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External Evaluation                        
Safe Abortion Action Fund (SAAF)  

Terms of Reference 
 

Background 

The Safe Abortion Action Fund (SAAF) was established by a group of five bilateral donors1 in 2006 as 

a multi-donor funding mechanism to support in-country initiatives for increasing access to safe 

abortion services. SAAF is a grant-making mechanism currently funding over 80 organisations in over 

40 countries to undertake advocacy and awareness raising, evidence building and delivery of services. 

SAAF is overseen by an independent board, with the day-to-day operations of SAAF managed by the 

SAAF secretariat, which is hosted by the International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF).  

 

SAAF’s goal is to build a world where women’s rights to safe and legal abortion are established and 

protected, women are empowered to exercise these rights and their lives are saved.  It does so by 

supporting local organisations that complement the work of governments, international NGOs and 

others who deliver large-scale contraception, safe abortion, and post-abortion care services.  Since 

the inception of SAAF there have been four funding rounds:  

▪ Round One (2007-2010): USD $15 million, supporting 50 projects in 30 countries  

▪ Round Two (2011-2014): USD $9 million, supporting 35 projects in 26 countries  

▪ Round Three (2014-2017): USD $19 million, supporting over 100 projects in 54 countries 

▪ Round Four (2017-2021): USD $15.5 million, supporting 62 projects in 37 countries  

▪ Round Five (2019-2021): USD $4 million, supporting 27 projects in 22 countries 

To encourage locally appropriate programming, SAAF accepts applications for a wide variety of 

projects, and scores concept notes against a set of priorities – these priorities aim to maximise the 

impact and added value of these grants. Further details on SAAF are available at 

http://www.saafund.org/.  

 

Each round of SAAF funding includes a donor requirement for an external evaluation to assess the 

fund’s implementation and performance for accountability and learning purposes. Previous 

evaluations of SAAF (in 2009, 2011 and 2016-17) provided valuable summative assessments. These 

explored whether SAAF-funded projects, in a limited number of countries, had met their objectives 

and were contributing to the overall purpose of SAAF. They also relayed lessons from these projects 

and evaluated how the SAAF mechanism was managed, in terms of relevance, effectiveness and 

efficiency. The evaluations concluded that SAAF had made a significant contribution to promoting 

action on safe abortion globally, with recommended changes being incorporated into the SAAF 

strategy and grantee selection criteria, which led to only national and local non-governmental and 

 
1 Current donors include the Governments of the Netherlands, Norway and the United Kingdom and an anonymous donor. 
 

http://www.saafund.org/
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community-based organisations (NGOs and CBOs) being funded by SAAF. This change brought with it 

an increased focus on building the capacity of these grantees who are often smaller and less 

experienced. In response, the secretariat developed capacity building and networking and partnership 

plans that have been operationalised and monitored for performance since 2019.  

  

Purpose  

The purpose of the evaluation is to make an overall independent assessment about the performance 

of SAAF at the programmatic and operational level against OECD-DAC evaluation criteria - 

relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and impact and sustainability – for accountability and learning. 

The evaluation will consider the SAAF portfolio holistically, with a secondary focus on the added value 

of the SAAF secretariat. It will provide conclusions to key evaluation questions and propose practical 

recommendations to maximise SAAF’s contribution to its goal and inform SAAF’s future strategic 

direction. 

Objectives  

The objectives of the evaluation are to: 

1) Make an overall independent assessment about the programmatic and operational 

performance of SAAF against OECD-DAC evaluation criteria 2 , under consideration of cross-

cutting issues like rights, gender, anti-corruption and environmental impact. 

2) Determine SAAF’s unique role in and contribution to the current funding environment of 

abortion programming, with consideration of the following: 

▪ Reach of small, local and grassroots organisation with little access to international 

funding opportunities. 

▪ Reach of target populations with a focus on adolescents, vulnerable and marginalised 

populations. 

