from Australia, Canada, China, England, France, Italy, Germany, Malaysia, the Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Russia, Thailand, Turkey, United States, and western 
Africa
§         International Front Runners -- representing more than 100 running clubs and thousands of 
runners worldwide
§         International Gay and Lesbian Aquatics -- representing more than 50 swim clubs and 
thousands of swimmers worldwide
§         International Gay and Lesbian Football Association -- representing an emerging league of 
football (soccer) players worldwide with delegates from Argentina, Denmark, France, 
Germany, Japan, Venezuela, and the United States
§         International Gay and Lesbian Ice Hockey Association -- representing 59 teams and 
nearly 2,000 athletes and officials, with 17 member organizations
§         International Gay Bowling Organization, Inc. -- representing thousands of bowlers and 
many teams worldwide
§         International Gay Figure Skating Union -- representing figure skaters worldwide
§         Numerous umbrella sport organizing committees in cities including Vancouver, Seattle, 
Toronto, Sydney, Berlin, Paris, Johannesburg, Chicago, and Cologne, to name a few -- all of 
which, collectively, represent tens of thousands of gay and lesbian athletes and scores of 
established and emerging gay and lesbian sport opportunities on at least four continents.
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The Federation represents far more than itself.  It is literally composed of directorships that 
attempt the difficult task of effectively representing the global GLBT sport community on a 
largely voluntary and unpaid basis.  In contrast, Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 was organized to 
represent itself only.
 
Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006’s proclaiming itself to be more representative of the global gay and 
lesbian sport community than the Federation of Gay Games is simply not founded on any accurate 
data or member organizations to the degree of the Federation of Gay Games.
 
 
What really happened in the negotiation between the Federation of Gay Games and Rendez-
Vous Montréal 2006
After almost two years of negotiations (which had resulted in a "Draft 12" of a proposed License 
Agreement between Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 and the Federation), Rendez-Vous Montréal 
2006 submitted a "Draft 13" that unilaterally proposed new terms and departed significantly from 
the two years of work that had gone into developing Draft 12.  Draft 13 also included significant 
changes from their original bid documents as submitted to the Federation in 2001 (the basis for 
their selection as potential host for Gay Games VII), such as a 22% increase in participant 
registration fees.
 
Commencing on Saturday, 8 November, both parties spent 15 hours negotiating differences in 
Chicago.  However, by 3:00 a.m. CST on Sunday (while the Federation team was busy drafting 
into "Draft 13.5" the agreements that they thought had been reached during the negotiating 
session), the Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 legal counsel Marie-Laure Leclercq informed the FGG 
that Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 was ending negotiations.
 
Following a full day of deliberation by the Federation's Board of Directors on Monday, 10 
November, the Federation offered a final version of Draft 13.5 that the Federation believed 
addressed all of Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006's concerns, including even further concessions.
 
However, by Tuesday morning, the Federation's logo and the words "Gay Games" had been 
removed from the entire Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 website and Montréal 2006 had posted a 
press release that continued to contain blatant inaccuracies.
 
During the course of the Federation’s annual meeting, Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 was given 30 
minutes to answer nine questions from the Federation's Board, approximately three minutes each. 
 After spokesperson Mark Tewksbury said, “We won’t need three minutes for each,” the Montréal 
delegates used a total of only 12 minutes, ending with an ultimatum to accept Montréal's version 
13 within one and a half hours or Montréal was walking.  Montréal has since claimed that they 
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were given only 12 minutes, which is patently false.
 
The Federation of Gay Games board did not vote on Draft 13 because negotiations on Saturday 
had generated Draft 13.5.  With the exception of segments that the lawyers for both sides were to 
meet to resolve early Sunday morning when Leclercq delivered the word that Montréal 2006 was 
walking away, the version of Draft 13.5 offered by the Federation on Monday addressed all 
clauses that Montréal 2006 had found objectionable.
 
 
The Federation of Gay Games was not seeking to put a ceiling on the amount of participants
The Federations request for a financial model that could support 12,000 athletes was not a ceiling 
or a cap, but rather a foundational starting point on which to build the games as large as Montréal 
desired.  Indeed, Draft 13.5 accepted Montréal 2006's initial target of 16,000 participants and a 
budget of $16M CDN as a base.
 
Draft 13.5 included mechanisms that would have allowed increases to the size and scope of 
Rendez-Vous Montréal 2006 upon achievement of financial targets.  Objections cited by Montréal 
2006 on Monday--in response to questions from the Federation Board--were removed from the 
final version of Draft 13.5.
 
 
Accusations that the Federation offers no support to host cities is false
The Federation has traditionally provided direct support to host cities in the form of cooperative 
marketing, promotion, and sponsorships (i.e., "fundraising").  In support of Sydney 2002, the 
Federation authorized over US$100,000 for a global marketing campaign to augment Sydney's 
regional efforts.  Had S2002 not encountered financial difficulties, this cooperative expenditure 
alone would have accounted for more than 15% of the Federation's license fee.
 
 
 
MESSAGE FROM FEDERATION CO-PRESIDENT KATHLEEN WEBSTER
(Adapted from a speech delivered Wednesday, 12 November 2003)
 
Over twenty years ago, when faced with incredible challenge, a group of lesbians and gay men 
and supporters joined together as a team to create a positive force for change.
 
The result is the Gay Games.
 
Just last year we gathered together and – despite yet again many challenges – we played great 
sports and celebrated our stories and diversity in art and culture at Gay Games VI in Sydney, 
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Australia.
 
That is what the Federation and the Gay Games are all about.
 
Today, we have yet another challenge.  But that is nothing new to any of us as LGBT people – to 
any of our friends around the world.  We will face that challenge together, together with the 
support of our friends.  Together we will prevail and keep the Gay Games movement alive and 
successful.
 
This is the legacy to us from Tom Waddell and the founders of the Gay Games movement.
 
This is the legacy we will pass on to those who come after us – to preserve the Gay Games 
mission, vision and celebration to hand over to future generations.
 
Today, with our supporters around the world, we open the door to our new future.
 
