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Executive Summary

Previous research projects have cited barriers to using social metrics including time, cost, lack
of available resources and a lack of access to expertise. Use of social metrics is considered to
be costly and resource intensive. And yet, organizations across all sectors increasingly cite the
need for social metric information in order to plan, manage and communicate effectively.

The purpose of this knowledge development project
was to gather information that is specific to
understanding the demand for social metrics, social

return on investment (SROI) metrics in particular, in We have developed a
order to clearly understand why social metrics are an much clearer program model, and

important source of information sought by growing understanding of the work we do
number and profile of organizations. and what we are trying to
accomplish.
In surveys conducted with non-profit, charity, social )
. . . — Agency response to Social
enterprise, and social purpose businesses, as well as Outcomes/SROI Environmental Scan

municipal and provincial representatives, several key
messages are consistently communicated.

First, for those who have made the transition from activity-based to outcomes-based
evaluation, the benefits of adopting an outcomes-based approach include enhanced
communication with key audiences and new information to inform performance improvement.

Second, for those incorporating information about social outcomes into the heart of a SROI
analysis, the benefits of adopting outcomes-based evaluation are taken one step further, as the
value of outcomes achieved can be communicated to key audiences through the use of an SROI.

Third, while those surveyed did acknowledge that both outcomes-based evaluation and SROI
are new approaches that require effort for an organization to undertake, both are viewed to be
worth the effort by the vast majority of those who have made the transition.

Finally, as an increasing number of non-profits, charities, social enterprises and social purpose
businesses evolve their planning and evaluation systems toward outcome-based evaluation and
SROI, there is an important role for government. This role includes but is not limited to:
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1) support for capacity-building in outcomes
evaluation and SROI

2) investment in SROI Canada as a methodology hub

3) championing consistency and evidence-based
practice

4) investment in financial proxy research and
dissemination, and

5) setting an example by allocating a percentage of all
project investment funding to outcomes-based
evaluation, and implementation of an SROI, when
appropriate.

In times of austerity, outcomes-based evaluation and SROI
are highly effective tools that increase the ability of a
service provider to understand the value of their work
from the perspective of their investors alongside the
perspective of their clients and the key stakeholders of
their clients.

(As a result

collecting social outcomes data,
we have experienced ...) changes
to service to children/youth and
families; changes to training of
volunteers; changes to activities
offered (and therefore higher
participation); changes to how
follow-up is completed, etc.

— Agency response to Social
Outcomes/SROI Environmental Scan

This understanding has an important role to play in a focus on maximizing value. By

understanding the most important outcomes, and the value of those outcomes from the

client’s perspective, the service provider is likely to be more successful delivering on that value

proposition. In turn, the client will be more likely to seek to maintain their experience of value,

over time. This increases the potential to create value through social investment, social

innovation, using social finance tools, and though investments in the social partnerships

agenda.
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Report Background

The objective of this report is to develop further knowledge on the demand and current use of
social metrics tools, including the social return on investment (SROI) methodology. The report
aims to inform policy options that will support the development of the social partnerships

agenda in Canada.

This report illustrates findings that have resulted from
more than a decade of work. The approach taken
incorporates current experience, data analysis and
research. The report author, Stephanie Robertson,
President of SIMPACT Strategy Group, is a leading
practitioner in the field of social metrics in Canada, and
internationally.

Since 1999, Stephanie has been working in the field of
social metrics with corporations, public agencies,
municipal, provincial and federal governments, academia
and community agencies. The experience informing this
paper includes:

e the design and framing of social metrics that
illustrate the social impact of corporations across
their whole operations

e the design and framing of social performance

We wWOou Id not select

just one purpose to collect
outcomes. The organizational
perspective is that any
outcomes that are collected
are to be used for both
program improvements as
well as
accountability/building a case
for funders.

— Response by provincial
representative to Social
Outcomes/SROI Environmental
Scan

planning, management and evaluation frameworks that use social metrics to illustrate
the value of corporate community investment activities

e the design of frameworks to clarify program objectives and identify useful and

meaningful metrics for community agencies1

¢ the design of tools to capture information on social performance, and then the

integration of performance results into planning, management and evaluation

frameworks, and

Non-profits, charities, social enterprises and social purpose organizations

www.simpactstrategies.com



e the design and use of SROI analysis to
illustrate the value of results achieved via
investment in a particular project,

organization or policy. S RO | is a tool to speak

about value, not just the cost. It
enables us to illustrate the cost of

not doing something, which is
management and evaluation. When this approach is often too easily ignored.

With every project, SIMPACT’s approach emphasises
the role of social metrics in planning, day-to-

taken, the relevance of each metric chosen is

— Response by provincial representative
to Social Outcomes/SROI

enhances the evaluation process and improves Environmental Scan

understood from the outset. This significantly

evaluation results. It also increases the ability of

each project and policy team to communicate to key
audiences the value of the work being done. More
information on the report author is provided as Appendix 1.

As identified in Budget 2011, HRSDC is moving forward with the social partnerships agenda in
Canada. The vision underpinning this agenda emphasizes that the most enduring and creative
solutions for complex social problems may well be found in the local communities that are
impacted by the reality of the problem itself.

The social partnerships agenda seeks to equip citizens, businesses, charities and other local
stakeholders with tools to successfully address these challenges in an enduring, sustainable and
measurable fashion. Successful social partnerships require metrics to illustrate that objectives
have been achieved. Tools to ensure the effective use of social metrics will be critical to
HRSDC's ability to demonstrate value and progress achieved as the social partnerships agenda
unfolds.

Social return on investment is frequently cited as an emerging social metrics tool. In response
to the questions listed within the HRSDC Statement of Work, a focus of this paper is to present
the experience of organizations that have used SROI as a planning, management and valuation
tool. Key questions to be addressed are:

1) What benefits are gained by the organization from measuring and reporting on
social outcomes?

2) What purposes do social outcome measures such as social return on investment
serve for not-for profit, social enterprise and private sector organizations? What are
the differences in use and benefits experienced in these two sectors?

4 www.simpactstrategies.com



3) Who are the key audiences for SROI reports? What benefits do the audiences
perceive they gain from getting SROI reports?

4) Previous research in this area suggests that generating social outcomes reports is a
resource intensive task. Is there evidence that suggests that it is worth the effort?
Are the reports being used for a beneficial and productive purpose? Who is asking
for the reports? How are they benefitting?

5) What actions, if any, do those using SROI tools want government to take? Is there
an appropriate and effective role for government in support of the use of social
outcomes measures? Who suggests government action? What would be the
expected outcomes of government action?

There is an important role for government in ensuring that social metrics are effectively and
widely used. The potential value of effective and consistent use of social metrics extends
across every sector, as well as to organizations of varying sizes. Throughout, SIMPACT will be
drawing upon its considerable experience as a consultant, SROI trainer and cross-sector
resource in the areas of performance measurement frameworks for community and social
investments, including SROI in particular.

The Need for Clarity in Canada

Social Metrics Reporting, Management, Evaluation & Valuation Frameworks, Metrics,
Tools and Financial Proxies

In the Phase One and Two Reports, social metrics are defined as “measurement tools that can
be used to define and articulate social value, social outcomes and the results generated by
investment and activities in the social sector.” This definition has underpinned the 2011
environmental scan of social metrics and the development of a framework to conduct key
informant interviews on the use of social metrics in business, social enterprise and in not-for-
profit organizations, and interviews with social metrics practitioners.