▪ Portfolio balance of advocacy, service delivery (and service mix), behaviour change and 

research activities. 

▪ Relation of SAAF to other key actors in the SRHR community working on access to safe 

abortion. 

3) Assess the value added by the SAAF secretariat in the following areas: 

▪ Capacity building and partnership initiatives 

▪ Monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) systems 

4) Provide practical recommendation to improve SAAF’s performance at portfolio and secretariat-

level and to inform SAAF’s future strategic direction. 

 

 
2OECD/DAC Network on Development Evaluation: Better Criteria for  Better Evaluation Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles 
for Use  https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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Evaluation Questions 

Specific questions to be addressed by the evaluator(s) will be agreed during the inception phase. These 

will be developed to fulfil the evaluation objectives above, satisfy the accountability needs of 

stakeholders and provide pragmatic recommendations to inform SAAF’s way forward in terms of 

strategy and everyday processes.  

Annex 1 lists some of the questions that will be included as required by donors as well as others that 

can serve as a starting point to develop the final evaluation questions during the inception phase.  

 

Guiding Principles and Approach 

The evaluation will be based on the following guiding principles for ethical practice developed by the 

American Evaluation Association (AEA)3: 

A. Systematic Inquiry: Evaluators conduct data-based inquiries that are thorough, methodical, 

and contextually relevant. 

B. Competence: Evaluators provide skilled professional services to stakeholders. 

C. Integrity: Evaluators behave with honesty and transparency to ensure the integrity of the 

evaluation. 

D. Respect for People: Evaluators honour the dignity, well-being, and self-worth of individuals 

and acknowledge the influence of culture within and across groups. 

E. Common Good and Equity: Evaluators strive to contribute to the common good and 

advancement of an equitable and just society. 

The following key considerations will inform the development of the evaluation approach: 

▪ The emphasis of the evaluation is on assessing current portfolio-level performance and inform 

future SAAF strategy instead of assessing the performance at grantee-level.  

▪ The evaluation will be conducted with a view of representing grantees’ experience with SAAF; 

any recommendations will be developed with the ultimate objective of benefitting this 

experience and supporting grantees’ performance. 

▪ Duplication of data collection or setting up of parallel mechanisms is to be avoided. 

▪ Close collaboration between the evaluator(s) and the SAAF team will help ensure that the 

evaluation will provide relevant and pragmatic recommendations that are informed by and 

will complement previous work as well as ongoing efforts. 

▪ The evaluation design needs to consider the balance between whole portfolio review and 

where more targeted in-depth inquiry will yield the most appropriate and relevant evidence.  

 

 

 
3 More information about the AEA’s Guiding Principles for Evaluation can be found here: https://www.eval.org/p/cm/ld/fid=51  

https://www.eval.org/p/cm/ld/fid=51
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Methodology  

The evaluator(s) commissioned to conduct the evaluation will be responsible for selecting – in close 
consultation with SAAF – the methods that are most appropriate for answering the evaluation 
questions within the scope and budget of the evaluation. The following should be taken into 
consideration: 

▪ Methods should be participatory and inclusive, ensuring participation of key stakeholders  

▪ Where possible data should be triangulated to ensure a robust assessment 

▪ The evaluation will be developed and conducted in close collaboration with the SAAF secretariat. 

The evaluation process will be carried out through three phases - Inception Phase, Data Collection 

Phase and Synthesis Phase, as described below: 

1. Inception Phase 

In the inception phase, initial discussions with the SAAF secretariat will be held and relevant SAAF 

documents reviewed, as well as external documents shaping SAAF’s wider strategy (Annex 2). Based 

on the information collected the evaluator(s) should: 

▪ Develop a final methodology for the evaluation  

▪ Develop the final evaluation questions 

▪ Present each evaluation question stating the information already gathered during the 

inception phase and their limitations, provide a first partial answer to the question, identify 

the issues still to be covered and the assumptions still to be tested, and describe a full method 

to answer the question.  