 
 
Federasie mede-president Kathleen Webster se boodskap.
(Vertaal van ‘n toespraak wat Woensdag 12 November 2003 gelewer was)
 
Meer as twintig jaar gelede, toe ongelooflike uitdagings ons in die gesig gestaar het, het ‘n groep 
van lesbians en gay mans en hulle ondersteuners as ‘n span  vergader om ‘n positiewe mag vir 
verandering te ontwikkel.
 
Die resultaat was die ‘Gay Games’.
 
Net verlede jaar het ons weer saam vergader – weereens ongeag baie uitdagings – om by die ‘Gay 
Games VI’ in Sydney, Australia deel te neem aan sport en ons stories en diversiteit  in kuns en 
kultuur te fier. 
 
Dit is wat die ‘Federation of Gay Games’ verteenwoordig.
 
Vandag het ons weer ‘n uitdaging, maar dit is niks nuut vir ons LGBT mense of enige van ons 
vriende wêreld wyd nie. Met die ondersteuning van ons vriende sal ons saam hierdie uitdaging 
weerstaan. Saam sal ons oorleef en die ‘Gay Games’ beweging lewendig en suksesvol hou. 
 
Dit is ons ervenis van Tom Waddell en die skeppers van die ‘Gay Games’ beweging.
 
Dit is die ervenis wat ons gaan nalaat vir daardie mense wat na ons gaan kom – om die ‘Gay 
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Games’ missie en visie te preserveer en aan toekomstige generasies te oorhandig.
 
Vandag, met ons ondersteuners wêreld wyd, maak ons die deur na ons nuwe toekoms toe oop.
 
Vertaal by Eurika Otto (eurikao@hotmail.com)
 
***
 
 
Message de Kathleen Webster co-présidente de la Fédération des Jeux Gais
(adapté du message délivré mercredi 12 novembre 2003)
 
Il y a plus de vingt ans, confronté à d’incroyables défis, un groupe de lesbiennes, de gais et de 
leurs amis a constitué une équipe pour créer ensemble une force positive pour le changement.
 
Le résultat fut la création des Jeux Gais.
 
Encore l’an dernier, nous nous sommes rassemblés – malgré une nouvelle fois de nombreuses 
difficultés – pour pratiquer nos sports et célébrer nos histoires et notre diversité culturelle et 
artistique aux sixièmes Jeux Gais à Sydney, Australie.
 
C’est de cela qu’il s’agit à la Fédération et aux Jeux Gais.
 
Aujourd’hui, nous avons néanmoins un nouveau défi. Mais cela n’a rien de nouveau pour aucun 
d’entre nous, membres de la communauté GLBT, pour aucun de nos amis du monde entier. Nous 
affronterons ce défi ensemble, ensemble avec le soutien de nos amis. Ensemble, nous allons faire 
prévaloir, vivre et réussir le mouvement des Jeux Gais.
 
C’est l’héritage de Tom Waddell et des fondateurs du mouvements des Jeux Gais.
 
C’est l’héritage que nous transfèrerons à nos successeurs – pour pérenniser la mission, la vision et 
la célébration des Jeux Gais et les transmettre aux générations futures.
 
Aujourd’hui, avec tous nos soutiens du monde entier, nous ouvrons la porte d’un nouveau futur.
 
Traduit par Manuel F. Picaud (mfpan@aol.com)
 
***
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Information der Co-Praesidentin der Federation of Gay Games
(Mittwoch, 12. November 2003)
 
Vor mehr als 20 Jahren bildete eine Gruppe von Lesben und Schwulen zusammen mit 
Gleichgesinnten eine Gemeinschaft, um den immer staerker werdenden Herausforderungen 
gerecht zu werden.
 
Das Ergebnis sind die Gay Games.
 
Erst letztes Jahr konnten wir trotz einiger Schwierigkeiten mit einem grossen Sport- und 
Kulturprogramm unser Anliegen und unsere Vielschichtigkeit im Rahmen der Gay Games VI in 
Sydney/Australien feiern.
 
Das ist die Federation und die Gay Games.
 
Heute stehen wir einer neuen Herausforderung gegenueber. Fuer uns als lesbische, schwule, 
bisexuele und transgender-Gemeinschaft sowie unsere Freunde in der ganzen Welt ist dies nicht 
Neues. Mit der Unterstuetzung unserer Freunde sind wir dieser Herausforderung gewachsen. Alle 
zusammen werden wir die Gay Games- Bewegung lebendig halten und erfolgreich gestalten.
 
Das ist unsere Aufgabe, die uns Tom Wadell, der Begruender der Gay Games, mit auf den Weg 
gegeben hat.
 
Das ist die Aufgabe, die wir denen, die nach uns kommen, weitergeben werden, um Mission und 
Vision der Gay Games auch in zukuenftigen Generationen wach zu halten.
 
Mit all unseren Unterstuetzern werden wir die Zukunft gestalten.
 
Uebersetzung: Karl-Heinz Schmitz  (karlheinzschmitz@t-online.de)
 
***
 
 
Erklæring fra “Federation of Gay Games” co-president Kathleen Webster
(utdrag fra en tale holdt i Chicago på Onsdag, 12. November, 2003)
 
For over 20 år siden, og mot utrolige utfortdringer, en gruppe lesbiske kvinner, homofile menn, og 
deres støttespillere sluttet seg sammen for å skape positiv og sterk forandring.
 
Resultatet ble de “Homofile (Olympiske) Leker”, eller “Gay Games”.
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Så sent som ifjor kom bevegelsen sammen nok en gang, til tross for mange utfordringer, og 
konkurrerte i sportsgrener og feiret våre historier og seire i kunst og kultur under “Gay Games VI” 
i Sydney, Australia.
 
Det er det som teller når vi snakker om “The Federation of Gay Games” (Føderasjonen av 
Homofile Leker).
 
Idag har vi nok en utfordring.  Men det er ikke noe nytt for oss, eller for våre venner over hele 
verden.  Vi møter slike utfordringer sammen, og forént, med støtte fra våre venner.  Vi vil lykkes 
gjennom samarbeid, og de Homofile Leker (Gay Games) vil leve videre med styrke og suksess.
 
