Supplementary Briefing Notes for Entries In The ROI Category
The Australian Effie Committee is keen to encourage entries for both commercial and social campaigns in the ROI
Category.
Commercial ROI Entries
This note explains how commercial ROI entries will be assessed.
The calculation method below is mandatory for all entries in the ROI category and should inform ROI calculations
in all categories.
ROI measures by what percentage the incremental gross profit (not gross sales) generated exceeded the
campaign costs/investment.
‘Incremental’ means comparing what happened, with what would be expected to happen had the campaign
not taken place and/or that status quo maintained.
So, if the incremental gross profit is $1,000 and campaign costs are $1,000, they cancel each other out and the
ROI is 0%. If additional gross profit was $1,500 the ROI is 50%.
The following calculation method is recommended for all entries where a quantifiable profit was a commercial
objective. It is compulsory for all entries to the ROI category.

Gross Sales Increase
Gross Profit Margin
Gross Profit Increase
Campaign Costs
Gross Profit minus Campaign Costs
ROI

$5,400,000
60%
$3,240,000
$1,250,000
$1,990,000
1.59 times or 159%

If client profit margins are confidential, then you may apply a standard or indicative industry profit margin.
Indexing of data is also acceptable.

Social Return on Investment (SRIO) Entries
There is a long history of excellent Effies entries in the social space. Grand Effie winners include “How Suffering
Made People Quit” for the Australian National Prevention Health Agency, “Enjoy the Ride” for the Office of Road
Safety Western Australia and “Speeding. No-one thinks big of you” for NSW Roads and Traffic Authority.
Government and Not-For-Profit organization are becoming more sophisticated in assessing the overall return on
programs and we would like to encourage special entries into the Government & Not-for-Profit categories.

The judges will recognize that it is more difficult to develop a standard formula for the SRIO and encourage
entrants to read two articles written by Social Ventures Australia before developing their submission.
Social Return on Investment: Accounting for Value and Shared Measurement: Easier than you think are below.
Submissions may find it helpful to use the following guide:
Outcomes – what were the results of the campaign?
Incremental Indicator – what increase can reasonably be attributed to the campaign?
Financial Proxy – what is a reasonable dollar figure you might attribute to the increment (consider long term
impacts)
Attribution – extent to which other factors might have contributed to the result
Deadweight (equivalent to baseline sales) – probability of what would have happened without the campaign
Final Value – to be used as SROI approximation
The judges understand that this is a new measurement for the Effies and will reward honest efforts that tell a
credible story. It is likely that the Effies organizing committee will evaluate, learn and modify the SROI over time.
Note: The data for both ROI and SROI can be excluded from the published case upon request.

Shared measurement: easier than you think
socialventures.com.au /sva-quarterly/shared-measurement-easier-than-you-think/

March 14, 2014

Developing a shared measurement framework is easier than you
think; moreover it can lead to better outcomes for clients.
Outcomes-based measurement – if you say it fast it doesn’t sound so bad. So why does it feel so
hard to introduce, and where do you start?
The need for outcomes-based measurement is often imposed from the outside. It can be driven
by external changes, typically a significant reduction in funding, a change in funding requirements
and/or structural reform to the sector that is not of the organisation’s own making. Having to
adapt and respond to these changes can feel hard.

…how can you start the process in a
manageable way that allows you to
learn as you go?
This challenge can be made easier if there is interest and support sector-wide for a shared
measurement system: a system that enables organisations to understand and measure their
impact, not just as individual players, but in collaboration with a number of organisations with a
shared mission.
Like our colleagues at New Philanthropy Capital (NPC) in the UK, at SVA Consulting we believe
that ‘until we can get more shared measurement into social policy – and especially the charity
sector – our efforts to measure what works will be fragmented and we may miss valuable lessons
and insights from our peers’[i].
But how can you start the process in a manageable way that allows you to learn as you go?
One way to approach it is from the bottom up: understanding what is happening from the client’s
perspective. By understanding outcomes for individual clients and showing how these changes
link back to the services affected by funding changes or reforms, you can provide tangible results
that reflect real changes people have experienced in their lives. This initial evidence can help to
build momentum and learning around shared measurement, and both drive the conversation
forward and provide information that can be refined as you learn from experience. This process
also lays the foundation for greater collaboration in service delivery.
This is what is happening in South Australia’s homelessness sector. An initial project by a few
organisations to understand the impact of recent sector reforms has been the first step in the
whole sector coming to understand the need for, and starting to work its way towards, a shared
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outcomes-based measurement system.
The process and the conditions for success of this approach are detailed in this article.