▪ List the stakeholders to be consulted and describe the final tools to be used for data collection 

▪ Describe the final analysis strategy 

▪ Develop the final work plan including time schedule 

An Inception Report shall be prepared and submitted to the SAAF secretariat for feedback and 

corrections as relevant before the start of the data collection phase.    

 

2. Data Collection Phase 

The data collection phase will consist of two parts, which may be conducted concurrently: 

1/ Desk review of SAAF secretariat programmatic and financial documents, such as policy and 

operational guidance documents, project documents, reports, publications, Theory of Change, 

logframe indicators and external literature that informs the wider SAAF strategy. 

2/ Qualitative and/or quantitative methods to obtain the views of key informants and 

stakeholders, including a sample of grantees. Any work involving stakeholder consultation will be 

conducted remotely, the evaluation will not include any field visits or in-person interviews. 
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3. Synthesis Phase 

This phase is devoted to the preparation of the draft final report and the final report. The evaluator(s) 

will ensure that their assessments are objective and balanced, affirmations accurate and verifiable, 

and recommendations realistic. They will acknowledge clearly where changes in the desired direction 

are known to be already taking place. The evaluation team should not repeat the work already covered 

by existing documents but instead build on the available knowledge. The draft final report will be 

submitted to the SAAF secretariat, who will provide feedback and quality control. Once deemed of 

sufficient quality, the SAAF secretariat will share the draft final report for comments with the SAAF 

board. The evaluator(s) will integrate the feedback into the final report. The main conclusions of the 

final report should be presented by the evaluator(s) using a 30-minute PowerPoint presentation. 

 

Timeline and Deliverables 

Key deliverables expected from the evaluator(s) are listed below. Timelines may be adapted during 
contract negotiations. 

Deliverables Timeline 

Draft Inception Report                  Four weeks after beginning of inception phase 

Final Inception Report                    
Within 3 working days after receiving 
SAAF’s comments on draft report. 

Draft Evaluation Report                       
Within 5 working days after concluding 
the data collection phase. 

Final Evaluation Report                          
Within 5 working days after receiving 
SAAF’s comments on draft report. 

Summary of findings and 
recommendations (PowerPoint format) 
 

With the final evaluation report 

 

The assignment should start as soon as possible and should be concluded by November 2020 at the 

latest. The SAAF secretariat is to be informed immediately of any significant deviation from the agreed 

workplan or schedule.  
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Reporting Requirements: 

The Inception Report of maximum 10 pages will be developed in close collaboration with the SAAF 

team to ensure that it remains focused on the evaluation objectives. The report will describe findings 

from this first phase, describe the approach for the following phases and identify foreseen challenges 

with data collection. SAAF comments will be integrated into the final inception report. 

 

The Draft Evaluation Report will describe the evaluation process, methods and data sources and put 

forward the evaluators’ findings and concrete recommendations, including suggestions on how those 

can be achieved. The presentation of results is to be intrinsically linked to the evaluation objectives 

and key evaluation questions and weave together the findings from different data sources rather than 

report by data source or type. To achieve this, the ‘Findings’ part of the report should be structured 

into sections, one for each of the evaluation objectives. In each section, all data pertaining to that 

objective are presented, interpreted as they are presented, and woven together to form a direct 

answer to the objective. The executive summary should be prepared using the same structure. The 

‘Recommendations’ section should provide practical recommendations for each of the programmatic 

and financial areas assessed and address their relevance and feasibility. The report should include a 

one-page handout, an executive summary of no more than three pages and a main body not 

exceeding 25 pages.  Technical details should be included to appendices e.g. list of informants and the 

evaluators’ work schedule. Background information should only be included when it is directly 

relevant to the report’s analysis and conclusions. All analysis of achievements must be supported with 

relevant data and the data source must be included.  It will include the following annexes: evaluation 

questions, list of documents reviewed, list of stakeholders consulted/interviewed, others as relevant. 