Dét er den arven fra Dr. Tom Waddell og grunnleggerne av de Homofile Leker vi vil videreføre.  
Arven om å forévige de Homofile Lekers misjon, visjon, og feiring er det vi vil videreføre til de 
som kommer etter oss.  
 
Idag, og med hjelp av våre støttespillere over hele verden, åpner vi døren mot vår nye framtid.
 
Oversatt av Arve Kristian Nergaard (nergaard@comcast.net)
 
***
 
 
Mensaje de la Co-Presidenta de la Federación: Kathleen Webster
 
Hace más de veinte años nos enfrentamos a un reto increíble: un grupo de lesbianas y gays, con el 
apoyo de sus amigos, se unieron, con ánimo positivo, para juntos tratar de cambiar la vida y el 
mundo.
 
El resultado son los Gay Games.
 
El año pasado, por estas mismas fechas, nos volvimos a reunir y, pese a vernos otra vez frente a 
nuevos retos, disfrutamos de una gran experiencia deportiva y celebramos nuestra historia y 
diversidad, en el arte y la cultura, en los VI Gay Games, en Sydney, Australia.  En eso consisten el 
quehacer de la Federación y la celebración de los Gay Games.
 
Hoy, una vez más, nos vemos ante otro desafío.  Nada nuevo para nosotros, lesbianas, gays, 
bisexuales y transexuales, ni para nuestros amigos en todo el mundo.  Juntos haremos frente a ese 
desafío.  Juntos, con la ayuda de nuestros amigos.  Juntos lo conseguiremos y mantendremos 
vivos y con éxito el movimiento de los Gay Games.
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Esta es la herencia que nos legaron Tom Wadell y los fundadores del movimiento de los Gay 
Games.
 
Y esta es la herencia que dejaremos a los que nos sucedan: perpetuar la misión, visión y 
celebración de los Gay Games y transmitirla a las generaciones futuras.
 
En el día de hoy, con el apoyo de nuestros amigos en todo el mundo, abrimos las puertas de un 
nuevo futuro.
 
Traducción: Pepe Garcia Vazquez (pepegv7@hotmail.com)
 
 
 
 

 
Wednesday, 12 November 2003

Chicago Cultural Center, Preston Bradley Hall
 

Back row: Alderman Tom Tunney, Rob Hunden, Kevin Boyer, Christopher Pries, Mark Cihlar,
Front row: Dennis Sneyers, Federation Co-Presidents Roberto Mantaci and Kathleen Webster, 
Chicago Mayor Richard M. Daley, LGBT Chicago Liaison William Greaves, Suzanne Arnold

 
 

 About The Federation of Gay Games:
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The Federation of Gay Games is the international governing body that perpetuates the quadrennial 
Gay Games and promotes the event's founding principles of inclusion, participation and personal 
best.  The Gay Games was conceived by Dr. Tom Waddell, an Olympic decathlete, and was first 
held in San Francisco in 1982 with 1,350 participants.  Subsequent Gay Games were held in San 
Francisco (1986; 3,500 participants), Vancouver (1990; 7,300 participants), New York (1994; 
12,500 participants), Amsterdam (1998; 13,000 participants), and Sydney (2002; 11,000 
participants).
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Federation of Gay Games Annual Meeting
10 November 20003
Questions and Answers
Federation of Gay Games to Montréal 2006
 
 
Montréal 2006 was represented by Mark Tewksbury, Jacques Taillefer, Josée Généreux 
and Tom Czerniecki; all answers were spoken by Mark Tewksbury after consultation 
with the other Montréal 2006 representatives.  Doug Litwin, Delegate to the Federation 
from the Lesbian & Gay Band Association, asked the questions.  All nine questions were 
read as a group, and then the questions were asked one at a time so that each question 
could be answered individually.  Montréal 2006 was allotted up to three minutes to 
answer each question.  The notes below are substantially complete, as indicated.
 

1.  Does your group here now have the authority to negotiate and reach an 
agreement with the FGG?  If not, who are your key decision makers?  Who 
has the power?

 
Answer:  We won’t need three minutes for each.  No, we do not have the authority.  The 
rest of the negotiating team left yesterday.  We have contact with them.  If need be, we 
can talk to them as necessary.  For this negotiation we changed the negotiating team.  
The ones were myself, Lucie Duguay, Paul Uline, Jacques Taillefer and François Goulet.
 

2.  Do you think that your best interests are being served by your legal counsel 
and by your Executive Director?

 
Answer:  I would like to respectfully decline to answer that question, the same as I could 
ask of you.  I think this question comes from a place of mistrust.
 

3.  Who is directing your press campaign?

 
Answer:  Montréal 2006 has a marketing and communications director, Tom Czerniecki 
and Jean Héon.  It was never our intention to bring this into the public domain.  We woke 
up in our market with media trained to pay attention to the Gay Games.  In our 
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perspective, it was a reactionary campaign, because of some comments made by 
someone in an online world.  We started the first press release.  We are doing a business.  
We did a pro-active campaign.  Unfortunately, that was the chain of events that happened 
and that is how we are here today.
 

4.  Why were negotiations broken off and is Montréal 2006 still interested in 
doing a deal with the Federation?

 
Answer:  After two years of negotiations and another 12 hours on Friday [sic], after the 
changes to the drafts were made with the lawyers, we received a draft and there were 
some changes.  One of the points was not met.  We decided it was nonnegotiable from 
both sides and so decided to stop negotiations.  At 2:30 we made the decision not to 
accept draft 13.5.  We had put 13.0 back on the table earlier.  We object to the term 
“walking away” as [regards to] of 13.5.  The second part, is Montréal 2006 still willing to 
negotiate with the FGG?  Yes, but our draft is 13.0.  [Our] final offer is 13.0.
 

5.  Is draft 13 still on offer from M2006 with 655 K US license fee?

 
Answer: [Statement that this had been answered during the previous response.]
 

