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Foreword
Over the last two decades, the Arab region has seen a steady increase in the number of
foundations and philanthropic initiatives. Recently, there have been calls for philanthropy
organizations to focus on impact to ensure a positive and sustainable effect on the lives of people
receiving support. To achieve this, the know-how in the region needs to be developed to respond
to these calls. Families and individuals who aim to leave a lasting legacy and develop effective
and efficient strategies for their philanthropic interventions or revitalize and refocus their efforts
to accomplish their goals unfortunately find little relevant support in the region. Also, despite
their significant resources, institutional foundations routinely have needs that exceed their
capacity given their ambitious and important agendas. Additionally, corporations need guidance
on how to align their philanthropic interventions with their business strategies and how to
effectively give back to the communities in which their customers and employees work and live.
All of these needs form a critical gap that is required to be filled not only by copying from other
regions but by adapting to arrive at local solutions that are relevant to the Arab region.

SAANED, a non-profit company registered and based in Jordan, aims to fill this critical gap.
SAANED, which means the wooden stake that supports a young plant, will help grow Arab
philanthropy. Its founders and advisory board have extensive experience in the field of
philanthropy in the world in general and in the Arab region in particular.

After private consultations with a number of Arab foundations and following a meeting held with
lead foundations in May 2011, the lack of local benchmarks to measure foundations performance
in relation to their peers emerged as a critical and common need. This lack of benchmarking
included such aspects as:

 Costing: Cost of fund raising and spending and management costs;
 Grantees satisfaction;
 Characteristics related to what constitutes a good foundation, good governance, and good

programs; and
 Measuring impact.

The list is long and one cannot handle all the needs within the philanthropy sector at the same
time. A consultation was held in Amman on 7 December 2011, to define what constitutes a good
organization (be it a foundation, grant-maker, individual philanthropist, family or corporate
philanthropic initiative) and how to measure grantee satisfaction. It was attended by lead
philanthropy organizations from across the Arab region. The consultation aimed to develop
guidelines to improve the profession and enhance its credibility and transparency which in turn
will enhance the sector’s negotiating power with governments and its ability to advocate for
better regulatory structures including relevant laws, tax breaks and more enabling environment in
general.

Conducting analysis helps us to better understand the sector and will hopefully allow us to
develop our own local discourse instead of parroting other regions. Applied to our sector,
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analysis helps us to understand what works and what does not. It also helps us improve our
services, support structures and systems and eventually do a better job at improving people’s
lives. This is what this guide is about. It is not meant to be a toolkit yet, but hopefully it will
develop into one after some testing and further consultation.

An interest in analysis is unlikely to be the starting point for involving oneself in philanthropy.
There are many reasons why people are philanthropic, donate money or become trustees. These
may relate to their background or life experience, and may be deeply personal. Whatever their
experience, we believe that analysis can help them make better decisions.

SAANED launched its operation in 2011 to ensure that the burgeoning philanthropy sector in the
Arab region is well served and well supported.  We are working so that the sector learns and
utilizes experiences from other regions to reflect on its own performance and develops its own
discourse for interfacing with other regions.

This guide sets the basis for a toolkit for analyzing philanthropy organizations in the Arab region
and is one of several that will be developed in the coming years. Whether you are a foundation,
grant-maker, donor, NGO or an interested observer, we hope that you find it useful.

Atallah Kuttab, on behalf of SAANED Team, December 2011
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Introduction
This guide, which is a result of a consultative meeting of key leaders from the philanthropy and
grant-making sectors in the Arab region, describes how SAANED for Philanthropy Advisory
(SAANED) analyzes philanthropy and grant-making organizations. It is a guide for anyone who
is interested in helping these organizations perform better, by enhancing their transparency and
accountability. It can help funders and donors identify organizational strengths and weaknesses,
and make decisions about how to allocate resources. It can also help philanthropy and grant-
making organizations assess their own performance and implement improvements to their own
work and structures. SAANED’s approach is based on consultations with the concerned sector
and making incremental improvements in its effort to support the sector and to develop a local
discourse that can guide local and international supporters alike. Improved performance based on
best practices, transparent and accountable processes will improve the sector negotiating power
with governments and its ability to advocate for better regulatory structures including relevant
laws, tax breaks and more enabling environment in general. This work has benefited from work
conducted in other regions, which has proved invaluable in developing this material.