South Australia’s homelessness sector
In 2009, the SA Government consolidated the funding for homelessness services to improve
service delivery and prompt greater integration. This instigated major structural and cultural
change in the way service providers addressed homelessness with a focus on improved access.
Since these reforms the funding scenario continues to be uncertain.

…wanted to understand and measure
the outcomes for clients resulting from
homelessness services, and to
understand the effect of the reforms on
these outcomes.
Service providers believed that the reforms were having an impact on individual service users,
but the sector lacked an evidence-base to demonstrate this impact. Existing data and reporting
was limited as the reforms had only recently been implemented and data collection focused on
output measures and not client outcomes and impact.
The SA Homelessness Strategy Group (SAHSG) was set up during the reforms to represent
homelessness service providers. The SAHSG subcommittee, made up of representatives from
Common Ground, Catherine House, Baptist Care and Uniting Communities, wanted to
understand and measure the outcomes for clients resulting from homelessness services, and to
understand the effect of the reforms on these outcomes. The group also needed to assess the
value of the reforms to demonstrate to government, and other social funders, the impact of their
services on clients in order to attract continued funding.
In spite of SAHSG’s commitment, they had limited resources to do the evaluation and individually
had little time to spend on it given the priorities and needs of their own organisations.
As a result, SAHSG with support from the SA Department for Community & Social Inclusion
(DCSI) commissioned SVA Consulting to develop a process to assess the social value of
outcomes experienced by individuals as a result of the reforms. The process was to include
interviews with individual clients as well as with service providers and caseworkers.

The process of developing shared measures
The process focused on understanding, measuring and valuing the impacts on individuals and
linking these back to the reforms.
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Figure 1: SROI principles

We decided to base the process on the seven principles of SROI (Social Return on Investment),
an internationally recognised process for valuing a program or organisation (see Figure 1). This
methodology starts off by understanding the change from the perspective of the stakeholder i.e.
the person who has experienced the change. This means that it understands and measures what
really matters – the outcomes for individuals rather than abstract indicators of ‘performance’. It is
also a methodology which values the outcomes. While this wasn’t an SROI analysis, the
principles of SROI were extremely useful for these reasons.
The principles were used to:
Understand how the reforms have been implemented and how they have had an impact
on people using homelessness services.
Measure: Analyse existing data on outcomes and measure the impact of the reforms on
nominated beneficiaries through in-depth interviews.
Value: Assign values to the outcomes experienced in the case interviews and link these
back to the reforms.

Understanding the reforms and measuring success
The best way to show the impact of the reforms was to focus on understanding and measuring
the impacts on individual clients.

…interviews with selected clients
provided understanding of the changes
in outcomes for these individuals over
the reform period…
Analysis first defined the logical link from the national reforms (the National Partnership
Agreement on Homelessness and the National Affordable Housing Agreement) to changes at
state level and then to changes in service delivery on the ground. The DCSI provided support
explaining how the system-wide reforms were structured and why. These were expected to link to
the outcomes experienced by individual clients.
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The reforms had focused on improving access to services. Based on the concept of ‘no wrong
door’, every service is seen as a gateway and users only have to tell their story once. This is
intended to provide equitable service across target groups and regions, and a standardised
quality experience. At the system level there are a number of reform impacts that are already
evident to service providers.
Reflecting on the past few years, providers noted that service quality has improved, with more
consistent service across regions and target groups, a higher level of collaboration amongst
providers, and more accountability through auditing. The reforms also included a major cultural
shift from measuring inputs and outputs to measuring outcomes.
“Previously, we would have aimed to get her into public housing, and could have
provided her with outreach but only if she wanted to. With an Individual Support
Package, the client has to engage. After a year in housing, she is much more confident
in doing things by herself, and has been offered a long-term house.”
Having defined the logic, interviews with selected clients provided understanding of the changes
in outcomes for these individuals over the reform period, whether the reforms had contributed to
the change, and how reliant the changes were on the reforms. These outcomes were then
mapped back to the reforms through discussions with the individuals’ caseworkers. (Figure 2)
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Figure 2 Outcomes experienced by individuals
“Before the reforms, some services were not willing to take referrals of difficult kids.
There used to be one emergency bed and three long term beds – if you stuffed up you
were gone. Now it is a lot easier to get help for him.”“[Before the reforms] when I was
14, they told me in a letter it was a 15 year waiting list.[…] After a while, I stopped
bothering to call or visit the offices.”