However the examples used to illustrate social metrics in the Phase One and Phase Two reports
are not consistently comparable. In fact, many of the examples used to illustrate social metrics
are actually frameworks that offer different forms of utility to the user.

Some referred to as ‘social metrics’ actually guide reporting, while others guide management
decision-making, evaluation or valuation. When examined more closely, it becomes clear that
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they play a different role along a spectrum of management tools supporting and informing the
social impact/CSR/sustainability agenda.

Table 1 below lists terms that have been associated with social metrics in the previous Phase
One and Two reports and provides definitions that illustrate the key difference between terms.
As demonstrated, there are important differences between a social reporting framework, a
management framework, an evaluation framework, a valuation framework, metrics, tools and
financial proxies when referring to social metrics.

Table 1: Key Report Terms

Reporting A recognized series of indicators designed to enable GRI, IRIS, Dow Jones Sustainability
Framework standardized reporting on environmental and social Index, AA1000
reporting
Management | A system to plan, monitor and measure performance so | SROI, Demonstrating Value
Framework that project resources can be allocated effectively in Initiative, LBG Canada
relation to project plans and tracked results
Evaluation An evaluation methodology that is applied to a Outcome based evaluation
Framework particular project for the purposes of determining Developmental evaluation
relevance, value for money and performance Activity-based evaluation, etc.
Answers the question of to what extent the program
succeeded on achieving objectives described in the logic
model, but does on measure the impact or place
valuation on the impact
Valuation A system to value performance results tracked within a SROI, Extended Value Added
Framework management system Statement (EVAS), tools designed
by Robin Hood Foundation, cost
benefit analysis
Metrics An measure of performance — can be an input, outputs, Debt reduction, improved literacy,
outcomes and impact increased confidence, investment
amount
Metrics are decided in relation to
the objectives of a program,
organization or policy
6 www.simpactstrategies.com




Table 1: Key Report Terms cont’d ....

Tools How the information that illustrates performance results | Surveys, data collected from third
is gathered parties, reports from observations

Financial A representation of value assigned to change, where Value of increased income

Proxy there is no otherwise commonly agreed value (minimum wage)

Value of decreased domestic
violence to municipal government
(decreased consumption of police
time) etc... many others could be
offered as examples here....

The key point above is that the phrase ‘social metrics’ is currently being used in a very general
sense. Being clear on the difference between terms listed in Table 1 will assist HRSDC to
understand the use of social performance metrics across sectors, focus on those that are the
most applicable to the social partnerships agenda and to contribute to a discussion about the
most effective role for government to support and enhance current use of social metrics across
Canada.

In the experience of the author, social metrics are measures of activity, outputs, outcome and
impact. They can be used in relation to anything that is ‘social’ in nature. They can be applied
to activities well beyond the scope of the non-profit sector (i.e. public, private, and
coproduction activities). Every organization in every sector might use social metrics to plan,
measure and evaluate organizational performance as well as to plan, measure and evaluate the
impact of operations and corporate decision-making upon third parties.

Once an organization is using social metrics to measure outcomes, the organization can choose
to take the next step and value the outcomes that have been achieved. While there are other
methods to value results, i.e. cost-benefit analysis, the social return on investment (SROI)
methodology will provide the most complete picture of value created because it includes an
expression of value from the stakeholder perspective.

An SROI can be used to value actual results (i.e. as an evaluation tool) or to forecast future
value expected (i.e. as a planning tool) if projected outcomes are achieved. Ideally, use of SROI
as a forecasting tool will inform the development of a project’s evaluation system. When
evaluation results are available, the forecast can be populated with actual results, and then
used to inform the forecast expected for future results for the next program timeframe.

www.simpactstrategies.com 7



Social Metrics Terminology

After reviewing previous reports in this series, there is a clear need to clarify and agree social
metrics terminology in Canada. While there are variants in the type, form and use of social
metrics across sectors, it is essential that the definition of key terms is agreed upon, in order to
ensure that organizations using the same metrics use them consistently. This will also ensure
that the importance of the information conveyed by each metric is clearly understood.

As stated earlier, social metrics are measures of activity, outputs, outcomes and impact in
relation to anything that is ‘social’ in nature. In theory, every organization in every sector might
use social metrics to plan, measure and evaluate performance. In Canada, the reality is that the
private sector is mainly being asked to provide social performance information, not community
agencies nor government.

Using social metrics applicable to a community agency as an example, a social metric of activity
would include the number of activities that comprise a program providing skill development
opportunities and support to people with developmental challenges, to successfully engage in
work. Examples of activities might include information sessions, informational interviews,
readiness assessments, skill-development, job-search support and onsite visits.

A social metric of outputs would include the number of people who participated in the
activities listed above, i.e. the number of people attended information sessions, skill
development sessions etc. It is possible that social output metrics could be assigned to every
activity within a program.

A social metric of outcome would indicate how the lives of the people who found work
changed as a result of the opportunity to engage in the program. What is important to
remember is that outcomes can be short, medium and long-term. The metrics chosen must be
appropriate in relation to the timeframe associated with each outcomes. They must also reflect
the goals of the project, the expectations of the investor or funder and the expectations of the
client and/or other stakeholders who have participated and changed as a result of the program.

A social metric of impact would indicate which portion of the outcomes achieved were a direct
result of the activities stated above, less deadweight, attribution, displacement and drop-off.

** Note™** This distinction is a key element of the SROI methodology and is discussed later in
the paper. In brief, an outcome is the whole change that has taken place, while an impact is the
change that is directly linked to the successful implementation of the program or policy at
hand. Impact acknowledges external factors that have also contributed to the outcome, such
as a supportive government policy or a third-party contributing agency. To summarize, the

8 www.simpactstrategies.com



influence of that policy or agency is acknowledged and accounted for in the stated difference
between outcomes and impact.

It is important to emphasise that the social metrics conversation is applicable to all sectors.
While public reporting of social performance2 metrics is currently more common among
corporations in Canada (i.e. alongside environmental and financial information presented as
CSR/sustainability reporting)s, social performance metrics are applicable to all organizations
prepared to manage and measure their social impact.

Table 2 provides examples of social performance metrics by sector for illustration. They are a
subset of the long list of indicators suggested by the reporting frameworks listed in Table 1, i.e.
GRI, IRIS, Dow Jones Sustainability Index, AA1000.

Table 2: Examples of Social Performance Metrics across Sectors

Work-life balance Product impact on customers Measure that indicate progress
toward fulfilling the project or

Diversity in management Customer complaint mechanisms o
organizational mandate
Workforce training and skill The impact of advertisin . .
g P g Varied by area of work, client
development . . . .
Impact of operations upon demographics, geographic location
Workplace safety, fair pay, etc. communities around the business etc.

Voluntary investment in
community priorities

Referring to the definition of social metrics from the Phase One and Phase Two reports, i.e.
“measurement tools that can be used to define and articulate social value, social outcomes and
the results generated by investment and activities in the social sector”, this definition
specifically refers to the metrics represented within column three in Table 2 above, which is
also the main focus of this paper.