The content of this guide is based on the results of a consultative meeting held in Amman on 7
December 2011 and attended by representatives of lead philanthropy organizations from Egypt,
Jordan, Lebanon, Palestine, Saudi Arabia and United Arab Emirates. The participants came from
foundations, grantmakers, corporate/individual philanthropy, and support organizations
(network, advisory, research, etc.). The participants agreed on the elements of accountability and
transparency, and on characteristics of what makes a good organization including prioritizing of
those characteristics.

It is important to note that this is not a toolkit though it will evolve into one after testing and
further consultations based on experience gained in its application, to ensure buy in by all and
relevance to the needs of the sector. The testing of the guide and compilation of lessons learned
in addition to data collected will assist in doing comparative analysis for all participating
organizations and with time evolve into benchmarking for good practices, performance and good
characteristics of philanthropy organizations in the Arab region.

This guide has the following sections:

1. Why and what we analyze?

2. Legal environment in which philanthropy operates in the Arab region.

3. Accountability and transparency.

4. What constitutes a good organization whether foundation, corporate philanthropy or
grant-maker?

5. How can grantee satisfaction be measured?

6. Benchmarking and Implementation Options, and

7. Future Steps
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1. Why and What We Analyze?

In this section, we describe why analysis is important to the sector and what needs to be
analyzed.

Why we analyze?

Analysis can help the philanthropy sector, grant-makers and funders become better at what they
do. It helps identify strengths and weaknesses, what works and what does not, and how to make
improvements. It is generally accepted that analysis helps improve the performance of
organizations which can benefit from greater scrutiny of their work. However, and although it is
widely acknowledged that analysis is beneficial, our sector invests little in the way of analysis,
and in many cases does not understand how to approach it.

The content presented in this guide followed the results of the consultation, held on 7th December
2011, with key leaders in the sector who expressed the need to consider ways to measure
accountability and transparency. This should be seen as ongoing work and continuously
developing. Participants were reluctant to select guidelines framed along the Anglo Saxon model
which while used to inform discussions was considered lacking in terms of context. All felt that
it is important to develop own guidelines with more relevance to the Arab region.

Furthermore, the general feeling is that government treats the philanthropy and civil society
sector with suspicion and lack of trust. This is clearly manifested by the rigid laws used by
government to oversee the work of our sector. Creating more accountability and transparency
will contribute to improved trust in the sector, citizens defending the sector from any intrusion by
government, and ability to push back on government and demand favorable laws and legal
environment. Being accountable and transparent to citizens and to government will provide the
best path for effective advocacy to change the constraining laws in place.

SAANED’s approach is committed to advocating a deep understanding of the sector and the
context in which it operates.

What we analyze?

The purpose of this guide is to provide greater insight into what organizations do to improve the
accountability and transparency within the sector and to identify ways in which it might be
improved. This includes the elements that contribute to making organizations more accountable
and transparent namely:
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• Leadership/Governance

• Results and Impact

• Ambition / Innovation

• Finances

• Activities and Programs

• People, Resources and Systems

• Management / Efficiency

The above elements are listed in accordance with priorities decided by the participants of the
consultation held on 7th December 2011. For each, a list of questions was developed to assess
status, strengths, weaknesses and ways for improvement.

Our sector recognizes two categories of accountability: First, accountability to the organizations
themselves, and second, accountability to boards or government in the sense of abiding by
enforceable rules and laws. Enforceable accountability is normally covered by laws regulating
the sector and conditions set in grant agreements and signed with donors. However, it is
important to highlight the importance of the unenforceable aspects of the relationship or
accountability to the grantees and end users. SAANED holds that it is the unenforceable
accountability that strengthens the legitimacy of the sector and makes organizations more
professional.
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2. The legal environment in which philanthropy operates in the Arab
Region

Some of the issues related to legal environment in which philanthropy operates, that need
consideration are summarized as follows:

 The inability to do effective advocacy and lack of (access to) information on social issues
(poverty levels, education…etc.);

 The lack of rights pertaining to gathering and organization, incorporation, running a
CSO, accessing financial resources, among others;

 The lack of governmental support and acknowledgement of the pivotal role NGOs play in
promoting social peace;

 The lack of awareness on the role of citizens and civic engagement;
 The lack of an agreed upon coordination mechanism for an enabling environment; and
 A deficient legal infrastructure that does not cater to the diversity within the sector.