Further analysis grouped the range of outcomes for service users across five life domains that
had become apparent as consistent themes for all individuals: health, housing, aspirations,
employment/training/income, and connection to society.
The post-reform stories of service users – an Aboriginal woman, a family, a young person, an
adult man and a woman who had experienced violence – were selected by agencies as
examples of what happens when the system works.
Many reform impacts were experienced in the individual case studies, in particular improved
access to supportive housing.
“I was at the point where I was starting to do well in AA meetings, but it was too much for
me to work. I knew from last time I was sober that if I worked to pay the rent (but mostly
as a distraction from recovery), I would start missing meetings and then spiral down
again. So I needed housing that I could afford.”

Valuing these outcomes
The final challenge was to identify the value of the change in outcomes that individual clients are
experiencing as a result of the reforms, in a way that made sense and did not overclaim the
benefits attributable to the reforms.
To get a better understanding about the value of these outcomes to the individuals, indicators
were determined and then financial proxies were assigned to represent a market value.
The value of the proxy selected was then reduced to take into account:
the extent to which things other than the homelessness sector contributed (known as
attribution in SROI), and
the probability of the outcome happening without reforms (known as deadweight).
The result was a realistic view of the value that was created directly by the reforms. Figure 3
works through this process for an example outcome.
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Figure 3. Example of value calculation for employment outcome
This analysis resulted in a proxy dollar value for how much the individual was better off in one
year.
On average, for each client interviewed the value of the changes in their lives was around
$20,000 over one year. As it is likely that value would continue to accrue over the next few years,
the total value is likely to be a conservative estimate. Benefits to society as a whole, such as
reduced use of public health services, were also not valued in the analysis.

Next steps
Acknowledging that it is still early days, the report has shown that the additional investment in
SA’s homelessness sector and the response of this group of service providers has contributed to
significant changes in the sector that are starting to have a profound impact on individual
outcomes.

By sharing this between organisations
and peers and learning how to work
together, service providers will be in a
better position to improve program
delivery…
Significantly, the report identified the need to develop a better understanding of sector-wide
outcomes for individual clients and improve information gathering, measurement and evaluation
of these outcomes to assess progress.
By sharing this between organisations and peers and learning how to work together, service
providers will be in a better position to improve program delivery to deliver better outcomes for
individuals. It will also help to develop a consistent message about what success looks like and
demonstrate this through meaningful and clear measurement and evaluation of outcomes across
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the sector.
What the project also demonstrated was that caseworkers on the ground are likely to already
understand these outcomes or milestones through their clients’ stories so it is important to
engage them in the process of deciding the outcomes. However, this information may not yet be
captured, or at least shared. Identifying what to capture and measure can be developed through
an iterative process such as this.
With Social Benefit Bonds (SBBs) being mooted by the SA Government and one of the potential
pilot areas being homelessness, the sector has even more incentive to develop a robust and
plausible system to measure and evaluate individual outcomes.
The report has led to two workshops to kick off the development of a measurement system for
the entire sector.
The next stage is to review the process and what is important, involve stakeholders, and refine
the original framework allowing the sector to take ownership of it. The refining process will include
workshopping all the outcomes, what the indicators are and how to measure them.
As Madge McGuire, Catherine House CEO and a member of the SAHSG subcommittee, said
“The process is very accessible and comprehensible for us. Our ideas and experiences have
been included along the way, and we’ve continuing to learn from each other as the work evolves.
All up it’s been very productive and pain-free.”
The group is learning as it goes, and is on its way to developing shared outcome measures that
will both demonstrate the value of its work to funders, but also assist members in building their
own capabilities and supporting each other.
Endnotes
[i] See the Blueprint for Shared Measurement report published by New Philanthropy Capital
(NPC) in 2013 which reviews existing literature in the UK and US, and analyses 20 shared
measurement projects. From this it identifies a number of factors that are key to developing
successful shared measurement. These success factors look at the pre-conditions necessary for
shared measurement, as well as key factors in developing, designing, scaling and sustaining
shared approaches.
© 2017 Social Ventures Australia privacy information