% Examples of social performance include management of human rights, the degree of worklife balance among employees,
representation re: gender, cultural diversity and regional representation in management, etc.

3 Review of CSR and Sustainability Reporting in Canada http://www.stratossts.com/documents/2003 Building Confidence.pdf
* From this point, these four profiles will collectively be referred to as community partners.
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With the information presented in Tables 1 and 2 in mind, the social performance metrics of
specific interest to HRSDC can be named and defined more clearly. They are ‘measures that
illustrate that a desired social outcome resulting from an investment in the work of a non-profit,
charity, social enterprise or other social purpose organization has been achieved’. For further
clarity, social metrics will be referred to as social outcomes metrics for the remainder of this
paper, in order to differentiate them from other metrics that would measure social
performance linked to operations (i.e. workplace safety) or customers (i.e. impact of product
use on customers) or human resources management (i.e. diversity in management). These
examples are intended to further clarify the information provided in Table 2.

At several points in both Phase One and Phase Two reports it is mentioned that social outcome
metrics are used to value outcomes. This also requires clarification. If an outcome is to be
valued, the social outcome metric that illustrates an outcome has been achieved, but it does
not represent value itself.

For example, a government-funded program is designed to assist high school drop outs to
complete high school, find and maintain work. Research by the Canada Learning Council values
high school completion at $19, 104 per year’. A social outcome metric would be the number of
high school graduates who go on to find and maintain work as a result of the assistance they
have received.

When a social outcome does not have a commonly agreed value (for example the value of
community cohesion) it can be assigned a financial proxy, i.e. a financial amount used to
represent the value of that outcome. For the graduates referred to above the value of the
outcomes they have experienced can be represented by the $19,104 figure, as it includes the
value of income, taxes paid, cost of crime and healthcare costs avoided®. This is the essence of
the SROI methodology.

Finally, there has been significant and important progress in the advancement of operational
indicators and tools that inform how well a community partner organization is on track in terms
of governance, resource allocation, product delivery and service provision, among other
operational indicators. Evidence of this progress would include the Demonstrating Value
Project’ and IRIS® operational performance indicators. Examples of operational performance

® Based on a study for the Canadian Council on Learning, this figure represents public (e.g. El, lost taxes, crime) and private (e.g. lost
income, healthcare costs, but not intangibles.

® Technically, the example provided illustrates value to the public sector. A complete SROI would also include an expression of value from the
perspective of the person who has graduated, found and maintained work. For more information, review the SROI
http://www.thesroinetwork.org/publications.

7 http://www.demonstratingvalue.org/
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indicators would include staff turnover, revenues, and heating costs. They are used for a
different purpose, i.e. to assess whether an organization is operating effectively, has adequate
governance procedures in place and is managing cash flow effectively, etc.

What is less developed, but much-needed, is a comprehensive set of performance metrics that
indicate the value of achieving social outcomes. Once these outcomes are in place, they can be
used to inform a social return on investment analysis. As discussed later in this paper, there is
an important role for government in this regard. Success in developing this set of performance
metrics will also be important to reporting on the social partnerships agenda.

Report Methodology

In the preparation of this report, SIMPACT was asked to draw upon its considerable experience
as a community investment consultant, facilitator of LBG Canada, SROI consultant and capacity-
builder, and cross-sector resource in the areas of social impact metrics and performance
measurement frameworks.

The methods taken to inform this paper include:
e A social metrics literature review (sources reviewed are in Appendix 2)

e Desk research that included a review of existing studies assessing the performance
measurement capacity-building needs expressed by nonprofits, charities and social
enterprises as well as a detailed review of the Phase One and Two social metrics papers
previously commissioned by HRSDC

e Six years of direct experience facilitating enhanced management and measurement of
corporate community investment through LBG Canada’, including corporate surveying
and feedback

e Three years of direct experience building the capacity of 88 crime prevention and crime
reduction projects required to incorporate the SROI methodology as a forecasting and
valuation tool into their evaluation systems. This is a seven-year project undertaken by
the Safe Community and Strategic Policy Secretariat, within the Alberta Department of
Justice, currently in its third year

® http://cms.standardsmap.org/publish/itc_standards/impact_reporting_and_investment/resources/files/1210/Final_IRIS_EN.pdf
°LBG Canadais a growing community of 41 companies, actively seeking to increase the impact of community investment activities in
Canada. In 2011, approximately $250 million of investment was benchmarked among participants in order to support management
and evaluation improvements, including social metrics.
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e More than 20 SROI consulting projects with various agencies in Calgary, Edmonton,
Canmore, Toronto, Ottawa, Waterloo and London, England

e Asurvey (5 respondents) and interviews (3) with municipal, provincial and federal
government investors in and/or facilitators of the work of social service agencies

e Asurvey (63 respondents) with community partners using the SROl methodology

e Asurvey (8 respondents) with evaluators using the SROlI methodology as a part of the
services they are providing

In addition, SIMPACT analysed evaluation data

collected at the end of two-day SROI capacity-building A S RO I
courses, drew upon the experience of evaluators, n starts a
realistic conversation about cost,

inputs, outcomes and impact.

_ _ _ . _ Although these existed before, it
various parties that have shown interest in social was not done so nicely in a clean

trainers and other professionals involved in the
development of SROI Canada®®, and the experience of

impact metrics and SROI across Canada‘. The package.

environmental scan framework has been included as o
— Response by provincial

Appendix 3. representative to Social
Outcomes/SROI Environmental Scan
This report has been written to inform the

development of policy options. It proposes actions

for government, which would support, enable and

expand the use of social metric tools, SROIl in

particular, by community agencies that are striving to demonstrate the value of achieving their
objectives.

Background on SROI Methodology

HRSDC (CDPD) has conducted two social metrics studies since 2010. These studies have
provided current and relevant information about the demand side of social metrics tools. The
results have contributed to greater knowledge of the types of tools in use, and their availability.

0 SiMPACT is a key partner in the development of SROI Canada, the national affiliate to The SROI Network, which is the international
convening body.

12 www.simpactstrategies.com



Both the Phase One and Phase Two reports reference SROI as an emerging tool to measure
social impact™. This reference was repeated in numerous papers identified in the course of the
social metric and social return on

investment literature reviewed,

commission by SIMPACT Strategy Group

in 2011. The literature review

incorporated references from Canada, I f CO mm u N Ity agencies

Britain, the United States, across Europe ~ become skilled at outcomes-based
evaluation and then SROI, they become
clearer about the value of their work,
and are able to report back on that
value more effectively.

and Australia. Sources reviewed are
found in Appendix 2.

SROI has been in use since the mid 1990s,
when it was conceived and developed by — Response by municipal representative to

Jed Emerson and Melinda Quawn while Social Outcomes/SROI Environmental Scan

both were employed at the Roberts

Enterprise Development Fund (REDF).

REDF is a San Francisco-based venture

philanthropy organization. Jed Emerson is now internationally renowned for his work in SROI,
and for his ongoing work on techniques to value social performance using mainstream financial
instruments®.