The following were identified as key constraints:
 Government control for receiving funds;
 Grantees are treated as guilty unless proven otherwise;
 Laws make it difficult to grant to non registered CSOs;
 No concerted effort to make legal environment more conducive; and
 Laws mix up the various forms of CSOs whether associations, foundations, NGOs etc.

The philanthropy and civil society sector needs to mitigate some of the above constraints by
running an effective advocacy that includes:

 Mobilizing public opinion
 Being clear about the laws that need to be changed (and in what direction) and /or

developed
 Tackling corruption (checks and balances)
 Building trust

It is not all or nothing, it is important to note that incremental changes are successes (do not just
wait for big changes they might never happen!)
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3. What are the key Elements of Accountability and Transparency

Accountability and Transparency are about being open and honest regarding the most important
aspects of the organization and its work.

A transparent organization clearly and publicly explains why it exists and what its strategy for
helping beneficiaries is. In its annual report and on its website, it talks about its work,
achievements, and any setbacks or challenges. It also provides a comprehensive picture of its
management, governance and finances.

Our sector recognizes two categories of accountability: First, accountability to the organizations
themselves, and second, accountability to boards or government in the sense of abiding by
enforceable rules and laws. Enforceable accountability is normally covered by laws regulating
the sector and conditions set in grant agreements and signed with donors. However, it is
important to highlight the importance of the unenforceable aspects of the relationship or
accountability to the grantees and end users. SAANED holds that it is the unenforceable
accountability that strengthens the legitimacy of the sector and makes organizations more
professional.

In the consultation held on 7 December 2011, participants considered transparency as part of
accountability and defined measures of accountability as:
 Transparency
 Decision Making
 Frequency of measures/ Evaluation
 Responsiveness

In a recent study published in Transparency Talk by Michael Remaley (November 2011),
accountability was said to imply:
 More ethics
 More info (even though more info does not necessarily lead to trust)
 Responsiveness to stakeholders is as important as benchmarking

In the same consultation, the participants identified the following key organizational
characteristics prioritized as listed below:
 Leadership/Governance
 Results and Impact
 Ambition / Innovation
 Finances
 Activities and Programs
 People, Resources and Systems
 Management / Efficiency
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4. What makes a good organization be it a foundation, corporate
philanthropy or grant-maker?

To determine a good organization, the following priority areas or characteristics derived from
the session during the consultation on transparency and accountability (please refer to section 5
in this document), were agreed upon as areas that need strengthening and special consideration:

A. Leadership/Governance
B. Results/Impact
C. Finances
D. Ambition/Innovation

To assess each priority area, the following questions were developed by participants as
guidelines for future assessments:

Key Questions:

The key questions on how transparent an organization is:

 Do you release annual reports?
 How do you ensure transparency and how is it reflected within the operational manual of

your organization?
 How the performance is measured and is it made public?

The key questions on how clear an organization is in terms of its vision/mission and leadership:

 How aligned are your programs with your mission statement?
 How clear are your values?
 Who are your senior managers accountable to? Is it the board, government, or

beneficiaries?
 Who comprises the board and how diverse?
 Who is the board accountable to?
 How involved is the board in the management of the organization?

The key questions of how an organization is accountable to stakeholders:

 How do you define your stakeholders?
 How do you engage them?

Priority Area A: Leadership/ Governance
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Key Questions:

Does the organization have an institutionalized monitoring and evaluation system? This question
can be answered by addressing the following probing questions:

 At what level does the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system operate?
 Are key performance indicators (KPIs) and key impact indicators (KIIs) developed at both the

institutional and programmatic levels?
 What is the difference between qualitative vs. quantitative measures to performance and

impact?
 Are Knowledge/Attitude/Practice (KAP) surveys conducted after program implementation

to assess levels of impact?
 How are results and learning communicated to national bodies? Is there a stakeholder

feedback mechanism/ advocacy?