7/7

Social Return on Investment: Accounting for value
socialventures.com.au /sva-quarterly/social-return-on-investment-accounting-for-value/

August 14, 2012

How can Social Return on Investment (SROI) help you evaluate
your performance or that of organisations you wish to fund?
Interest in Social Return on Investment (SROI) continues to grow, both in Australia and around
the world. As funders and other stakeholders place increasing pressure on organisations to
become more sophisticated in assessing their performance, it is no longer sufficient to put social
impact accountability into the “too-hard” basket.
Having undertaken over 60 SROI analyses, SVA Consulting reflects on its experience with SROI,
the feedback it has received from its clients, and considers future uses of SROI.
SROI first emerged in the 1990s in Los Angeles when the Roberts Enterprise Development Fund
developed ways of demonstrating the social value of their programs. Since then, there has been
an explosion of interest in it. It was first taken up in Scotland and then in England, where the
Office for the Third Sector in the Cabinet Office invested heavily in its development. People
across Europe and Canada started to engage with it, networks were developed, and academics
undertook studies.
In Australia, SVA conducted the first SROI analysis in 2005. There are now over 800 individuals
receiving the SROI newsletter, more than 400 people have participated in one or two day training
courses, and a national conference was held in October 2011.
Why this interest in SROI? What is SROI, anyway? And what is the future of SROI in Australia?

SROI and accountability
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The essential purpose of SROI is to provide a simple way for non-profit organisations to hold
themselves accountable to their stakeholders. This is a challenge because, compared with
businesses and governments, non-profit organisations have a complex, even complicated, range
of stakeholders to whom they are accountable.
Businesses are structurally accountable to their consumers. All day, every day, consumers
exercise a veto right over the survival of the organisation: provide poor service or charge high
prices, and people stop buying. The business suffers immediately and, if it doesn’t change, will
fail.

… it deals directly with this complexity
by addressing the overall question: how
is ‘society’ benefiting from the program?
Governments are structurally accountable to their voters, having to regularly face the electorate.
While we may be acutely aware of the weaknesses of the democratic system, it is accountable to
its ‘clients’, the voters.
The situation with most non-profit organisations is much more complex: human service nonprofits are unique in that they are accountable to ’everyone’ – all their stakeholders: clients,
funders, staff, boards, members and the community at large. The ‘accountability context’ for
many non-profit organisations is more complex than even that suggests. Those with suppliers are
accountable to those suppliers; those in the media spotlight are accountable through the media;
those working in legislative contexts have legal accountabilities, and so on. This complex
operating environment can result in many organisations having low accountability to their
stakeholders.
The unique ‘value add’ of SROI is that it deals directly with this complexity by addressing the
overall question: how is ‘society’ benefiting from the program? Here, ‘society’ means ‘the
aggregate of all stakeholders – direct and indirect – in the program’. Central to the SROI
methodology is involving all stakeholders in the process and understanding change from the
perspective of each stakeholder group. These requirements ensure that an SROI analysis
addresses the complex array of accountabilities which every non-profit deals with.