Between 2000 and 2009, various government and other actors built upon the REDF experience
as SROI developed as a decision-making, evaluation framework and valuation tool in Britain.
This occurred as part of policy and government initiatives that recognized and stimulated the
economic engine of the Third Sector. As local authorities and national departments began to
use SROI to value the potential contribution of social enterprises as suppliers, it became
increasingly important to document the methodology in a more accessible and user-friendly
format in order to ensure more consistent application.

In addition, national departments such as Justice, Health, Employment and the Office of the
Third Sector began to explore SROI as a tool to inform policy decision-making, project
investment and investment in third party, outcomes-based service delivery. Yet the

" The earlier reports also contributed to a better understanding of ESG tools in use including Impact Reporting and Investment
Standard (IRIS) and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). Previous research results indicated that IRIS and GRI are well-known but
neither framework requires social outcomes metrics. Social metrics that measure social outcomes are distinct from Environmental,
Safety, Governance (ESG) metrics, which focus on environmental impact, safety issues that impact the workplace and overall corporate
governance.

2 For more information on Jed Emerson, see www.blendedvalue.com
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methodology still had not yet been documented in a way that would encourage consistency in
its application.

Together in 2008, the English and Scottish
governments invested in the launch of the
SROI Network™and the development of the
SROI Guide™, which provides a detailed
overview of SROI as a methodological SRO I hel pS to represent the
framework. Not only has the existence of
both the Network and the Guide provided
the focal point required for a more

value created in the process of

"walking with" a person - for
participants, landlords, direct support
workers, the community and publicly

funded services in a way that

a rapidly developing international traditional evaluation methods alone
conversation about how to more cannot.

consistent application of the methodology
in the UK, it has become the focal point for

completely and effectively represent value

of achieving social outcomes. — Response by municipal representative to
Social Outcomes/SROI Environmental Scan

Most essential in the development of SROI

is the recognition that it is a principles-

based management tool, underpinned by

seven principles. At the core is the notion of including the perspective of stakeholders in the
valuation of outcomes achieved, in order to more fully understand the value of achieving those
objectives. The SROI methodology follows in the footsteps of other principles-base
management tools, for example financial accounting, which is of course based upon effective
application of GAAP principles.

While a large body of users are migrating to SROI as a decision-making tool in times of austerity,
its strongest proponents will state that the real value derived from using SROI is more effective
service delivery. By understanding the value achieved by target stakeholders when they
experience change, the service provider has a much greater chance of successfully delivering on
the associated outcomes that they have been contracted to deliver. When a target stakeholder
has experienced value, they will be much more likely to want to maintain that value over time.

For example, in 2011, Minwaashin Lodge (Ottawa, ON) did an SROI forecast to illustrate the
value that would be created from an investment in the creation of an addictions treatment

3 Information on the SROI Network can be found at www.thesroinetwork.org.

*The Guide can be downloaded at http://www.thesroinetwork.org/publications.
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center for pregnant and parenting Aboriginal women. The forecast proposed that a culturally-
relevant, trauma-informed center is necessary because non-Aboriginal addictions treatment
does not currently have high success rates as a result of a lack of understanding of the
underlying cultural circumstances and residual trauma that has resulted from the reality of the
residential school system in Canada. In addition, non-Aboriginal treatment requires a parent to
place their child/children into care in order to access treatment. This is a barrier that prevents
many parents from accessing treatment.

As a result of the trauma experienced, the prospective clients (pregnant and parenting
Aboriginal women) have either never experienced hope, or have forgotten how to hope.
Without hope, they have a limited vision of a positive future for themselves and their families.
Without hope, the women are less likely to care for themselves, to parent effectively, nor to
succeed in managing their addictions. If their addictions are not managed, the women are at
increased risk of self-harm, being harmed by others, causing harm to their unborn child during
pregnancy and having their children taken into the foster care system.

The Minwaashin Lodge proposal brings attention to the need for addictions treatment that will
acknowledge the specific and unique cultural and traumatic circumstances that have lead to the
addiction. While many outcomes will be achieved for the women, their children, their families
and other stakeholders, the one the women frequently value the most highly is their new or
rekindled experience of hope. With hope they will be more confident and equipped to
maintain the changes experienced as a result of addictions treatment, because they have a
clearer vision of the potential of the future for themselves and their family. For the investor,
the investment has a higher likelihood of success and creating value because the service
provider has a clear vision of the key outcomes that are necessary for success, which will lead
to value creation and value maintenance over time.
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Significant recent developments cited by The SROI Network include the publication of “A Guide

to Commissioning for Maximum Value™” by the SROI Network and the Local Government

Authority, which offers guidance on how to include value of social outcomes in purchasing

decisions. This guidance is being offered across government, at all levels, due to a growing

recognition that purchasing practice can have a positive effective on the local economy and the
local social fabric.

At the same time, there is a growing
interest in the development of

With respect to our current SROI financial tools that will pool operating

. . . L capital for social service provision
project, it entails much more than achieving

housing stability. It is our hope that SROI will
help us to map out the complexities of this
story in a way that is understandable and

speaks about the true value of the programs to

the broadest range of stakeholders. example being followed
internationally, including in Canada.

from the more mainstream financial
market. The social impact bond (SiB)
currently being piloted at the prisons
in Peterborough, Britain'® is one

— Response by municipal representative to Social
Outcomes/SROI Environmental Scan In addition, the recent report by The

Social Investment Business'’ and The

City'8, “Making Good in Social

Investment: Opportunities in an
Emerging Asset Class”, highlights both the emergence of social investment as an opportunity
for mainstream investors, while warning that the value experienced by stakeholders must be a
core part of the project valuation. This is the most mainstream acknowledgement in Britain of
the need to measure social value to date. As Britain is the hub providing international
leadership in social finance, it is expected that this perspective will be discussed and debated in
other parts of the world soon, including in Canada.

'3 http://www.thesroinetwork.org/component/content/article/174-all-regions/270-the-social-return-on-investment-network-and-
local-government-association-launch-new-guide-to-commissioning-for-maximum-value

¢ http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/research-and-analysis/moj/social-impact-hmp-peterborough.htm

7 The Social Investment Business is the largest social investor. The Social Investment Business offers finance, knowledge and expertise

to help civil society improve their infrastructure, increase their capacity, help them bid for, and win, public service contracts. The Social

Investment Business is the trading name for Futurebuilders England Fund Management Limited and was set up in 2009.
www.thesocialinvestmentbusiness.org

1 TheCityUK’s purpose is to promote the competitiveness of UK financial services —to make the UK the best place in the world to

establish and grow a financial services business and, in turn, to maximise the sector's contribution to the UK. www.thecityuk.com
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The Canadian SROI Network will be formally launched by this report author and peers in 2012,
as the non-profit methodology hub for practitioners, facilitators and policy representatives to
convene around the subject of SROI in Canada. Currently convened through an open linkedin
group named SROI CANADA, the group receives 3-5 requests to join every week. As the
Canadian link to SROI International, SROI Canada currently has 191 members, from a launch
date in March 2011.