6.  Will Montréal 2006 sign draft 13.5 including an amnesty clause by 5 p.m. 
Wednesday, 12 November?  If not then, why not?  What are the sticking 
points?

 
Answer:  For the record, we reject 13.5.  Schedule O is the sticking point, the right of 
approval on increases in budget.  It is the deal breaker despite all other progress made.  
It’s the point of contention for our partners and the deal breaker for our partners.  13.0 is 
Montréal 2006’s final offer.
 
 

7.  Given all the press releases and e-mail communications of recent weeks, if the 
FGG signs a license agreement with Montréal 2006 then how can we trust 
Montréal 2006?  Will the attacks on the Federation cease?
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Answer:  Again, I think that it’s time for both sides of this to take the high road.  There 
has been a [failure] of trust [on] both sides.  We could ask the same question to you.  
[_____] to fulfill the vision you have for the Gay Games.  We changed our negotiation 
team.  Perhaps change the negotiation team to work together to make sure the 
relationship gets out of the gate on a level of trust.  I think it’s still possible to work 
together.
 

8.  Why has Montréal 2006 not shared the sponsorship contracts and other 
agreements signed with the negotiating team?

 
Answer:  As the negotiating teams have said to each other, we signed ours in a strange 
position with no license agreement on both sides of the table.  [_________.]  At this 
point we wanted to be sure there was a successful license agreement before we shared 
that information.
 

9.  Where does Montréal 2006 think that we all go from here?

 
Answer:  We think the FGG should agree and take license agreement 13 and let us know 
if we have a deal by 5 o’clock tonight.  We have been negotiating for 2 days.  We are in 
limbo.  We are exhausted and it’s time to make a decision.
 
 
 
(Thanks were expressed to the Montréal 2006 representatives at which point they left the 
room.)
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 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
 
 CONTACT: 
 Jake Stafford 
 Witeck • Combs Communications 
 P: 202-887-0500, ext. 16 
 F: 202-887-5633 
 jstafford@witeckcombs.com 

 
 
 

FEDERATION OF GAY GAMES BOARD SEEKS TO RESOLVE 
IMPASSE WITH MONTRÉAL 2006 REGARDING GAY GAMES VII 

 
 

 
CHICAGO, 10 November 2003 — At 5:45 p.m. today, the Federation of Gay Games presented delegates of the 
Organizing Committee of Montréal 2006 with a resolution passed shortly before by the Federation’s full board.  The 
resolution was passed with the support of over 85% of the directors and delegates present. 
 
The resolution makes a final offer to Montréal 2006.  The full terms of the resolution are printed below.  In summary, the 
Federation offers to keep open for acceptance until 1:00 p.m. central standard time Wednesday, 12 November 2003 the 
draft licensing agreement offered by the Federation to Montréal 2006 in the early hours of Sunday, 9 November.  In 
addition to the terms offered on Sunday, the Federation made further concessions on some issues that appeared to be of 
particular importance to Montréal 2006. 
 
If the Federation’s offer is not accepted, Montréal 2006 will lose its designation as the official host of Gay Games VII. 
 
The Federation’s motion also offers Montréal 2006 an amnesty in relation to any disputes that have arisen recently, once 
Montréal 2006 gives the Federation full disclosure of Montréal 2006’s agreements and activities. 
 
Resolution of the Federation of Gay Games 
5:45 p.m. Chicago time 
Monday, 10 November 2003 
 
That the Federation of Gay Games inform Montreal 2006 that draft 13.5 of approximately 4 a.m. on 9 November 2003; 
 

• removing the Federation of Gay Games’ right to a share of Post-Games Surplus; 

• deleting the notes from Schedule O; 

• and including or deleting clauses O5 and O11 of Schedule O, as Montreal 2006 chooses; 
 

together with an amnesty commensurate with disclosure by Montreal 2006 to the Federation of Gay Games of its agreements and activities, is open as a 
final offer for acceptance by Montreal until 1 p.m. on Wednesday, 12 November 2003. 
 
Failing acceptance, the Federation of Gay Games is to cease negotiating with Montreal 2006 and to set in train a process to select a different host for 
Gay Games VII. 
 
Yes 40.  No 4.  Abstentions 2.  Motion passed. 
 

-30- 
 
About The Federation of Gay Games: 
The Federation of Gay Games is the international governing body that perpetuates the quadrennial Gay Games and 
promotes the event's founding principles of inclusion, participation and personal best.  The Gay Games was conceived by 
Dr. Tom Waddell, an Olympic decathlete, and was first held in San Francisco in 1982 with 1,350 participants.  
Subsequent Gay Games were held in San Francisco (1986; 3,500 participants), Vancouver (1990; 7,300 participants), 
New York (1994; 12,500 participants), Amsterdam (1998; 13,000 participants), and Sydney (2002; 11,000 participants). 
 



1)  
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INTRODUCTION

The following document is a reflection of the Image of the Gay Games.  The creation of this
document is a result of the Federation’s work with the Strategic Planning Committee, the Executive
Committee and the Sydney Liaison Task Force as well as many conversations with Federation
directors and delegates who bring years of experience in the planning and management of the Gay
Games.  The Image Paper is a reflection of the experience, learning and thoughts concerning some
of the core issues the Federation has faced in the past and continues to encounter presently as
expressed over several years by a committed group of Federation directors, delegates and
volunteers; by key stakeholders in the Gay Games movement – including sponsors, supporters and
participants and the board and staff of Sydney 2002.

The goal of the Image Paper is to stimulate creative thinking and dialogue, serve as a guide for the
Federation in identifying and addressing core and important issues and provide the following
guidelines to host organizations and to organizations bidding for future Gay Games:

Guidelines that address the “image” of the event, which are intended to help host and
bidding organizations to better distinguish the components of the event that the Federation
considers as core components (this is where the emphasis, focus and most of the resources
of a host is primarily directed) from those that are referred in this document as “ancillary”;
and

Guidelines that address the “size and scope” of the event, which are intended to help host
and bidding organizations to determine a prudent allocation of their resources.