To understand better the level of collaboration, networking and cooperation that an organization
is engaged in, the set of key questions would include:

 Have you formed a coalition or built an alliance? Why? How? Where? and for What?

To understand better the level efficiency within an organization the key question was agreed to
be:
 Do you conduct cost benefit analysis for your organization/ programs?

Other questions that were developed by the group included:

 What percentage of the budget is spent on measuring impact?
 Who is funding and conducting the evaluation?

Priority Area B: Result/Impact
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Key Questions:

 Does the organization earn income?
 How diversified are the organization’s funds: Private, Arab, International, etc.?
 Does the organization have a good internal financial management and control system in

place (policies, procedures, auditing, reporting, etc.)
 In case of grant makers, are there grant-making procedures? And if yes how transparent

and accessible are they?
 In case of an endowment, how is it managed?
 Does the organization try to leverage more funds and what are the challenges?
 Does the organization have to trade off on its stated vision/mission to access funds?

Key Questions:

 How do you use existing resources to address long-standing problems facing society and
what is different, unique, and new about your solutions?

 What baseline criteria do you use to define what is new and different?
 How do you utilize information, knowledge and talent to spark new approaches, ideas,

and models? What kind of risk analysis is undertaken if any?
 What percentage of your program carries high risk?
 How open is your organization to sharing information, diversification of ideas,

acceptance of differences and tolerance in general? (Organizational culture)
 How often do you undertake self-reflection sessions? What do you do with lessons learnt

and how do your share them?
 To what extent are you able to address failures in your operations and to use them as

leverage and learning opportunities?
 When you compare your organization to others, how do you describe the following

aspects of your work, if they exist:

o Provocative
o Creative / playful
o Competitive
o Revolutionary

Priority Area C: Finances

Priority Area D: Ambition/Leadership
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5. How is Grantee Satisfaction Measured?
An important part of accountability is how well we appreciate our grantees, and how well we
structure mutually beneficial partnerships with them. The consultation highlighted how certain
factors contribute to improved accountability and legitimacy. The question is how we define
accountability (as it relates to grantees, donors and governments) and its relationship to
legitimacy of the philanthropy sector?

Three key areas for grant making plus one key constraint related to legal restrictions were
considered:

I. Selection process, approval process and support during implementation
II. Monitoring, reporting and evaluation
III. Non financial support
IV. Legal restrictions on efficient and effective grant-making

I. Selection and Approval Processes and Support during Implementation

Any assessment tool to measure grantee satisfaction should cover the following issues:

 The selection process (application, field verifications, etc.)
 Is there a social investment in the process of awarding the grant and its management or

just fund processing?
 Who owns the agenda (donor driven or truly driven by recipients of grants)?
 Is there latitude for flexibility in programming?
 Ease of grant-making (linked to empowerment rather than just emphasis on bureaucracy)
 Is capacity building a component?

II. Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation

To measure grantee satisfaction, the following should be considered:

 A true partnership between grant-maker and grantee or a relationship of mere
supervision?

 Accept grantee’s reporting system (modify if need be without imposing your own); Some
suggested supporting an unified reporting template for all donors working in the region to
avoid having multiple reporting mechanisms within one organization which is
cumbersome and costly;

 No need to impose high reporting requirements on smaller organizations;
 Make program reporting a learning process rather than simply a bureaucratic step;
 Ensure financial systems in place;
 Simple meaningful reporting;
 Put emphasis on stories of success and learning (qualitative and not only quantitative)
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III. Non-Financial Support

To measure grantee satisfaction, the following should be considered:

 Training support;
 Support for learning linkages; and
 Networking support for leveraging of resources.

IV. Key Legal Constraints on Efficient and Effective Grant-making

The following were identified as key constraints:

 Government control for receiving funds;
 Grantees are treated as guilty unless proven otherwise;
 Laws make it difficult to grant to non registered CSOs;
 No concerted effort to make legal environment more conducive; and
 Laws mix up the various forms of CSOs whether associations, foundations, NGOs etc.