As in the UK, a core, essential focus of SROI Canada is consistency of practice. This will be
achieved by way of training of professionals for accreditation status. As of February 2012, 31
professionals have participated in SROI practitioner training in Canada, organized by SROI
Canada. At present, there are two fully accredited

SROI practitioners in Canada, five practitioners in

progress of having their case reviewed and 17 more

practitioners intending to submit work for peer review

by the end of 2012. By the end of 2012, at least three The p I’OCGSS of

more accreditation courses will have been offered in completing an SROI can be a

Canada, accommodating up to 40 practitioners. very informative learning
experience for staff and

SROI Canada currently provides free access for managers

members, to a financial proxy data base. The _ Response by agency to Social
database has been developed with investment by the Outcomes/SROI Environmental
City of Calgary, SIMPACT Strategy Group, the Safe Scan
Communities and Strategic Policy Secretariat of the

Alberta Department of Justice, and with agreement by

various community agencies to share proxies

developed in the course of their training or case study development.

There is significant demand for access to the database, which will require ongoing investment
in research in order to keep pace with the increasing demand for financial proxies that
represent the value of achieving social outcomes. As discussed later in this paper, there is an
opportunity for the federal government to support SROI Canada’s ongoing financial proxy
research and sharing of results, across Canada.

Brief Overview of the SROI Process

One common misunderstanding is that SROI is a separate or parallel process that occurs outside
of an outcomes-based evaluation or planning framework. In fact, an SROI is an extension or
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next step to any outcomes-based planning or evaluation framework. An SROI can be used to
forecast or evaluate the achievement of desired outcomes.

Ideally, the project, organization or policy objective that is the subject of an SROI would be
underpinned by a logic model that maps out progressive steps towards desired outcomes. This
is a critical point. If there is no logic model, and no outcomes-based planning and evaluation
framework, this work should be done first before moving into the development stage of an
SROI.

With the logic model and outcomes framework as a reference, an evaluation framework is
developed, including the social metric indicators that will illustrate that the outcome has been
achieved. After one cycle of evaluation, the data collected can be used to evolve a forecast of
value created to an evaluation of results, and then to inform the next forecast.

Image 1, on the next page, is used in the training materials developed for the 88 projects
funded by the Safe Communities Innovation Fund, Safe Communities and Strategic Policy,
Alberta Department of Justice. Developed over three years of working with agencies that have
a wide variety of evaluation techniques, it illustrates the importance of being explicit about the
role of outcomes evaluation/outcomes forecasting at the core of every SROI.

Image 1: Steps in the Development of SROI

Linking Logic Model, Evaluation Plan, Tools & SROI

Logic Model

{basis of the Draft Forecast Value

tobe Created Evaluation

agreement Evaluation
S by Project - Plan
(SROI)

with Safe Plan
G

Forecast
Becomesan
Change Results Evaluation, and

| l = Populate SROI Populates
Implementation § Outcome Forecast Foreca f_rt of
Mext Series of

Results

Evaluation Tools
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As illustrated, the emphasis is not upon a separate process that places an additional
administrative or skills burden on the organization. Rather, emphasis is placed upon the
organization’s ability to demonstrate that objectives are being achieved, that the change
envisaged is delivering desired results, and that actual results are informing future decisions on
program design and implementation.

Moreover, this approach to using SROI (forecast, confirm evaluation plan, evaluate, use actual
results to populate the next forecast) has the effect of increasing the effectiveness of overall
project management, project evaluation and contributing to performance improvement.

While there are skills associated with assigning financial proxies to outcomes, and assessing
impact from initial outcomes, these are an extension of the need for internal skill in outcomes-
based planning and implementation. The public availability of the SROI Canada financial proxy
data base is designed to reduce barriers associated with access to financial proxies. Support to
build internal knowledge of how to separate impact from outcomes is an important opportunity
for government to advance the social partnerships agenda.

The above supports and builds upon effective management practice. It also highlights that the
burden upon community organizations is less about conducting an SROl and more about
ensuring that organizations have the financial means, skill and encouragement to conduct
outcomes-base evaluation on a routine basis. Once there is evidence of change, organizations
can choose whether to value change based upon internal priorities and available resources.
When an organization does decide to value outcomes, the SROI methodology becomes the
appropriate tool.

Catholic Family Services (CFS) in Calgary, Alberta provides an example. CFS was one of the first
agencies invited by the City of Calgary to participate in SROI training, in 2007. Since that time,
CFS has done six more SROIs, three of which are still in progress™®. The benefits linked to doing
an SROI that have been reported by the agency include:

* Increased ability to map scope and complexity of projects

e Theory of change summary statement is highly valuable in communication, evaluation
and project planning20

% ouise Dean Centre (two programs), Families & Schools Together, Baby Families & Schools Together, Never Too Late, Family
Counselling Services. www.cfs-ab.org

2 Thisis a technique encouraged by SIMPACT Strategy Group in client work. A Theory of Change Summary Statement is a one-
sentence statement with three parts describing the situation, proposed intervention and expected results. Its purpose is to attract a
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e Clearer more focused relationships with partners

e Development of enhanced internal quality controls

* More informed investigation of whether desired impact is being acheived
* More in-depth internal discussion of best practice

e Staff realize in more concrete terms the social value they are involved in creating, feel
more valued and speak to that value with confidence

Today, CFS encourages all project teams to create a theory of change summary statement,
which clearly states the circumstances, suggested intervention and anticipated outcomes. This
process alone informs their internal approach to
evaluation, shifting focus from activities to change. As
illustrated by the six SROIs conducted, when an
outcomes-based evaluation is in place, an agency has

We wWOou Id not select

just one purpose to collect
outcomes. The organizational
perspective is that any
outcomes that are collected

the option to take the next step and to value those
outcomes.

Benefits Gained by Organizations
Measuring and Reporting on Social
Outcomes, and Using SROI

The Phase One and Two reports cite barriers to using
social metrics including time, cost, lack of available
resources and of access to expertise. Use of social
metrics is considered to be costly and resource
intensive. And yet, organizations across all sectors

increasingly cite the need to move away from activity-

based planning and evaluation, and towards
outcomes based planning and evaluation.

are to be used for both
program improvements as
well as
accountability/building a case
for funders.

— Response by agency to Social
Outcomes/SROI Environmental
Scan

reader’s attention by offering a compelling summary, thereby enticing the reader to know more. An example from the Minwaashin

Lodge SROI forecast:

“If Aboriginal women with addictions have access to a culturally safe, trauma-informed treatment facility that allows them to stay with

their children, they will be more likely to seek treatment, be more successful in recovering from their addictions, more successful
keeping their family together and more likely to avoid repetition of similar behaviour in future generations.”
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In conversations about an outcomes based approach, SROI is increasingly mentioned as a tool
to demonstrate the value of outcomes achieved.

While in the past, community partners were expected to report on activities and resulting
outputs, today, investors and funders want information on outcomes, i.e. changes that have
occurred as a result of an investment.