What SROI is
SROI started as a specialised form of cost-benefit analysis which has grown to incorporate
significant aspects of stakeholder-driven evaluation. It places a monetary value on the social
impact (the benefit) of an activity, and compares this with the cost incurred in creating that
benefit. While this is a feature of any cost-benefit analysis, SROI is specifically tailored to the
analysis of social purpose activities. This is taken into account both in articulating and measuring
impact, and in the manner in which the analysis is undertaken. SROI is also stakeholder
informed. This increases the depth of analysis required as it engages more broadly with those
who experience change than traditional cost-benefit analysis.
As with most performance assessment and evaluation frameworks, SROI is based on program
logic (or ‘theory of change’ or ‘logic model’). Using the terms used in the SROI Guide1 – which
are also commonly used in most evaluation frameworks – in a program logic statement: inputs
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are applied to service activities to produce outputs, from which outcomes are derived, which
result in impacts2. In these terms, the purpose of SROI is to examine the relationship between
inputs and impact.
To take a simplified example: an employment project is funded at $100,000 per annum to place
long term unemployed people into jobs. The project is successful in placing 10 people in ongoing
jobs. The project’s social impact is assessed by: adding the savings in social security payments
(which would have been paid if those 10 people had not got a job), plus the taxation paid by the
participants (once employed), plus a monetised measure of other benefits such as increased selfreliance and self-esteem for the participants. In this example, the benefits add to $500,000 over
the course of a year, resulting in an SROI ratio of 5:1 that shows that every $1 invested brings a
social return of $5.

… SROI is best understood as
‘accounting for value’, where value is
understood in its broadest sense.
The SROI ratio is arrived at by adding the benefits to the client and to tax payers and comparing
this with the cost of the program. Since the ratio shows that the social return created is greater
than $1, it follows that there is a net benefit for the stakeholder community associated with the
program. The clients are benefiting by securing employment, and developing greater self-respect.
The funder is satisfied that the social impact sought for the funds provided is being achieved. The
organisation’s board, members and staff can be satisfied that the program is achieving a positive
social impact. The community at large also benefits from the success of the program.
Importantly, the ratio represents the social value created, rather than just the economic value
created. In addition to economic values (such as savings in social security payments), SROI also
places a monetary value on outcomes such as gains in self-esteem, increased social skills and
the like. Because intangible values such as these cannot be bought and sold in the market place,
they are usually given no monetary value. SROI seeks to express the value associated with such
intangibles in monetary terms and, for this reason, SROI is best understood as ‘accounting for
value’, where value is understood in its broadest sense.
At a more technical level, the SROI ratio also shows whether a program is effective and/or
efficient. The example program is effective, since it is achieving its goal of placing people
excluded from the workforce into paid work, which is a shared goal of the clients, organisation,
and funder. It is efficient, in that every dollar invested produces a social return on investment of
$5. Thereafter, the SROI ratio can be used as a benchmark for measuring the efficiency and
effectiveness of the program over time. Using SROI as a benchmark for comparing different
programs with each other is generally not advisable, since the range of variables is usually too
great to make such comparisons meaningful.
If a program’s SROI ratio shows that the social return is between $0 and $1 for every $1
invested, then the participants are likely to be benefiting, but at a cost greater than the social
value being created. For example, one employment-based social enterprise with whom SVA
conducted an SROI analysis showed an SROI ratio of 0.75:1 indicating that for $1 invested there
was $0.75 in social return. This was because, while the enterprise was benefiting its six
employees, the cost of providing this benefit to these employees was greater than the social
value being created. As a result of the analysis, we made a suite of recommendations for
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changing the program’s direction and modus operandi.
By undertaking an SROI analysis, an organisation can be satisfied that it is holding itself
accountable to all its stakeholders, in a way that is readily communicated and understood.
In February 2012, a report entitled Social Return on Investment: Lessons Learned in Australia, was
published by the Investing in Impact Strategic Partnership, comprised of: the Centre for Social Impact
(CSI); PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) Foundation; and Social Ventures Australia (SVA). The report
provides an overview of SROI and its application in Australia in recent years, and makes several
recommendations for how SROI can be improved and its uptake extended. This article has drawn on
that report for many insights and case histories.