The Final Evaluation Report will incorporate SAAF’s Secretariat and Board feedback into the draft 

evaluation report.  

The Summary of Finding and Recommendations will provide a brief overview of the evaluation 

process and focus on the evaluation objectives, how they have been addressed through the evaluation 

and what the recommendations are based on the findings and the wider context that SAAF operates 

in. This summary will be shared as a PowerPoint document and presented during a 30-minute 

videocall. 

Any deliverables should be clear, free of jargon, and written in plain English. All the output (such as 

reports, documents, information etc.) produced by this evaluation will be treated as SAAF’s property 

and are consequently confidential. The above-mentioned outputs or any part of it cannot be sold, 

used, or reproduced in any manner by the commissioned evaluator(s) without prior permission from 

SAAF.   

 

Estimated Cost 
The total budget available for the external evaluation is UDS 100,000.  
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Evaluator(s) Profile 
The evaluator(s) should have extensive evaluation expertise and in-depth knowledge of and 
experience with evaluation design and research methods. The evaluation team will need to 
demonstrate strong experience of applying rigorous evaluation methodologies across multi-country 
portfolios, and thematic expertise in the contexts of abortion and sexual and reproductive health 
rights.  

The required mix of skills will cover:  

▪ Extensive experience in conducting grants and fund portfolio evaluations using qualitative 
and quantitative research and analysis methods, particularly in the health sector.  

▪ Strong policy and program outcome analysis skills and the ability to make appropriate and 
actionable recommendations.  

▪ Knowledge and understanding of the international context for advocacy and programming 
for sexual and reproductive health services and rights, and safe abortion care in the regions 
in which SAAF operates.  

▪ Excellent interpersonal skills, including the ability to function in a team setting, across 
multiple cultural contexts, to lead or facilitate meetings, and to communicate effectively and 
sensitively across a range of stakeholders including within civil society organisations, 
international donors, policy makers and community members. 

▪ Superior oral and written communication skills, including experience in writing technical, 
analytic and evaluation reports, and critical interviewing skills while being able to build 
rapport and be unbiased.  

▪ Ability to discreetly handle sensitive data and/or conversations. 

▪ Advanced oral and written skills in English (required) and strongly preferred in Spanish and 
French. 

▪ Experience with evaluation using OECD-DAC criteria (preferred) 

 

Proposal Submission  
The submission should include two parts: 

1/ A technical proposal with the following characteristics: 

▪ Be a maximum of 10 pages, not including evaluator CVs 

▪ Include a suggested evaluation approach and methodology (to be refined during the 
inception phase), indicative workplan and timeline, and the skills and experience of the 
evaluator(s) 

▪ Describe the suggested remote participatory methods that will be used to gather data from 
key informants and stakeholders 

▪ Propose a strategy for determining a sample of grantees and explain how the evaluation will 
balance the assessment of the SAAF portfolio with the assessment of the SAAF secretariat 
itself 

▪ Consider methodological risks and indicate how these will be mitigated  

▪ Explain how methods will maximise cost-effective use of resources and maximise 
stakeholder participation in the evaluation 

▪ Indicate how the evaluation will adhere to standards on ethics in evaluation 

▪ Articulate the quality assurance processes that will be implemented.  

▪ Provide any feedback or comments on the Terms of Reference.  

▪ Provide a sample of work demonstrating previous similar and relevant experience 
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2/ A detailed budget spreadsheet including: 

▪ All fees and number of days assigned to tasks and team members 

▪ All anticipated expenses 

The main point of contact for evaluation proposals and the evaluation work will be Heidi Schroffel, 
SAAF Programme Adviser. Heidi will coordinate with SAAF secretariat and board members and 
technical support persons as required.  