In the survey done to inform this report, 75% of community organizations reported that they
were collecting outcomes data. Of those, the reported purpose of the collection of outcomes
data included:

e Accountability to funders (35.1%)

e Program improvement (28.1%)

e Building a case for funding (10.5%)

e Knowledge development (3.5%)

e Planning and forecasting outcomes to be achieved by clients (3.5%)

Each respondent was then asked whether they had experienced any benefits as a result of
collecting social outcomes data. Benefits reported back via the survey are outlined in Table 3
on the following page.

www.simpactstrategies.com
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Table 3: Benefits Reported by Organizations Collecting Social Outcomes

e |dentifying opportunities for
program delivery improvement
(50.9%)

e Increased ability to describe the
change that clients experience
and to report on results to key
audiences (64.9%)

e Improved communication with
key audiences (57, 9%)

e Increased knowledge of the
relative importance of changes
experienced by target
stakeholders (35.1%)

e Improved program delivery
(47.4%)

e Increased evidence that
corporate investment in
community is making a difference

e Evidence-based conversations in
support of continuing funding

e Opportunities to engage
employees through activities that
are linked to outcomes perceived
as meaningful to the employee

e Differentiation from peers and
competitors

e Evidence to engage government
in conversation about meaningful
role in communities or issue

e Potential to identify ‘shared
value’ opportunities with key
communities

e Increased evidence that
investments are making a
difference to inform
conversations re: ongoing
funding

e |dentification of opportunities to
increase impact on a policy or
issue area

e Exploration of the horizontal
nature of successful
programming

e Information to inform/engage
colleagues re: how to more
effectively intervene invest in
priority issues

**Note** While the perspectives listed above are from the three sectors, corporate investors

do not typically do the outcomes based evaluation themselves. They seek this information

from the community partner. ldeally, the corporate, government or other investor will include

funding for an outcomes-based evaluation otherwise there is no resource available for the

community agency to do this work.

Of those collecting social outcomes information, some are choosing to use the information to
populate an SROI. Most respondents were either in progress towards completing an SROI or
had recently completed an SROI.

21 .
From environmental scan.

2 From ongoing work with LBG Canada companies.

23 . . . - .. . .
From interviews done with municipal and provincial sources involved in SROI.
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Table 4 summarizes the main purposes reported for using the SROI methodology, from the

perspective of community partners, corporate investors in community and public sector

investors/funders.

Table 4: Reported Purpose in Use of SROI

e To enhance planning processes
by forecasting expected
outcomes

e To enhance the design of
evaluation systems

e To communicate the value of
achieving outcomes effectively
and emphatically

e To understand the horizontal
nature of the outcomes achieved
(for example, to explore how
success in reducing crime is
associated with improved health
care, reduced poverty, education
and changed behaviour by the
target stakeholder)

e To understand the value of the
horizontal nature of the
outcomes achieved (i.e. a youth
at-risk no longer gets involved in
crime, graduates high school,
lives above the poverty line, a
healthier lifestyle and encourages
his/her children to graduate

e To understand the value achieved
by corporate investment in
voluntary community investment

e To support current community
partners to attract new and
additional funding to current
programming

e To assess and value the impact of
supply chain and operational
issues on communities
surrounding the business (for
example, Cadbury’s assessment
of its impact on Ghana through
sourcing cocoa)

**Early stage** to illustrate the
value associated with various CSR
and sustainability practices.
Discussion and review of this early
and new trend goes beyond the
scope of this paper.

e To inform a purchasing agenda
that is structured to stimulate
local economic and social value
(primarily UK, European
Commission)

e To inform outcomes-based
commission of services (UK)

e To inform the payment for
performance structure associated
with social impact bonds (UK,
Australia). **Note** other
countries are interested in SiBs
but have not yet developed
products to the point that the
outcome/performance element
has been discussed, or agreed.
This includes Canada.

e To inform policy development
and implementation in an
environment of scare resources
(UK, European Commission)

Of those who are not currently using the social return on investment (SROI) methodology, the

main reasons provided were linked to perceived cost of training or hiring consulting services.

24 .
From environmental scan.

% From surveys done with LBG Canada companies.

26 . . . - .. . .
From interviews done with municipal and provincial sources involved in SROI.
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When asked to identify the main audiences of an SROI report, respondents cited:
e Internal project leaders and managers (49.1%)
o Staff across the whole organization (21.1%)
e Project funders from any level of government (93.0%)
e Project leaders from foundations / investors/funders (63.2%)
e Corporate funders (56.1%)
e Clients (24.6%)

e The general public (47.5)

Image 2: Key Audiences of an SROI Analysis

In your opinion, who are the key audiences of an SROI analysis?

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

"

ic
Our clients

Project funders from
any level of
government

Project funders from
foundations

Corporate funders
Internal project leaders
and managers

The general publ
Staff across the whole
organization

As noted above, internal project leaders, project funders from any level of government and
corporate funders were the most frequently cited as main audiences of SROI reporting.
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Some respondents to the environmental scan raised valid concerns that an audience that is

unfamiliar with SROI may use the ratio out of context, and compare project results based upon

the ratio alone without consideration of the whole story. This is an important concern that will

be addressed as use and familiarity with SROI increases, and through emphasis upon standards

of practice. This speaks to the important role for government to support expanded use of

outcomes-based evaluation and accessibility of the SROI methodology.

In Canada, perceived benefits to audiences that receive SROI reports are more readily assigned

to audiences of community partner agencies and social enterprises, as the service providers

held to account for the achievement of their promised outcomes. Table 5 below outlines those

perceived benefits by audiences of community agencies, social enterprises and government.

Table 5: What Benefits do Audiences receiving an SROI Report receive?

Community Internal — project e Increased ability to plan scope and complexity of projects
agencies managers and project e Enhanced internal quality controls
teams e Informed investigation of whether having desired impact
e Stimulates internal discussion of best practice
e Teams able to speak to value of their work with confidence,
otherwise often feel undervalued
Community External — partners in e Clearer more focused relationships with partners
agencies service delivery
Community External audiences — e More emphatic communication of value created through
agencies investors, policy makers, project or organization

future investors, general
public

e Opportunity for differentiation
e Increased awareness of the value of the work being done
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Table 5: Continued...

Municipal Internal decision-makers e Improved internal communication on the value of
Government Internal planners (asset investment in local service providers
management, family &
community support
services, social policy,
sustainability)

Council council

e Increased council knowledge about social elements of the

Triple Bottom Line

e New information to inform future investment into assets
used as community hubs
e Increased awareness of the value of agency investment by

e Enhanced communications with provincial funders

Provincial Cabinet Ministers e Increased information about the value of projects with
Government ADM, policy planners, potential for cross-departmental impact
internal evaluators, large- | o Tools to enhance evaluation results incoporated into
scale project leadership agency contracting
National Internal audiences - not e Increased internal information & reporting on options
Government currently reporting regarding investments in issues and policies

externally on SROI e Value from stakeholder perspective informing service

delivery and/or choice of supplier in outcomes-based
commission (UK, European Commissioning)

e Concrete opportunities to create social and economic value
locally through purchasing/commission of goods and
services (UK, European Union)

Corporations External audiences e Tool to report on value of community investment

Image 3 on the following page illustrates the responses received from non-profits, charities,
social enterprises and other community agencies when asked about the benefits of doing an
SROI analysis.