Why conduct an SROI analysis?
There is a great deal more to SROI than simply arriving at the SROI ratio. This is only one output
of an SROI analysis. The report generated by an SROI analysis provides a thorough and
comprehensive account of the program, its mode of operation, and the views of all stakeholders.
As organisations report, this brings a wide range of benefits in addition to identifying the social
return they are achieving.
An SROI analysis gives organisations deep insight into the impact they are having on all
their stakeholders
As noted, stakeholder engagement is fundamental to the conduct of an SROI analysis. Engaging
stakeholders provides an organisation with a deeper understanding of who its main stakeholders
are. It also provides a context which enables profound questions to be asked which leads to
greater dialogue and greater insight into what is driving change.
For example, Livingin Constructions is a social enterprise that constructs buildings and
landscapes to meet the requirements of families with complex needs, while also employing
people excluded from the labour market. In reflecting on their experience with SROI, its
managers remarked that the stakeholder feedback was the most critical component of the
analysis. The stakeholder interviews revealed that the employees experienced outcomes that the
management team were not aware of. The interviews also opened up the communication lines
between Livingin Construction’s employees and management – employees had increased
confidence in discussing the impact of their employment on their lives. As one manager said: “At
first I was sceptical (about the SROI analysis) until I saw the outcomes of the interviews, and then
realised that engaging with the stakeholder formed an integral part of understanding the value we
create.”
For many organisations, the SROI analysis is the first time stakeholders are invited to express
how the organisation’s activities affect them, and how they value these impacts.
An SROI analysis strengthens the capacity of organisations to engage in strategic
planning
Most organisations report that the SROI analysis has helped them to make important strategic
decisions. This is because an SROI analysis provides evidence, in a structured format, of the
organisation’s outcomes and impact and how this is created. This deepened understanding feeds
directly into planning.
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For example, the SROI analysis conducted for SEED, a social enterprise that provides property
and maintenance services in Brisbane’s north, identified that co-location with SANDBAG, the
affiliated community organisation, provided significant social value for their employees. The
analysis highlighted that SEED employees considered the SANDBAG community centre as a
home away from home. The outcomes as expressed by SEED employees, such as increased
self-confidence and an increased sense of belonging in a community, were linked to their
experience as a part of the SANDBAG community. For SANDBAG, SEED created an increased
number of positive role models in the community. As a result of these insights, SEED changed its
decision to move away from the SANDBAG community centre.
The SROI process motivates the team
The SROI process involves all stakeholders and asks probing questions about the impact of the
organisation. For these reasons, it creates an environment where employees in the organisation
understand, and become deeply engaged with, the real impact they are creating. This motivates
members of the team, from management through to employees. As a manager at STREAT said,
“Although change is seen every day, when we reflect on data before and after it is very
motivating for the team, and there is much pride established from having this evidence base.”
At larger non-profit organisations, the results of SROI analyses have been distributed within the
organisation resulting in employees appreciating the impact of their work. Organisations also view
themselves as leaders in social impact measurement.
SROI provides a powerful snapshot of an organisation’s impact
Organisations commented that an SROI analysis was valuable as it provided them with a
snapshot of their organisation’s impact at a point in time. This provided organisations with a
benchmark against which to assess and compare future performance.
Previously, people in the organisations had convictions about the change they were creating. By
undertaking an SROI, these convictions are evidenced, corrected or, in some cases, enhanced.
The SROI approach requires the organisation to clearly articulate its program logic, or theory of
change. This, together with the evidence gathered about the extent to which this change was
being achieved, strengthens the organisation’s strategic planning capacity.
SROI provides a compelling story and credible evidence to investors
All organisations have reported that the SROI approach has helped them to present a clear and
succinct message about their social impact to investors. An SROI analysis describes how an
organisation’s activities impact on each stakeholder group and the way the stakeholder groups
value that impact. One of the main attractions of an SROI analysis is the SROI ratio, which
expresses the relationship between input costs and impact achieved.
The SROI report includes the story of change for each stakeholder group and identifies all the
judgements made in the analysis. This transparency helps readers gain a fuller understanding of
the organisation and view the report as an authentic and honest appraisal of the social return on
investment being achieved by the organisation. Accordingly, the SROI report acts as an important
component of a social enterprise’s marketing material when speaking with investors.
Investors in non-profit organisations and social enterprises appreciate a succinct, trustworthy,
sophisticated and accessible account of the social value being achieved with the funds invested.
As Ann Pickard, Chairman of Shell Australia, recently observed, ‘SROI data informs and
reinforces funding decisions made by Shell in its annual social investment of $15 million‘.
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A manager at SEED reported that when an investor saw the SROI report, he was told that “it is
exactly this type of report developers and large corporations are looking for to concretize their
views on the benefits of working with (social) enterprises.”
SROI informs investors and managers of the full costs associated with delivering an
organisation’s social impact
An SROI analysis requires that all costs and benefits for each stakeholder group are expressed
in monetary units. Organisations that have undertaken an SROI analysis report that the process
of identifying and measuring the full costs has been illuminating.
A striking example of how true costs were clarified arose in regard to employment-based social
enterprises; businesses which have as their social purpose the employment of people who are
excluded from or disadvantaged in the mainstream workforce. When conducting these analyses,
it became apparent that one of the key costs for these ventures was the incremental costs
expended to provide support for employees with greater needs. For example, for the Nundah Cooperative’s Espresso Train café, the employment of people with severe and enduring mental
illness costs 24% more than it costs an equivalent mainstream business to employ people
without these needs.

