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Presentation of 4 aspects: 
 

1. Example of DIO dealing with Performance Indicators (PI), 
2. Risks involved in introducing and maintaining RBB and RBM, 
3. Limitations of RBB/RBM, 
4. RBB evaluation started by DIO. 

 
1. Example of DIO dealing with Performance Indicators (PI) 

 
On page 201 of the document “Programme and Budget 2012/2013”, you can see that DIO is not 
the best example with regard to results-oriented PIs. They are still output and not outcome 
oriented. The PIs are to do 10 audits with 2/3 of the recommendations being accepted and to 
prepare 10 evaluations. DIO has started to work on this, but it is quite difficult, because if we focus 
on what recommendations have been implemented, we are sharing the responsibility with those 
who are actually supposed to implement the recommendations, so we do not fully control the 
process. However, it is not an excuse for us to completely withdraw from this responsibility 
because DIO does a follow-up every 6 months for Internal Audit, and every 12 months for 
Evaluation, we come back to you, we remind you, we do not accept every answer, so DIO has an 
active role for collecting these information and pushing you to implement the recommendations. 
Usually 90% of the recommendations are implemented within the 1st year which is pretty good. 
Then, they are put in the next round with quantitative targets. 10 audit and 5 evaluation reports are 
not sufficient as indicators, so we added that they also have to cover the major risks of the CoE. In 
addition, the target rate of recommendations implemented in the 1st year after the report is being 
set at 90% as an outcome indicator. 
 
2. Risks involved in introducing and maintaining RBB and RBM 

 
Starting point: when thinking about outcomes, sometimes doubts appear. What difference do I 
make to the world? Do we change anything? Is it really good enough what we are producing? This 
reflection is not always comfortable.  
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2nd point: it is not enough to do RBB/RBM only as a formal exercise. If you just establish some 
easy objectives to get off very easily and to tick it off when reporting to governing bodies, it does 
not help you, does not help CoE, it does not improve your programme. The only way to make it 
productive is to really ask: “what is the difference the programme made, what information can I 
collect about this difference”. At this stage, you have to engage in a creative discussion, which 
requires some trust in your unit and in the governing bodies; this is not easy to establish in times of 
budget cuts. 
 
Risks involved with RBB/RBM implementation: 
 

- risk to pick easy objectives to be able to say, “I’ve reached my objectives, and even over 
achieved them”, 

 
- risk that the whole system fossilizes; we are at the beginning of the process but the 

tendency is to put in the 2nd round the same texts as in the 1st round without a serious 
reflection, 

 
- risk that implementation becomes heavy by using a complex database and interim progress 

report with limited added value. The exercise should not take too much time but need to be 
always linked to the actual programme management. It should not be a one off exercise per 
year for presenting it to the governing bodies and then never looking at it again. If there’s 
no regular exam by managers of PIs each month or quarterly, if they are only on paper it is 
a meaningless exercise. There might also be parallel systems: RBB for governing bodies 
and RBM internally, as 2 different exercises instead of building one on the other. 

 
Limited coverage of the system: 
 

Joint Programmes and voluntary contributions are not part of the RBB system and are not part 
of the reporting to the Committee of Ministers. The reporting is done to the donors=again a 
duality which might not exactly fit. 
 

Not having the right level of aggregation: 
 

The programme and budget document, in spite of being much improved compared to the 
previous version, offers still too much details to the Committee of Ministers. On the other side, 
it is difficult for the reader to have a quick idea of the CoE results from 1st Jan to 31 Dec. An 
assessment of the global objectives and results of the CoE is not provided. Therefore the 
document is inviting micro discussions in the GR-PBA about the individual indicators. The 
introduction is not sufficiently analytical, providing rather perceptions; there is a need to expand 
it and possibly to present it as separate document on the medium term priorities of the 
organisation. 
 

3. Limitations of RBB/RBM 
 
No formula possible, no mechanistic approach, it is more complex especially at the CoE. Thus it 
would not make sense if the Committee of Ministers would automatically reduce budgets when 
certain levels of PIs were not reached. We need several tools for reporting by organisational unit, 
including evaluations and performance audits for a better understanding of the individual 
programmes, and a separation between the 2 levels of aggregation for reporting under RBB and 
RBM. Also it is difficult to apply a common standard for all PIs. So far most PIs are formulated as 
activities, a few as outputs and virtually none as outcomes. To change this is a real challenge. 
However, at least outputs have to be there, and further efforts are needed to define as much as 
possible outcomes and impact for the reporting period.  
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4. RBB Evaluation started by DIO 
 
The main evaluation question was formulated in the TOR as follows: “to what extent does the 
definition of objectives, expected results, and indicators in the CoE programme and budget 
2012/2013 and the reporting on their accomplishment improves accountability and inform decision 
making at management and governance level?”. 
 
An external evaluator was hired, I. Davies, who has a lot of experience with similar evaluations in 
other international organisations. We requested him to focus on the concrete experience of the 
CoE.  He has launched some interviews and will prepare several case studies. A representative 
sample will be selected for covering different types of programmes with different difficulties. A 
reference group will meet to discuss the inception report on 15 October, the draft report is due for 
December and will be distributed for comments.  
 