Of the 57 surveyed, the benefits reported included:

e Clearer picture of the value of the outcomes enabled (64.9%)
e Greater ability to communicate that value to key audiences (73.7%)
o Staff morale increased as easier to explain work to others (19.3%)

e Program delivery improvement (50.3%)
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e Increased understanding of the value of change experienced by clients (45.5%)

¢ Increased understanding of the value of change experienced by others, as a RESULT of
the change experienced by clients (38.6%)

Image 3: Reported Benefits of Doing an SROI Analysis

What benefits have you experienced, or can you imagine, as a result of
doing an SROI analysis?
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Family and Community Support Services (FCSS) of the City of Calgary has been encouraging use
of SROI among municipally-funded agencies since 2007. Appendix 5 provides a snapshot of
several pages from an FCSS 2011 report (released February 2012) on the impact of FCSS across
Calgary. The snapshot provided includes an estimate of the social return on invested generate
through FCSS programming.

The aim of FCSS in the use of SROI in reporting is to report back to Council, and by extension to
Calgarians, on the value of investing in services to support vulnerable citizens. While FCSS
would argue strongly that consistent practice in the application of SROI is critical, it also
recognizes that consistent practice will be achieved by increasing knowledge about outcomes
based evaluation, increasing the number of accredited practitioners across Canada, and by
increasing access to financial proxies that represent the value of change to all stakeholders.
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Is Social Outcomes Evaluation and SROI Analysis Worth
the Effort?

In reviewing the responses to questions on outcomes-
based evaluation and use of SROI, it is clear that most
respondents believe that both are worth the effort. Some
agencies commented on the need for consistency in both
social outcomes and SROI, across program areas.

However respondents first acknowledged current barriers
that prevent community agencies and social enterprises
from developing an outcomes-based framework or
conducting an SROI analysis. Barriers considered
significant by respondents include:

e Lack of internal resources to develop internal
outcomes-base evaluation capacity (78.2%)

e Lack of finances to hire skilled outcomes-based
evaluation consultants (73.2%)

e Lack of funding for research into financial proxies to
represent the value of outcomes achieved (63.0%)

e Lack of funding to take SROI training (62.3%)
e Lack of outcomes evaluation knowledge (48.1%)

Image 4: Barriers to Collecting Outcomes Data & SROI

AS a person who has

walked in both worlds -
funder and service provider
SROI completes the story.

It goes where the evaluation
left off. Not just a great
program that has impact, but
that impact can be valued.

That was a clear piece
missing when | worked in the
agency world. | also see it as a
strong management tool that
can be used by
agencies/Ministries to
guide/inform their work.

—Provincial representative response
to Social Outcomes/SROI

data in an SROI?

Barriers preventing organizations similar to yours from
collecting social outcomes data and then using the outcomes

lack of outcomes-based evaluation...
lack of funding for research into financial...
lack of finances to hire skilled outcomes-...
lack of finances to hire skilled outcomes-...

lack of outcomes-based evaluation...
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Interestingly, when asked whether they would pursue using social outcomes and continuing on
to conduct an SROI, should the barriers facing them be removed, 70.2% of respondents replied

yes’. This response is an indication that social outcomes and SROI reporting is perceived as
worth the effort. It is also a reflection of the importance of the potential role for government.

Possible Actions for Government

Response to the question ‘is there a role for government?’ was consistent across respondents.
Emphasis was placed upon how federal investment should focus upon supporting the
methodology’s development in Canada, capacity-

building among non-profits, charities, social

enterprises and social purposes businesses in

outcomes-based evaluation, and then SROI, and I t wou Id be S0

financial proxy research. much more productive if
every funding agency used a

common approach to
agenda, the development of social finance tools, and in determining outcomes. SROI

social return on investment, possible actions for would work well as that

With current federal interest in the social partnerships

government have important context. platform.

— Response by agency to Social

First, there is a need for a strong organization to act as Outcomes/SROI Environmental

the backbone for social metrics, social outcomes

evaluation and social return on investment. This

organization is SROI Canada. As evidenced by

government investment in the launch of The SROI Network in Britain, launching the network
with a clear purpose to develop a self-sustaining organization provided the SROI methodology
with a basis to develop standard practice, to create a framework for quality assurance, and to
develop a network of experienced practitioners. The initial investment made in The SROI
Network was three years, after which the network was expected to become self-sustaining.

While research among community and social purpose agencies points to the value of outcomes
evaluation, most organizations are challenged to evolve their current approach from activities-
based evaluation. In order to meet the growing requirement for outcomes-based reporting,
organizations will either need to build in-house capacity, or the funds to hire an external
evaluator. Without one or the other, many community and social purpose agencies will be
challenged to demonstrate the changes that result from their work, let alone to represent the
value that results from their work.
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Generally-speaking, the skill-development required includes capacity building in outcomes
based planning, evaluation and reporting, in addition to integrating results into the core of an
SROI.

Finally, there is a need to support research and dissemination of financial proxies. Of all the
stumbling blocks to more wide-spread use of SROI, this is the most significant. Financial proxy
research is often time-intensive and requires specialized skills. At present, much of the growth
in use of the SROI methodology by community agencies in Canada has resulted from
widespread and free access to financial proxy information within the SROI Canada database.

For the most part, the database has been populated as a result of training provided by the City
of Calgary, and by the result of consulting projects undertaken by SIMPACT Strategy Group.
Some proxies have been shared by other consultants in return for access to the SROI Canada
database. This is the ideal — that the database is widely accessed, and used to stimulate the
work and thoughts of others, who then share new ideas for proxies with SROI Canada.

In summary, there is an important and essential role for government:

1) Supporting the development of SROI Canada as the methodological hub,
including research

2) Investing in the skills of non-profits, charities, social enterprises and social
purposes businesses in outcomes-based evaluation

3) Investing in the skills of non-profits, charities, social enterprises and social
purposes businesses to integrate the results of an outcomes based
evaluation into an SROI

4) Financial proxy research, and

5) Setting an example by allocating a percentage of all project investment
funding to outcomes-based evaluation, and implementation of an SROI,
when appropriate.

Investment in the above areas will support the federal commitment to the social partnerships
agenda. It will support federal commitment to the development of social finance tools that
appeal to a new profile of investor. It will enable government to stimulate increased interest in
new vehicles to support the achievement of important social outcomes because the value of
achieving those outcomes will be more effectively and consistently measured, therefore the
value of achieving those outcomes will be more effectively communicated.
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Appendix 1
About the Author

Stephanie Robertson, President, SIMPACT Strategy Group has been building skill and capacity in
the use of social metrics since 1998 and has been building capacity in the social return on
investment (SROI) methodology since 2002. As an alumni and adjunct member of faculty at
London Business School, Stephanie developed the social enterprise initiative and taught social
entrepreneurship to MBA and Executive MBA students, including SROI. The author of several
business school cases on social entrepreneurship and business in society, Stephanie has won
two European awards for cases available within the European Case Clearing House. She is the
co-author of the SROI Primer, https://sroi.london.edu, an on-line educational tool housed on

the London Business School website, funded by the Department of Trade and Industry. Since
2004, Stephanie has been based in Calgary, Alberta, where her company SiMPACT Strategy
Group Inc. (SiIMPACT) is headquartered.

SiMPACT has three lines of business, all of which are linked to the social impact agenda. The
first, LBG Canada, is a flagship project of 40+ companies that have adopted a common
management framework to value and report on their corporate community investment
programs. The second refers to strategic consulting geared to ensuring that corporate
investments in community and broader society meet expectations. The third area involves
SROI consulting and capacity-building.