A questionnaire that will be developed by SAANED based on the key elements in this section.
The questionnaire will be designed to be filled online by grantees and submitted directly to
SAANED in confidence so that responses will be open and honest. The results of the
questionnaire will enlighten the grantmaker on their performance and compare that performance
with other grantmakers that participate in this exercise allowing for reasonable benchmarking
and standards to be developed in the Arab region.
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6. Benchmarking and Implementation of Assessment

BENCHMARKING

Benchmarking is having an organization measure performance, implement best practices, and
compare with peer leaders to learn lessons from such comparison to improve performance. Also,
benchmarking allows an organization to discover the gaps in its performance when compared
with another organization. Nothing will happen, however, unless the organization actually does
something to close the gap - or surpass it. The real payback comes from changing what an
organization does to improve its operations. Benchmarking ensures that an organization is
always operating at peak performance and with so many seeking the same dollar of donation,
only the best will endure.

There are five key stages in benchmarking:

1. Planning: decide what you wish to benchmark, with whom to compare, and data
collection methodologies.

2. Data Collection
3. Analysis of data
4. Implementation: fill the gaps identified for improvement
5. Monitoring: evaluate progress and repeat cycle for further improvement

The various consultations in the region indicated interest for benchmarking the
following:

1. Costing: Cost of fund raising and spending and management costs;
2. Grantees satisfaction;
3. Characteristics related to what constitutes a good foundation, good governance, and good

programs; and
4. Measuring impact.

From personal experience when I was managing Welfare Association (among the largest
foundations in the region with annual expenditure exceeding $30M) one of my performance
objectives was to do benchmarking for all the above. The essence of benchmarking is
comparison with peers but with no documentation of peers doing benchmarking, the comparison
needed to happen with foundations in the US. For example on the costing side the accepted
benchmarks in places like the US for raising funds is 12 cents for each dollar raised. This means
if any organization spends more than 12 cents on the dollar raised then it needs to do better, if
less then it is faring better than others. Welfare Association’s cost for fundraising was 5 cents to
the dollar raised by staff; the board used to ask me does it mean we are super efficient and my
answer was I would be more confident in my response if there was a peer organization in our
region to compare it. I expanded further in my explanation that it could mean we could invest
more in human resources and systems and be better without exceeding international benchmarks,
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or it could be that we are understaffed and our staff are putting more than regular hours of work
which is not healthy.  The same applied to the cost of managing programs, the range of
benchmarks within US for that varies between 6% (for scaled up activities benefiting from
economies of scale) and 20% (for pilots with lots of cost on monitoring). Welfare Association
was within this range (around the 10-12%). Still I would not say I was confident of my efficiency
as manager as I would have loved to compare Welfare Association’s performance with that of a
peer organization from the region for more certainty and relevance. The same would apply to the
other factors or elements namely grantee satisfaction, board performance and impact
measurement.

For further reading on the issue of benchmarking some of the websites that have
resources in the form of online self assessment, webinars, books, articles and manuals are
found at the following (these are key sites to resort to, listed alphabetically, but by no
means the only ones):

 Board Source www.boardsource.org

 Center for Effective Philanthropy www.effectivephilanthropy.org

 Council on Foundations www.cof.org

 Keystone Accountability www.keystoneaccountability.org

 New Philanthropy Capital www.npc.org

 Non Profit Risk www.nonprofitrisk.org
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IMPLEMENTATION OF ASSESSMENT

The assessment will be conducted for the four priority areas identified in section 6, namely:

 Leadership/Governance
 Results/Impact
 Finances
 Ambition/Innovation

Several options can be considered for the assessment for better institutional learning, efficiency
and effectiveness leading to enhanced accountability. These options are:

I. Self-assessment (individual)
II. Self assessment (team) – with our without outside facilitation
III.Independent assessment by an outsider
IV. Peer to peer assessment
V. Comparative assessment of a cohort of peer organizations by SAANED, being an

impartial organization, specialized in this field or by similar organization.

I. In a self-assessment the organization uses the analytical framework with the key questions
for each of the four priority areas to conduct a self driven assessment.  Such a self-
assessment can be conducted on an individual basis in writing. The filled assessment
sheets are then collected analyzed and documented in an assessment report. The analysis
report is shared and discussed with the relevant staff members/departments and constitutes
the basis for remedial and improvement action.