The completed proposal must be submitted by email to Heidi Schroffel at info@saafund.org by                    
15th July 2020 with subject line “SAAF Evaluation Submission”. 
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Annex 1: Bank of Questions 

The questions listed below are can be used for the evaluation where deemed relevant during the 

inception phase or can serve as a starting point to develop the final evaluation questions. Please 

note that any questions listed here are not final evaluation questions, with the exceptions of 

questions marked in red, which are mandatory and need to be included in the evaluation. 

 

Potential Evaluation Questions to Assess SAAF’s Programmatic and Financial 

Performance according to OECD-DAC criteria: 

RELEVANCE:  

▪ What is SAAF’s place in and contribution to the current funding landscape for abortion 
programming, including reach of grantees who might otherwise be excluded from existing 
funding? 

▪ Does SAAF reach grantees who are otherwise excluded from existing funding? If not, why not? 

▪ What is the added value of the SAAF Secretariat? 

▪ To what extent are SAAF’s capacity building and partnership initiatives aligned with grantees’ 
actual needs and realities? 

▪ To what extent does SAAF programming aim at the solution of a core problem of target groups? 

EFFECTIVENESS:  

▪ Does SAAF target countries and populations where support is most needed? 

▪ To what extent have the outcomes and outputs already been achieved or are likely to be 
achieved? 

▪ What are the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the outcomes 
and outputs? 

▪ Are the assumptions underlying the planned outcomes and outputs, correct? If not, how should 
they be adjusted? 

▪ To what extent are SAAF activities and results in alignment with its strategic plan? 

▪ How effective has SAAF been in its MEL approach, is a monitoring system in place that allows 
tracking and critical assessment of achievements?   

▪ What are concrete opportunities for SAAF’s MEL system to capture outcomes at the portfolio-
level and embed a systematic knowledge management and learning approach, particularly in the 
areas of social and behaviour change and advocacy? 

▪ How effective is SAAF’s results management? 

 

EFFICIENCY:  

▪ Does SAAF’s have an efficient organisational and governance structure? 

▪ Does SAAF have appropriate financial management and administrative processes that ensure 
accountability? This includes financial controls and audits and agreements with third parties. 

▪ Does SAAF have appropriate monitoring processes in place for grantees’ financial compliance and 
reporting? 
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IMPACT:  
 

▪ What has been SAAF’s contribution to civil society organisations’ strengthening, capacity and 
partnership building and responsiveness? 

▪ Has SAAF funding made a real difference to beneficiaries? If so, how? 

▪ How do former grantees fare after they have benefitted from SAAF funding? E.g. do grantees go 
on to become stronger and larger organizations? Are they able to support their beneficiaries 
better? 

▪ Can (former) grantees help one another with e.g. information, support, exchanging best practice 
in a region? 

 

SUSTAINABILITY:  

▪ To what extent are the benefits of SAAF programming likely to continue after donor funding 
ceases?  

▪ What are major factors which influence the achievement or non-achievement of sustainability of 
SAAF programming? 

▪ Are the assumptions that form the basis of SAAF’s approach to sustainability, correct? If not, how 
should these assumptions be adjusted? 

 

Selected questions from NORAD’s question bank  

Downstream activities                                                                                                                

Partner selection 

# Questions Rationale/guidance for questions 

109 

[MANDATORY] 

Does the organisation undertake due diligence/partner 
assessments of new partners?  

Ask to see a due diligence/partner 
assessment report 

110 

[MANDATORY] 

Describe the routine for sub-grants. How many sub-
grants were issued last year and what were the average 
amounts? How often are funds issued to sub-grantee 
level, criteria and systems for transfers to be initiated? 

Normally there are certain criteria in 
place that guides the selection of 
third parties. 

111 

How are sub-grantee partners screened for potential 
value added, organizational capacity, including financial 
management, procurement? Is this process 
documented? 

Here it can be useful to ask follow-
up questions similar to those listed 
above under the categories "ability 
to deliver" and "financial 
management" 

Follow-up of third parties 

 

# Questions Rationale/guidance for questions 

112 

[MANDATORY] 

Are there agreements/contracts 
between the organisation and any third 
party? 

