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INTRODUCTION

The First Plan for Sports Venues in Galicia (Plan 1989/1999) had as objective to generalize the basic equipments 
and venues in the entire region. A total amount of 1,100 investments were accomplished in 289 council thanks 
to that Plan. The Second Plan (2000/2006) tried to develop the former but in 2004 was substituted for the 
Third Plan (2004/2010). The later changed the objectives focusing in investment with especial demand and 
incidence in the region. It has supposed a great investment effort without a system for its evaluation. For that 
reason the Galician Sport Foundation promoted a research with a double objective: a description of the estate 
of the management in Sport Venues in Galicia and a proposal of tools for measuring the performance of public 
investments in sports in the region.

METHODS

For our purpose we have conducted a survey throughout different decision-makers in the scope of sport in the 
region of Galicia (Spain). This supposes 315 councils and 53 regional sport federations.

The questionnaire was designed with several parts, as yes-no questions, multilevel answers and open questions. 
We intended to cover all the aspects and objectives; therefore, at the end we have reached a total amount of 20 
questions divided in three separated parts. The fi rst one was related to the personal data of the interviewed, the 
second one has to do with the description of his/her mission and the last one contained subjective considerations 
about the theme. 

The main body was contained in the second part of the questionnaire where we have focused on the objectives 
of our survey. These include the following: 

to know the main characteristics of the different objectives intended,

to have an idea of the sport budgets,

to appreciate the relevance of the key-factors in the achievement of success, 

to value the degree (and knowledge) of use of indicators, and

to obtain a subjective valuation of the use of management indicators.

The questionnaire was sent by postal mail, but a telephone or email contact was frequently necessary. The 
average response was about a 60% which can be considered as acceptable.

Data treatment was developed by usual means with data sheet. Several controls and fi lters were established in 
order to fulfi l and copy the answers.

RESULTS

The results show as the use of indicators in the fi eld of management sport seems to be something attractive for 
the main decision-makers of our region. However this is not a normal practise within our councils.

Moreover it is important to establish some other relevant results of the survey which can be resumed as the 
following:
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high degree of heterogeneity between the functions of the decision-makers in public sport management,

similar structures and dimensions of the sport services,

close objectives (specially the main ones) with a great emphasis on:

promotion of the sport, and 

organization of sport activity,

low knowledge of the budgets in the sport fi eld

little handling of information 

lack of systematization thought the information process

use of very simple (or non existent) management indicators 

inconsistency in the control and evaluation of management performance.

DISCUSSION

The fact that governments have to promote sport means investment on this fi eld. In order to guarantee the right 
use of public funds implies the use of tools for evaluate this kind of investments.

Currently, the main decision-makers of our region do not use any indicator. We propose the use of performance 
measurements as those suggested by AECA (1998, 2000) and the Audit Commission (2000). It is not necessary 
a wide range of indicators. It is most relevant to work with the key measurements (LIRC, 2003).

The use of performance measurement will be enriched if causes are taken into account. We suggest an adaptation 
of the Balance Scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1996) to public investments in sport. The main differences appear 
in the fi nancial and customer perspectives. It would be necessary to change shareholders for tax payers and 
customers for citizens.

The key indicator matrix (Bauer, 2004) for business would make more operative the balance scorecard.
Finally, it is necessary a dynamic use of the performance measurements.
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