It is expected that this document will go through periodic revision as the Federation continues to
meet the challenges of today, prepare for the future and address concerns and fulfill our mission to
make the Gay Games a stronger and more meaningful event.
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THE GAY GAMES – THE BEGINNING OF A DREAM

Dr. Tom Waddell, a 1968 Olympian in the decathlon, envisioned the dream of a Gay Games.  Tom
shared this dream with others in the San Francisco Bay area and in 1981 led a group of committed
lesbian and gay sports people to hold the first “Gay Olympics” in San Francisco in 1982.

Waddell had the idea to create Gay Games to:

Break down stereotypes around the notion of gays and lesbians in sports;

Build bridges between the mainstream (heterosexual) and LGBT sports community; and

Foster the creation, both locally and internationally, of a context and a movement in which
an increasing number of inclusive sports activities would be available for gays and lesbians.

Dr. Waddell’s dream was originally fulfilled by San Francisco Arts & Athletics, a local
organization that in 1989 legally changed itself into an international governing body, the Federation
of Gay Games.

The Federation’s mission is to foster and augment the self-respect of the LGBT community
throughout the world, primarily through an organized, international athletic and cultural event held
every four years commonly known as the “Gay Games.”  The Federation of Gay Games exists to
safeguard the spirit, integrity and quality of the Gay Games so that the Games can assist in the full
emancipation of lesbians, gay men, bisexuals, transgender throughout the world.  To this end, the
Federation values inclusion, participation and attainment of personal best (the Federation’s
Principles), as well as celebration, emancipation, respect and honesty.  In order to maintain its
activities and sustain the organization for the future, the Federation operates as a fiscally
responsible non-profit community enterprise that invests in the strengthening and development of
the lesbian and gay communities through sport and culture.
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SPORTS AND ITS PARTICIPANTS – THE CORE
AND SOUL OF THE GAY GAMES
The element that makes the Gay Games unique with respect to other LGBT events of comparable
size is the sports component.  The Gay Games sports program has proven, over time, to be the
foundation for the components of the event and the other ancillary activities.

The Sports Program of each Gay Games  includes:

Core Sports: The core sports of the Gay Games consist of twenty (20) sports selected by
the Federation to represent the Federation’s Principles of inclusion, participation and
attainment of personal best.

Additional Sports: In addition to the core sports, each Gay Games Host may choose up to
eight (8) sports to make up the sports program for that particular Gay Games.

All sports are conducted in accordance with the Federation of Gay Games Red Book. Specifically,
the sports must:

Conform to international rules set forth by the approved international amateur sporting
body applicable to the particular Core or Additional Sport.

Conform to and be consistent with the Federation’s Principles.

Permit participation regardless of gender and age;

Permit sanctioning of a sport, if the Federation determines that sanctioning a given sport
enhances the Federation’s Principles and enhances safety or reduces potential liability for
the Host or the Federation.

Foster the participation of casual participants in sanctioned sports, without significant cost
penalty.

Advocate a safe, appropriate and accessible venue.

Recognize that such rules, policies and procedures may be affected by and must conform to
the Federation of Gay Games Ergogenic Substances Policy.

Sports being considered for inclusion or retention in the Gay Games sports program should adhere
to the following criteria:

Provide for continuity from one Gay Games to the next.

Allow for the broadest representation of the LGBT sporting community.

Enhance contact with and develop relationships with international governing/organizing
bodies.

Provide a forum in which to create our own international governing/organizing body where
necessary.  Examples of this include the International Gay and Lesbian Figure Skating
Union and the International Association of Gay and Lesbian Martial Artists.

Must be played internationally.

Have diversity of participant types (for example, team and individual participants).

Foster diversity of skill type (for example, figure skating, wrestling, martial arts and track
and field all require different motor skills).

Encourage the participation regardless of gender and age.
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Include categories or divisions that appeal to or are open to a broad range of:
Ages;
Physical abilities;
Experience or skill levels, where applicable;
Recreational and elite levels.

Be cost effective or cost neutral for the Host.

Previous host cities have tried to propose and institute a complementary program of exhibition
sports, which are sports not included in the official sports program.  In many cases, the sports
selected are indigenous to the geographical region of the host.  However, prior history and
experience demonstrate that the inclusion of exhibition sports diverts certain and sometimes
significant resources from the Host for a program that is usually significantly reduced or eliminated
altogether.  As such, it is the Federation’s position that the host should not divert resources for the
organization of exhibition sports.  The Host may propose to add exhibition sports only when and if
their feasibility is indisputably determined.  The Federation will have the right to approve or
disapprove such additions.

Guidelines with respect to the size and scope of the sports program are addressed in the Red Book
and a separate document defining the size of the minimal plan that must constitute the host’s initial
plan of implementation of the event.  Among other things, those documents define the total number
of participants to be used by the Host in developing in the Initial Plan for the production of the
event.  The Federation does not define caps for the number of participants per sport, because such
caps depend on too many specific factors that are particularly host-related, such as the venues
proposed by the host or the duration of a specific tournament.  Whenever possible, however, the
Federation Sports Committee will provide formulae permitting the hosts to determine the optimal
utilization of their venues, including the computation of the maximum number of participants that a
given tournament may include, based on those aforementioned specific factors.

Additionally, in order to ensure that the Gay Games sport program is financially viable, hosts
should carefully conceive their participation fee table, especially for registrants entering multiple
sports.  Previous hosts have found that participants who registered in multiple sports represented a
significant financial loss due to the lack of an appropriate fee structure for multiple sport applicants.
Therefore, the Federation will encourage future hosts to consider implementation of a multi-priced
participant fee structure, specific per sport – that is, a higher participation fee may be applied to
sports that are more costly to produce.
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CULTURE – PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE
One of the key reasons a cultural component was initially included in the Gay Games was
administrative.  U.S. law did not permit 501(c)(3) nonprofit status for sports-only organizations at
the time San Francisco Arts and Athletics applied for the designation with the U.S. Internal
Revenue Service.  Consequently, the cultural component was necessary to qualify as a 501(c)(3)
corporation.  Although U.S. tax legislation was later amended and, today, sports-only organizations
are eligible for U.S. tax-exempt recognition, the cultural events have now undeniably become a
traditional component of the Gay Games.  There is also a belief, deservedly so, that artistic and
cultural expressions are manifestations of the diversity of the GLBT community.