Process:

1. Identify the staff members/employees that will take part in the assessment
exercise. Ideally participants should not exceed 20 staff members.

2. Identify a staff member (or a team of not more than 3) that will facilitate the
process by collecting the self-assessment forms, conducting the analysis and
preparing the assessment report. The development of questionnaire and the
relevant analysis can be outsourced under supervision of the staff member
facilitating this process.

3. Conduct a briefing session with the participating staff members in which the
purpose and process of the self-assessment is introduced and questions are
clarified. Such a briefing can also take place over email; however it is preferable to
bring the participants together for this exercise. The objective of the briefing is to
make the process transparent, explain the objective of the exercise and how it fits
into the plan of the organization to improve its accountability and transparency.

4. Distribute the questionnaires.

5. After return of the questionnaire conduct the analysis and prepare the report.
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6. Present the findings of the report in a meeting to the concerned parties in the
organization and agree on steps of further action.

II. A self-assessment can also be conducted as a participatory reflection process in which the
analytical framework is used as a tool to guide and structure the reflection process. One
staff member, ideally with facilitation skills, guides the team through the assessment
process. Such a participatory exercise needs to be visualized and documented in an
assessment report. The visualization techniques are important in this process to ensure that
the participating group understands the issues, solutions and proposed actions. The report
constitutes the basis for remedial and improvement action.

Process:

1. Identify the staff members/employees that will take part in the assessment
exercise. The ideal number for meaningful deliberation should not exceed 15 staff
members.

2. Identify a staff member (or a team of not more than 3, could be one) that will
facilitate the process, analyze results and outputs and prepare the assessment
report.

3. The facilitation team shares plans for the assessment with the participating staff
members in which the purpose and process of the self-assessment is introduced
and focus questions for the reflection session is agreed upon. This can take place in
a meeting or over email. The objective of this preparatory step is to make the
process transparent, explain the objective of the exercise and how it fits into the
plan of the organization to improve its accountability and transparency.

4. Hold the assessment session ensuring good documentation.

5. The team or person responsible for this prepares the report summarizing process,
reflection and key recommendations and outputs.

6. Present the findings of the report in a meeting to the concerned parties in the
organization and agree on steps of further action.

III.An independent assessment by an outsider is another option. It is recommended every two
years if the organization has committed itself to improve its good governance,
transparency and accountability.  An independent consultant with a solid background in
organizational development and philanthropy (like SAANED) is commissioned, on the
basis of the analytical framework; conduct an outside assessment of the organization. The
analysis report is shared and discussed with management and constitutes the basis for
remedial and improvement action.
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Process:

1. Identify the staff members/employees that will take part in the assessment
exercise. The ideal number for meaningful deliberation should not exceed 15 staff
members.

2. Procure a consultant to facilitate the process, analyze results and outputs and
prepare the assessment report.

3. The consultant shares plans for the assessment with the participating staff members
in which the purpose and process of the self-assessment is introduced and focus
questions for the reflection session is agreed upon. This can take place in a meeting
or over email. The objective of this preparatory step is to make the process
transparent, explain the objective of the exercise and how it fits into the plan of the
organization to improve its accountability and transparency.

4. Hold the assessment session ensuring good documentation.

5. The consultant prepares the report summarizing process, reflection and key
recommendations and outputs.

6. The consultant presents the findings of the report in a meeting to the concerned
parties in the organization who in turn will agree on steps of further action.

IV. A fourth option is for two or more organization to peer up and take on the role of an
independent assessment consultant for each other. The process will be same as option III
except that the consultant will be from the organizations participating in this exercise. This
option has the advantage of limited comparative analysis, peer learning and paves the way
for future cooperation as it brings organizations closer together. This option though will
suffer from limited benefits if organizations are not willing to open their “books” freely for
each other and use the process as show casing their success stories and hiding their failures or
mistakes missing the whole idea behind such a learning process.