There should be such agreements. They ought to 
reflect the provisions set in our agreement with the 
organisation. Here it is good to ask to see an actual 
agreement. 
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113 

Does the organisation have appropriate 
funding agreements with partners that 
can be used to hold partners to 
account? Do these include sanctions for 
non-delivery? 

This specifically relates to how the organisation can 
enforce the provisions of the agreement, in particular 
if things are not going as they should. 

114 

[MANDATORY] 

What are the routines for follow-up of 
sub-grantees, frequency of field visits, 
frequency of financial reports and 
financial reviews, administration vs 
project implementation at sub-grantee 
level ? 

Ask the organisation to describe their follow-up 
actions. Follow-up questions could be: if the 
organisation get a copy of all underlying material for 
financial statements (vouchers). 

115 
Does it contribute to capacity 
development/building of its partners? 

For instance improving capacity of financial 
staff/evaluation staff, etc. 

116 

Do local partners submit input to the 
overall report? Who reviews reports 
from local partners? How are reports 
from local partners used?  

We distinguish here between the institutional annual 
report and any report at project level. 

 

Financial management 

Controlling 

# Questions Rationale/guidance for questions 

26 
What spending controls are followed 
through the project cycle? How are 
deviations from budgets addressed?  

Provides insight as to how the organisation is 
following up on deviations from budgets. Many 
organisations also operate with forecasts where 
they monitor spending over the course of the year 
to check whether their spending is on track or not. 

27 
How are administrative costs set? How are 
they controlled? 

Ask what type of costs they consider to be included 
as administrative costs/overhead. The definition of 
what is administrative and what is a direct cost is not 
fixed; it varies with the nature of the project. 

27 
Does the organisation undertake spot 
checks of its internal controls? 

This is an internal control measure. It can be an 
example on how the organisation is ensuring that 
they follow their own processes and routines. 

28 

[MANDATORY] 

Who prepares the financial reporting? 
Who approves the financial reporting? 
How frequent is the financial reporting 
(e.g. what is the financial year)? 

Get the names of who is doing what and who is 
approving the information.  

28 
If project support, can Norad funds be 
separately identified, monitored and 
reported? 

This helps reducing the risk of double dipping. Ask 
whether this is something they have to do manually, 
or something their accounting system can do. 

29 
Does the organisation operate with 
forecasting (rolling update of budgets)? 

Many organisations also operate with forecasts 
where they monitor spending over the course of the 



 

Page 12 of 14 

 

# Questions Rationale/guidance for questions 

year to check whether their spending is on track or 
not. 

30 
Have there been major deviations from 
budgets in the last years? What are the 
reasons for these deviations? 

Useful to get some examples and what they do 
when there are deviations. Does this type of 
information feed into their budgeting processes for 
next period (learning effect)? 

30 
Does the organisation have guidelines 
addressing corruption, suspicions of 
corruption or poor financial management?  

Any examples of irregularities to date?  Ask how 
these cases were handled. 

31 
Is there regular communication and 
training on staff responsibilities in relation 
to reporting fraud, bribery and corruption? 

This is to find out how they apply their own policies 
and make sure they are followed. 

31 
What areas of the organization/activities 
contain the most risk for corruption?  

The organisation's awareness of any risk is indicative 
of the organisation's maturity in operating in the 
context they work in. 

32 
Whistle-blower policy in place? Is there an 
anonymous channel for reporting 
corruption? 

This is to find out how they apply their own policies 
and make sure they are followed. 

32 
Does the organisation have financial 
guidelines? How is it communicated to 
employees? How is compliance assessed? 

This is to find out how they apply their own policies 
and make sure they are followed. 

33 

How is the organisation handling foreign 
currency, i.e. Receiving funds from Norway 
in NOK and expenditures in another 
currency? (foreign exchange 
policy/routine) 

This is to find out how they apply their own policies 
and make sure they are followed. This is particularly 
useful for projects that have activities in various 
countries and because of that are exposed to 
exchange rate fluctuations. 