Core Cultural Activities are participatory events requiring registration.  Examples include choir and
band performances (see more detail below).  These activities are addressed by the License
Agreement and in the cultural Red Book.  The Core Cultural Activities are open to anyone
regardless of their artistic skills or of their amateur/professional status.

Starting in 1986, in addition to the Core Cultural Activities, each Gay Games host attempted to
create a comprehensive Cultural Festival, including non-participatory special cultural performances
by individuals or artistic groups with wide-ranging degrees of professionalism.

Unfortunately, the Cultural Festivals have developed into a series of events that each host city has
increased in size and scope without sufficient consideration of budget impact or volunteer
resources.  Consequently, Gay Games III, Gay Games IV, Gay Games V and Gay Games VI have
all faced budget deficits to which the Cultural Festivals have significantly contributed.

Reasons are varied for failures of Gay Games Cultural Festivals, including:

Past lack of definition between the Core Cultural Activities and ancillary cultural events.

Significant expenditures (money, host staff, volunteer, advertising and marketing resources)
not balanced by the final income generated by the events, resulting in a financial shortfall.

Ambitious programming and budgeting, together with ticket sales that have not kept pace
with such ambitious programming.

Lack of focus on Core Cultural Activities.

Significant time, expertise and resources needed to produce an ambitious, large Cultural
Festival, with little to show in the way of results.

Incomplete financial records in connection with organizational planning of a large Cultural
Festival.

Downturn in the international economy.

Lack of a sponsorship program to offset costs of ancillary cultural events.

Varying commitment by LGBT cultural organizations themselves.

Repeated cultural component management turnover at Gay Games IV, V and VI.

Significant increase since 1982 in the number of organizations whose core mission is to
produce cultural and pride festivals and the consequent increase in the number of these
events worldwide.

It should be noted that both Stichting GGV (the Host Organization of GGV) and Sydney 2002 (the
Host Organization of GGVI) indicated in their post-event reports that their Cultural Festivals took
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too much time and effort on their parts to produce too few positive results.  In view of these facts,
the size and scope of cultural components at the Gay Games have been and are still being evaluated
by the Federation.

The Federation has determined that realistic and financially responsible cultural components of a
Gay Games include:

The traditional, participatory Core Cultural Activities (Bands and Chorus events, and the
Rainbow Run) and one visual art event (e.g. a painting, sculpture, photo or poster exhibit),
which themselves merit a careful analysis as to size, income generated, and local and/or
international focus.

Possibly, a set of additional participatory activities, which are open to everyone regardless
of their artistic skills (in line with FGG fundamental principles).  Hosts may propose the
addition of such events when income and resources are secured and/or guaranteed in excess
of those necessary for the implementation of the core components of the Gay Games.  Such
proposals are subject to the Federation’s approval.

All participatory cultural events should be conducted in an integrated manner with the sports events
(e.g., cultural events can be conducted at sports venues during the breaks of a sports event).  The
costs to organize, promote and produce them should be as close as possible to being completely
covered by the income generated.

The Federation has also determined that non participatory cultural activities may be offered only if
they can be outsourced to the event partners that agree to promote the image and message of the
Gay Games as defined by the Federation; these events must enhance and complement the image and
message of the Games, they must not use financial or volunteer resources of the Sports Program,
Core Cultural Activities, and Ceremonies and they must be subject to the Federation’s approval.
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OPENING AND CLOSING CEREMONIES
The Gay Games is an Olympic-like event and as such, the Opening and Closing Ceremonies
have become a traditional part of the Gay Games event.  However, our image and message –
based on our principles of participation, inclusion and attainment of personal best – are very
different from the Olympics.  The FGG strives for and takes pride in these differences that make
our event so unique.

One important difference is that the Ceremonies evoke the spirit of the Gay Games, focusing on the
history and accomplishments of its participants as well as reflecting the cultural history and
diversity of the host community.  The Federation supports the position that the Parade of
Participants should occur as early in the Ceremony as possible, so that the participants, who are the
real focus of the Gay Games mission, can enjoy as much of the entertainment as possible that is
included in the Ceremonies. The Federation recognizes that the host organization may depend on
ticket sales as an important source of income.  However, whenever possible participants should be
seated in the spectators area.

Opening ceremonies should:

Be inspirational;

Reflect the Games’ sport and cultural constituency;

Emphasize sport and culture;

Embrace the variety of the LGBT experience;

Assist the community in presenting a broader representation of the global LGBT
community (i.e., there is more to the LGBT community beyond the typical media-glorified
images of the leather community, dykes on bikes, men in drag, etc. The Hosts should assist
the Federation in our effort to present a broader diversity of our community); and

Assist the community to evolve new paradigms by showing the true diversity of the global
LGBT community, thus breaking down the barriers to freedom and respect and
demonstrating that our community cannot be defined by or limited to stereotypes.

We know that our participants enjoy a concert featuring an internationally recognized gay icon
singer or an internationally acclaimed artist as part of the Opening or Closing Ceremonies.  We
recognize that budget issues may determine if such entertainment is feasible, but such headliners
assist ticket sales and can serve as income generating events. For example, Gay Games I and II,
featured well-known artists such as Rita Mae Brown and Tina Turner.  The Closing Ceremonies for
Gay Games IV, which was held at Yankee Stadium, featured an appearance by Patti LaBelle
(believed to be a primary reason the event was sold out).  The addition of k.d. lang and of Jimmy
Somerville undoubtedly contributed to the success of Opening Ceremonies for Gay Games VI.

The Opening and Closing Ceremonies are, however, not without its own set of financial and
organizational issues.  Past problems include:

Lower than projected ticket sales for the Opening Ceremony to Gay Games III, IV, V and
VI;

Significant venue rental cost and union fees for Yankee Stadium as well as a change in the
mayoral administration in New York;

Lack of a recognized headline entertainer at Gay Games V;
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Lack of differentiation between the Opening and Closing Ceremony (for example, Gay
Games V offered a Closing Ceremony that was basically a repeat of the opening
ceremony); and

An inability to actualize forecasted income and lack of planning that undermined the
Closing Ceremony in Sydney.

