
Evaluating Performance of an Elite Program

The Australian Method

Australia does not have a national approach to evaluation.  The key stakeholders 
tend to measure their interests somewhat independently.  Let us then have a look at 
some of the approaches used.

1. Early Days

The early measurement of programs were simply verbal opinions.  As an Australian 
Institute of Sport (AIS) Head Coach, one would sit in front of a panel of Board 
members every two or three years and proceed to talk up the program. No hard facts 
or data were used.  The key to success was being a good talker, and we the head 
coaches became very good at it.  No one asked the hard questions. For example, 
you have eighteen athletes on scholarship.  If you reduce this number by half what 
effect would it have?  Would the program still achieve the same level of national 
representatives?  Would it gain more?  Or would the results fall away?

The first attempts to evaluate programs in a more formal manner were frequently 
resisted.  Coaches particularly felt that administrators were ill equipped to pass any 
form of meaningful judgement on their programs.

2. National Approach

In 1994 when Australia was awarded the 2000 Games the Olympic Athlete Program 
(OA) was born.  For the first two years of the program all Olympic Sports received 
significant increases in funding.  The Atlanta Games were identified as the first major 
“test” of performance.

An evaluation of all Olympic disciplines was undertaken at the conclusion of the 
Games.  This was the first time Australian Sport had attempted a review of this 
magnitude. It produced many interesting reactions.  A number of sports found it 
totally intimidating, questioning the competency of the review team, cancelling 
meetings and generally working hard at being uncooperative.  A few sports embraced 
the idea, seizing the opportunity to make hard decisions themselves.  The remainder 
tried to understand the process and sought to achieve the best possible outcome for 
their sport.

The Performance Unit of the Australian Institute of Sport (AIS) carried out the 
evaluation.  The review team included expertise from the major high performance 
areas, Sports Science, Administration, Coaching etc.  The process began with an 
assessment of the ten key areas by the sport and by the sports consultant from 
within the Australian Sports Commission (ASC).



Once the initial assessments were completed, the sport and the ASC meet with the 
review team.  The meetings focussed on areas where ratings varied markedly and 
also on areas of poor performance.

At the end of the process, the draft findings of the review were submitted to the sport 
and the key stakeholders (National Elite Sports Council, Australian Olympic 
Committee) for input before the ASC Board announced the funding outcomes.



This evaluation process had a direct impact on elite sports funding level for the next 
quadrennium.

In the subsequent review two years later the approach was modified as a detailed 
analysis of performance was used.  Individual athlete’s performances were closely 
monitored as were the team results.





Evaluation is most effective when a sport can constantly monitor its performance and 
implement the necessary changes without interference from internal politics.  In 
Australia we are beginning to see a few sports develop this ability.



At the government level the purchase provider model that is rapidly being adopted in 
this country demands that Institutes and Academies of sport develop sophisticated 
evaluation techniques.



And finally it is important to ensure that our successes are evaluated as vigorously as 
our failures.  Understanding what we are doing well is critical and is all too frequently 
ignored.  The weak sports are usually easier to identify.  The successes are more like 
to assist us in our quest for excellence.  The final slide identifies the common 
elements of successful high performance programs.  It was published as a result of 
the first OAP review of 1996.