33 

[MANDATORY] 

Does the organisation apply the "four eyes 
principle"? Who are the ones approving 
transactions? 

The "four eyes principle" is an important internal 
control measure. It ensures that at least two people 
are involved in any transaction. Ask whether there 
are any relations between the two persons. 

 

Audit 

# Questions Rationale/guidance for questions 

47 

[MANDATORY] 

Is there an annual audit of the 
organization as an entity? Were there 
any significant matters / weaknesses 
brought up in the last audit?   

Gives an understanding of the audit process. Make 
sure that you understand the difference between 
institutional audit and audit of project financial 
statements. 

48 

Who performed the audit (which 
company)? Are they independent 
chartered/certified or state-authorised 
public accountant? For how long has this 

We would expect auditors to be changed at regular 
intervals (~every 3-5 yrs.). If changes are irregular, ask 
why they changed auditor 
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auditor been responsible for this 
organisation? 

49 
Who appointed the auditor and how was 
the auditor selected? Who engaged the 
auditor? 

The choice of auditor is a procurement process. 
Should have had different quotes. 

50 
Are the audits according to 
internationally accepted standards (IAS)?  

This is the case in most jurisdictions. Some, like the 
US, applies a different set of standards, such as the US 
GAAS. 

51 
Are sub-grants audited as part of the 
overall audit? 

Sub-grants should be part of the overall audit. 

52 
Is there direct communication between 
organisation’s auditor and any auditor of 
local partners? 

This should be the case, often in the form of audit 
instructions. 

53 
Is there direct communication between 
organisation's auditor and the Board? 
With external donors? 

This should be the case. The auditor should answer to 
the board to avoid the management from being 
selective in terms of the type of information that flows 
to the board. 

54 

Did the auditor submit a management 
letter? Did management prepare a 
response? Are there any significant 
findings? 

A management letter describes any weaknesses found 
in the organisation's internal control over the course 
of the audit.  

55 

Does the organisation have an internal 
audit function? Is it independent? Who 
does it report to? How do they select 
which areas to look into? 

Only the larger organisations might have an internal 
audit function.  
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Annex 2: Available Data & Documentation 

The data used for this evaluation will be drawn from project documents covering Rounds 4 & 5 of 

funding (2017-2021) to date as well as previous rounds where needed. In addition, the evaluator(s) 

will need to consult external literature where relevant.   

 

The following project monitoring data will be made available for the evaluation: 

 

• SAAF policies and procedures 

• SAAF annual audits   

• Previous external evaluations 

• SAAF donor reports: This includes reporting of overall SAAF results against the SAAF log frame 

indicators. 

• SAAF annual reports: to provide additional project-based illustrations of achievements. 

Previous annual reports are available at https://www.saafund.org/annual-reports  

• SAAF Theory of Change: available at https://www.saafund.org/toc  

• SAAF log frame indicators:  including assessment of advocacy and awareness raising, evidence 

generation and dissemination and services delivered by grantees, as well as the overall 

management of SAAF by the secretariat.  

• Capacity building and networking and partnership plans and indicators: Process and 

outcome data is collected on the capacity building and networking and partnership plans. 

• Grantee project reports: The SAAF secretariat has established a six-monthly reporting system 

for all projects supported under SAAF. This involves reporting on progress against project 

indicators, expenditure against budget and narrative report of progress.  

• Grantee-specific financial data: All grantees are required to submit annual external audit 

accounts, and the SAAF secretariat is implementing a system of ‘spot checks’ on spending, to 

ensure all spending is in line with original budget and adequately documented. 

• In-country technical visits reports: Programmatic and financial monitoring visits are 

undertaken to a sample of grantees each year.  

 

Further information on SAAF is available at http://www.saafund.org/. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.saafund.org/annual-reports
https://www.saafund.org/toc
http://www.saafund.org/