It is our belief that sound organization and financial planning of our ceremonies would result in an
event that is both satisfying and does not present a financial handicap in the overall budget of the
Games.  The FGG is not opposed to continuing the tradition of having two stadium-like events for
the ceremonies.  However, we urge hosts to select such venues using conservative estimates in the
number of ticket sales and thus, the total capacity of spectators.  Bidding organizations should also
analyze their resources and present their respective positions regarding the ceremonies during the
bidding process. Emphasis on the use of cost-prohibitive venues must not be the core of ceremony
planning.

As previously stated, the inclusion of headliner entertainment may certainly turn out to be a major
highlight of the ceremony.  However, the hiring costs of these entertainers should be given careful
consideration in the ceremonies planning and budgeting.  The inclusion of spectacular sport/athletic
performances would focus on the mission and purpose of the Gay Games at a much lower cost and
certainly be generally much appreciated by the participants as well.
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ANCILLARY EVENTS DURING THE GAY GAMES
AND THEIR IMPORTANCE

Conferences
Some hosts have previously proposed and added conferences to the Gay Games program.
Conferences organized during past Gay Games have covered topics such as human rights,
homosexuality in general, or homosexuality in relationship with various aspects of our society such
as labor relations.  These topics are important but are not a primary part of the Gay Games mission.

The Federation is not opposed to the inclusion of conferences.  However, since they are not a core
component of the Gay Games event, host organization resources cannot be allocated to organizing,
promoting and delivering such events.  Additionally, if a host decides to include conferences in the
Gay Games program, the topics of these conferences must be related to the mission, image and
vision of the FGG and Gay Games movement (e.g., homosexuality and sports/art, integration
through sports/art, self esteem and empowerment through sports/art, etc.).  The FGG must be a
more visible part of any such events under the Gay Games brand and should retain approval rights
over the topics of any conference associated with our event.

Over the past few years, there has been an increase in organizations whose mission is to promote
academic conferences around or related to LGBT issues, some including sport (e.g., the U.S.-based
Gay and Lesbian Athletics Foundation.  It is the FGG’s position, therefore, that hosts should
explore opportunities to partner with such organizations so that conferences are organized,
promoted and produced by external groups with requisite expertise, independent of the host
organization’s financial, staff, volunteer or other core event resources.

Parties
The Federation acknowledges that parties can be an important source of revenue that can
significantly contribute to ensuring that a Gay Games budget remains balanced and successful.
However, the core image and message of the FGG and the Gay Games movement is not about
parties.  Hosts should ensure that their Gay Games promotion to sponsors, in advertising and in the
media is focused on the core mission of sport and cultural events and that parties do not overshadow
that vision.  The image and message of the Gay Games must focus on its being the largest
international amateur sports and cultural event based on the principles of inclusion, participation
and attainment of personal best.

As for the number of such parties, experience has shown that a total of two or three large parties
over a Gay Games week are sufficient and feasible.  Any parties beyond those numbers, such as the
five parties organized during Sydney 2002, are too numerous to ensure sufficient attendance and
cover requisite costs.

Given past experience with competitive promoters, hosts should be aware that independent party
organizers will attempt to hold their own events by taking advantage of the Gay Games brand to
profit from the participants and tourists in that city for the Gay Games.  To the extent possible,
hosts should explore means to secure venues in order to prevent independent promoters from
hosting competitive events that offer no profit or benefit to the host organization and quite possibly
damage the Gay Games brand and image.  It is up to the host to determine whether, given the reality
of their city, it is preferable to manage the parties directly or to outsource any parties to external
promoters who, in exchange, pay a license fee to the host.
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MARKETING, ADVERTISING AND MEDIA
STRATEGY AND OUTREACH FOR GAY GAMES
The image and message of the Gay Games (the most largely attended non AIDS-related LGBT event),
and consequently the expectations of our constituency, are different from those of other organizations
and events within the LGBT community at large.  We believe that for the Gay Games to survive the
current organizational and financial crises that are affecting other local, national and international
events, we need to take into consideration that many of our participants are repeat attendees.  We do,
therefore, have a distinctly identified constituency.  It is important that we cherish and nurture this
constituency and ensure that we produce and market an event that our constituents will appreciate so
that they will continue returning many times in the future and bring new friends along as well thus
making the constituency itself grow.

The image and message of the Gay Games is also quite distinct from other gay-related events, such as
large dance parties, gay-themed festivals, etc.  Therefore, it is important for each host city to focus its
image and message in advertising and marketing for the Gay Games: on sport and culture; on the
Federation’s principles of inclusion, participation, and achievement of personal best; on showcasing
the diversity of the LGBT community – as opposed to just those facets that attract and receive the
attention of the media – and on fostering respect both within and outside of the LGBT community.
This also includes: the choice of media through which the host city decides to advertise the event; the
sponsors that are chosen to financially support the event; and the choice of messages and images
conveyed to the media and public at large.

Corporate sponsorship of the Gay Games has varied over the last 20 years, with New York setting the
standard in 1994.  Amsterdam in 1998 also managed to secure significant sponsorships from several
well-known companies.  Sydney’s corporate sponsorship opportunities were uniquely challenging due
to several factors, including global recession, global increase in insurance costs, the consequent effects
of international terrorism as well as by its geographic location in the Southern Hemisphere.

The development of sponsorship protocol for the host city continues to evolve.  Ongoing challenges
that the host city and Federation must address in the development of such protocol include:

Sponsorships for the event vs. sponsorships for the Federation.

Cash vs. in-kind contributions.

Defining the sponsorship opportunity keeping in mind the differences between the Gay Games
and other events of comparable size (i.e., generally little or no television exposure, limited
knowledge of the Gay Games logo or product worldwide, etc.).

Lack of appropriate images.

No prior history of target marketing data that can be used to entice sponsors at this stage.