V. A fifth option is for comparative assessment of a cohort of peer organizations by SAANED
being an impartial organization specialized in this field or by similar organization. This takes
option IV a step forward and is combination of options of III and IV by having a larger
number of organizations group together and commission an outside consultant with
experience in philanthropy and interest to build data base on performance of philanthropy
organizations in the Arab region (the reason for suggesting SAANED), to conduct the
assessment exercise. The advantage of this includes significant comparative analysis of peer
organizations, no sensitivity in accessing information, information on each organization can
be kept confidential and made public at a pace comfortable to each organization and most
important is the consultant can team up any two (or more) organizations that see the benefit
of learning from each other based on the results of the assessment.
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Process:

1. Identify the organizations that are going to participate in this exercise

2. Agree on the organization that will take the role of the consultant (SAANED or
similar organization) and the terms of reference.

3. Identify the staff members/employees in each organization that will take part in the
assessment exercise. The ideal number for meaningful deliberation from each
organization should not exceed 15 staff members.

4. The consultant shares plans for the assessment with the management of each
organization, in which the purpose and process of the assessment is introduced and
focus questions for the assessment is agreed upon. This can take place in a meeting
or over email. The objective of this preparatory step is to make the process
transparent, explain the objective of the exercise and how it fits into the plan of the
organization to improve its accountability and transparency.

5. Hold the assessment exercise within each organization with good documentation.

6. The consultant prepares the report summarizing process, reflection and key
recommendations and outputs for each organization and an anonymous report on
comparative data for all participating organizations allocating a number
identification for each organization known only to concerned organization and
consultant.

7. The consultant presents the findings of the report in a meeting to the concerned
parties in the organization who in turn will agree on steps of further action.

8. The consultant can link, subject to their consent, any two organizations that will
benefit from each other strengths after the comparative study is circulated.
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7. Future Steps

Future steps include developing a framework for comparative analysis between organizations
with similar characteristics along the line of option V in section 8 above. This will be a
preliminary step towards a database for philanthropy and grant-making organizations in the Arab
region that will include benchmarks for performance, transparency and accountability. Such
“non threatening” database (since no names of organizations will be mentioned in comparative
studies) will allow for better understanding of  the philanthropy and grant-making sector and
organizations operating within the sector, in addition to a better understanding of the driving
force behind Arab giving and the local discourse accompanying it.

Making Judgments

All organizations have strengths and weaknesses. SAANED’s analysis framework can be used to
identify them, and to spot areas for improvement. However, applying the framework requires
judgment and relies on the skills and opinions of the analyst. Analysis is therefore a mixture of
objective assessment and subjective opinion, and must take into account the context in which the
organization is working (such as what other philanthropy organizations are doing in the same
subject area and what resources are available).

Grading Organizations

As part of the analysis process, SAANED’s framework can be used to grade organizations,
giving them a rating in each of the areas being investigated, namely:

1. Leadership/Governance
2. Results and Impact
3. Ambition / innovation
4. Finances
5. Activities and programs
6. People, resources and systems
7. Management / efficiency
8. Grantee satisfaction

Grading philanthropy organizations and grant-makers helps to track progress over time and to set
targets for improvement. Suggested classifications1 are:

 An organization that is judged excellent in a part of the framework is highly capable in
that area, and clearly orientated to do the best for its beneficiaries. For example, to be

1 Similar classification is suggested to the one used by the New Philanthropy Capital for easy comparison with data
from the UK. Final classifications will have to be agreed by representatives from the philanthropy sector.
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excellent on results, organizations must systematically track their outcomes, use data to
improve their services, and disseminate results information for wider benefit.

 An organization that is judged good demonstrates clear competency in an area and is well
placed to make improvements. For example, an organization that is good on results might
have a clear process for measurement and evidence of outcomes, but may not use this
evidence to improve its services.

 An organization that is judged satisfactory may have some strength in a particular area,
but will also have some weaknesses. It may have identified its weakness and is already
taking steps to improve it. Or it may be unable to implement improvements due to
internal, political, or regulatory reasons. For example, an organization that is satisfactory
on results might have isolated evaluations of positive outcomes, but make little
contribution to a wider understanding of the area in which it works either intentionally or
wanting to avoid becoming visible.

 An organization that is judged below expectations has significant weaknesses in an area,
and shows little capacity to improve. For example, it might collect no information on the
results of its work.

All judgments should be accompanied by a clear description that explains the grading decision.
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