Conducting an SROI analysis
SROI is ‘open source’; it can be conducted by anyone. In practice, most organisations use
accredited practitioners, both to assure the quality of the analysis and enhance the credibility of
the report.
To become an accredited practitioner a person is required to participate in the two day accredited
training course provided by The SROI Network, which covers a standardised curriculum based
on the SROI Guide. Thereafter, a practitioner must complete an SROI report and submit it to The
SROI Network so that it can be assured. The assurance assessment is completed by two
independent assessors who are both accredited SROI practitioners.
The conduct of an SROI analysis involves direct engagement with all stakeholders to gather
data, and thereafter, analysis of that data and preparation of the report. SVA Consulting’s
practice is to produce a two-page summary report, which clients value as a way of making the
findings accessible to everyone. The time required to conduct an SROI depends on the size of
the organisation or the program being analysed, and the scope of the SROI.

SROI: next steps
While there is some hype around SROI, the evidence is in. Feedback from close to 60
organisations with whom we have conducted SROI analyses shows that in addition to the
‘headline’ ratio, organisations have found a wide range of benefits from undertaking the analyses.
Whilst SROI is a relatively new methodology, SVA Consulting, along with many non-profit
organisations, governments and investors are increasingly persuaded of its potential to improve
organisations and their programs.
One possible future application of SROI is in funding contracts. As is well known, these contracts
can be overly prescriptive, impose significant compliance costs, and be excessively short-term, a
concern noted by the Productivity Commission in its 2010 report, The Contribution of the Not-forProfit Sector. It may well be practical to contract non-profit organisations using SROI as the
primary point of accountability. This would put the real purpose of the contract in the spotlight,
since what the investor is seeking to purchase is not service activities or outputs but social
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impacts. It is also likely to decrease costs associated with contract administration for both parties,
and considerably enhance the scope for innovation. This approach would require audit systems
to ensure the integrity of SROI analyses, though this caveat applies equally to existing
arrangements. Experiments with this approach are being undertaken in the form of ‘social impact
bonds’.
Taking up SROI more extensively will help the non-profit sector develop an ever more
sophisticated approach to social impact, and so strengthen the contribution made by social
purpose projects, programs, organisations and policies to the wellbeing of all Australians.
If you’d like to know more, contact us on consulting@socialventures.com.au
1. http://www.thesroinetwork.org/sroi-analysis/the-sroi-guide
2. For example, these same terms are used by the Productivity Commission in its proposed measurement
framework, in chapter 3, Contribution of the Not-for-Profit Sector, Productivity Commission, 2010
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