Image of the Gay Games in relation to its proposed dates and
concurrent events in the host city
The integrity of the event is a priority for the FGG.  We have a philosophical preference that hosts do
not associate the Gay Games with another event taking place at a similar time in the host city so that
the image of our event is not confused by or diluted by such events (examples include a host city’s
annual LGBT pride observance or gay/lesbian film festival).  Additionally, our experience has proven
that, contrary to common belief, events that occur simultaneously do not create a better synergy,
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thereby increasing their chances for success.  In fact, the opposite is typically true, with both events
competing with each other in securing available funding, sponsorships, volunteers, etc.

In light of these issues, the FGG remains open to discuss compelling reasons for bidding or host
organizations to propose partnering with such independent organizations and/or planning the Gay
Games event in concurrence with other events.  The FGG’s guiding principle is that such reasons must
clearly demonstrate that the proposal will result in a positive impact for the Gay Games.

Outreach
Outreach is an important goal for the FGG and the Gay Games movement.  By including new
countries, communities, under-represented constituencies and individuals into the Gay Games
movement, we spread the Gay Games ideals and sow the social and political seeds for a better society.
This is especially significant for those regions of the world where widespread discrimination occurs,
and where not only is acceptance far from being achieved but to be an open and proud member of the
LGBT community is indeed life threatening.

Gay Games hosts serve as key players in the achievement of this goal.  In particular, the scholarship
program instituted by each Gay Games host offers opportunities to experience the spirit and
community of the Gay Games to individuals who would not otherwise be able to attend the event.

On the other hand, it is vitally important to ensure that each Gay Games is financially successful and
that each host organization and community is safeguarded from the past history of fiscally
unsuccessful events.  A legacy of sound fiscal management and solvency is crucial for the future of the
Gay Games movement.  Hosts are therefore presented with the following recommendations:

Ensure that the Scholarship program is proportionate to the overall budget and that it does not
divert resources from other more important departments, such as Sports, Culture, Ceremonies
and Marketing.

The actual money funding the scholarship program should not come directly from the host’s
assets.  The host has the responsibility to leverage funds earmarked for scholarships from
philanthropic organizations, corporations, governments or private individuals.

Each host has the freedom to select the criteria (geography, financial need, etc.) to allocate
scholarships, provided that a significant allotment of those scholarships goes only to
participants registered in sports and cultural events.  Scholarships should be shared between
these two groups in a percentage similar to the percentage of total registrations in these two
areas (at past Gay Games, this percentage is approximately 80 – 85% for Sports and 15 – 20%
for Culture).

Host should work with the FGG’s Scholarship Task Force to ensure the best possible
coordination and minimum duplication of resources and energy regarding the respective
targeted scholarship programs.

The Federation also believes that outreach to professional athletes (gay or non-gay), important
as role models, is a component that has never been sufficiently pursued. The same applies to
entertainers with a certain international celebrity.
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FISCAL MANAGEMENT AND RESPONSIBILITY
Each Gay Games since 1990 has operated at a deficit for a variety of reasons.  The Federation has
reviewed the various assumptions, planning strategies and unique factors associated with the
respective host organizations.  In that light, we have also examined the increasing size and scope of
the Gay Games, evaluated the impact of the continuing global downturn and its effect on all levels
of society, considered the lessons of Vancouver, New York, Amsterdam and Sydney as well as the
impact of terrorism and international events.

As the governing body of the Gay Games, it is the primary responsibility and goal of the FGG
Board of Directors to determine and implement remedies to resolve these issues and to ensure that
our event is financially successful so that the Gay Games mission continues into the future.  We
have a good faith obligation to our participants and to all Gay Games stakeholders to give direction
and provide oversight to ensure that host organizations clearly understand our history and do not
repeat past mistakes or misstate the image and message of the Gay Games.

As the governing body of the Gay Games movement, it is our duty to our event and to our
constituents to leave a legacy for the future that is better than we found it.

Therefore, the Federation will:

Continually address and manage the issues that arise in connection with fiscal and other
problems associated with the organization of the Gay Games;

Refocus emphasis of our core components, image and message of our event;

Establish a financial model that emphasizes prudent fiscal management in relation to a pre-
determined number of total participants and based upon a conservative Initial Plan and
budget.  Such Initial Plan incorporates defined benchmarks that can trigger an increase in
size and scope of the Plan if and when actual income is realized;

Ensure that the Federation and our host organization adhere to such model;

Ensure that we clearly communicate to future bidding organizations and to our current host
which areas of the host’s financial resources should be allocated in priority; and

Protect the future of our event, our brand and our mission by effectively managing and
participating in an open and transparent partnership with the host organization.

Administrative costs
Our years of experience have taught the FGG that financially prudent planning and implementation
of the Gay Games event is essential.  Administrative costs are an integral part of that fiscally
responsible planning and we believe it is important to address some relevant issues.

Past hosts have under-budgeted and overspent for staffing and administrative costs, especially in the
earlier stages of the production of the event.  Such expenditures are directly related to the number of
paid staff and respective salaries, taxes and insurance; to fees for services of independent
contractors and professional experts (e.g., legal, public relations); to perks offered to key staff such
as cars, personal assistants, travel stipends, etc.  Too late, host organizations realized that they were
living beyond their means and that they could not afford it – but the money was already spent.

It is true that some of the administrative costs were beyond the host's control, such as key staff
turnover and legal costs for lawsuits.  On the other hand, past host organizations had not reasonably
and realistically factored such contingencies into the budget.  The FGG’s position is that prudent
and responsible financial planning (including staffing), beginning with a conservative spending
policy and a more conservative plan, will provide protection and stability for the host organization
and the Gay Games event.
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FGG
• Ensure that the FGG name and logo is used in a manner that reflects the quality and the

image of the organization and brand;

• Work with the Host Organisation to ensure prudent fiscal management of the Gay Games;

• Protect the future of the Gay Games event and brand by managing the event in partnership
with the Host Organization

• Participate in an open and transparent partnership with the Host Organization in the
management of the Gay Games.
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