Highlights of Stephanie’s career include leadership in the design and delivery of a social
entrepreneurship course for MBA and executive MBA students at London Business Schooal,
which included the research and writing of 4 case studies and teaching notes, 1 of which won a
ECCH business management case award in 2006; leadership in the design and delivery of the
Business in Society Initiative, London Business School, which included working with faculty to
incorporate awareness of social impact info case studies about their management discipline.
This also included the research and writing of a case study and teaching note that won the
ECCH business management case award in 2007.

Stephanie is an active participant in discussions on the evolution of the international network
and a participant on the international methodology committee. Her work internationally is
influencing SROI’s development in Canada®’.

7 Stephanie Robertson, President, SIMPACT Strategy Group, Anne Miller, Team Lead, SROI Initiative, SIMPACT
Strategy Group
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Appendix 3 — Environmental Scan — Community Agencies
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*1, What area(s) of service does your organization or agency primarily provide? (Please
check all that apply)

I:| Aponigingl servieet |:| ImigrastRemCom of sefvices

D Justice services

D Meniail neaitn services

D Bazic needs sugpont

D Crilgren's services

D Community development services D Fhysical healh services
D Coordination of services D Fanning/strategic services
D Counsemng and $ocial SUppOr services D Erenamiparenting services
D Eoucaben Dervices D Recreatonal services
D Employment services D Zeniors services
D Evaluaton serices

] emsncs servees

D momelezsnest tervices

D Women's zervices

D Youth services

Other Eaase spect)

*2, Please indicate which metrics are part of your perf

D Imput data (cash. in-tnd Investment D your organization)

ement app

D wolunteer time Sonated
D activity Sata (Le. staff e, # of clients served, ® of activities offered, other)

l:l Suiput @33 (W of Cllents COMPIEtInG ACTivilies, CHARGE N NumERr of Clents Served, Client satisfacson, omer)

D Qaner (pease soeciy)

* 3, Does your organization report on outcomes?
O Yes
O No

 no, please sxpiain why nat

www.simpactstrategies.com

* 4, What methods do you use to collect outcomes?
D Sureey compieted By pamIcoants

D Stangardizes tests compieted by participants.

D Case notes compieted by sta®

D Cata obtained *rom exierna organizations ie.g. school records, police data)

Ciher (please specty)

¥ 5, How do you

D Recorded directly into a damabase

d your data once collected?

D FRecorted directly iInts 8 spreadshest
D Recorded on paper and thes entered into 2 database or spreadsheet
|:I Recoraed on paper and complied =anually withowt using a datadase or soreadnzheet

D Recorsed on paper but not complied (¢.9. Femaing in cllent fies

D Otmer ipicase specty)

*§, What is the primary purpose of your collection of outcomes data?

O Accountability to fungers

O Buiding a case for funding
O Knewseage sevelop=ent

O Planming ana forecaseng

O Program Imprevement

O over pesse comment




*7. Has your organization experienced any benefit as a result of collecting social
outcomes data?

D We ident®ied the need for program dedvery improvement

D We arE more 33l 1 GEIETIDE INE CNARGE ur Clents sxpenence

D We can compare Clent pre and post data

D We have seen Improvements reswBng Tom changes to our program dellvery
D We communicate more effectvely with key audiences

D We have nol exDerienced mprovements

D Filease describe any other besefit that you Rave expenenced.

* 8. Does your organization use the Social Return on Investment (SROI) methodology?
() ves. me are cumenty domg am sROH

O Not, at the moment, but we have done an SROI In the past

O M, But we are considerng using SROT I the futere

O No, but we have heard of RO

O Mo, we hawe never heara of an SA0I

O Fiease feel free to 30d 2 comment

*9, If you are not using the SROI methodology, please explain why:
D we gomt kmow how to do an IROI

D e gon't know where 10 90 10 arn abcwt ORO|

D SAOI i3 not relevant to my project of organization

D we currentty have no outcomes framework In place

D SROI s too dificult

D RO raimng 13 100 SXDENTIVE

D Haring an SROI consutant it 160 expensive

D Flease feel fres 1o comment:

* 10, For what purpose has SROI analysis been used in your organization or agency?
D Accountability 8o funders.

D Buliging 3 case for fumaing

D KRcwieage seveispment

D Planning and forecastng

D Program improvement

Comments:

*11. Did you find SROI analysis a useful and worthwhile process? If you are currently in
the process of completing an SROI, please comment on your experience thus far....

O Yes

O Tomeanat
O o

O Unzure

Please cxpiain your answer:

*12, In your opinion, who are the key audiences of an SROI analysis?
D Intermal project leacers and managers

D Sta® across the whole ofganazation

T ——

D Froject funders fom foundations

I:| Comarate funsers
I:l Our clients.
D The peneral pubiic

Please feel free 1o comment
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*13, What benefits have you experienced, or can you imagine, as a result of doing an
5SROI analysis?

D Ciear picture of the VALUE of the ouicomes we enabie clients 1o expenence

l:‘ Greater abliky to communicate that value bo Key audiences

l:‘ Staf morale Increased as easker ko explain work to ofers

D Frogram dellvery Improvement

|:| Increased underssanding of the value of change EXPERIENGED by our clients

l:‘ Increased understanding of the value of change experienced by others, as @ REZULT of the change experienced by our clients

Other please specity]

*14, 1f your opinion, are there barriers preventing organizations similar to yours from
collecting social outcomes data and then using the outcomes data in an SROI?

Significant barrier Minor basrier A

e

lack of outcy -5-bi o

ack of cutcames-baze O O

valustion knowisdge
I

kot i zourzes S
ack of fnancial rezaurce O O

0 develop intemna
evaluation capacity
Iack of Snances 1o hire
skilied outcomes-based
evaluation conzutiants

ack of funding o take
3RO training

OO0 O
OO0 O 0O

ONG@]

Iack of funding for research
Inie financlal proxles io
repnesent the value of
outcomes achehed

Other (piease specily)

*15. Do any of the above barriers apply to your organization?

() v
Ow
O Unciear

Fieaze feel frae to comment

*16, If the barriers that apply to you were removed, would your organization choose to
use SROI as a tool?

O ve

O

Flease f=el free to comment

*17, From your experience, or in your own opinion, who could benefit from using SROI
lysis? Please

D non-profits and charities

D social enferprises & entreprensurs
[ —

D fourdations

[] mamicmn goveramens
D provincial government departments
D federal govemment departments

|:| Otrer (piease specify)

18, Thank you for your feedback. Please feel free to add any additional thoughts or
comments below.

Additicral thoughts ar |
comments

Name (optionai) |

Email Address (opbional) |

No further comments at s |
time
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Appendix 4 — Recent HRSDC Call for Evaluation of Youth
Homelessness, Including SROI

2/28/12 Step 2: Check Funding Priorities
Human Resources and Ressources humaines at C 1=
B0 St Cecoment canada des Canada anada

Human Resources and Skills Development Canada

Step 2: Check Funding Priorities
Youth Homelessness: Promising Practices for
Prevention and Reduction

Homelessness is often considered to be a problem affecting single, middle-aged men, and the
majority of studies have focused on this group. Yet, a significant proportion of the homeless
population consists of youth, It is extremely important to address homelessness at a young age,
Youth who become homeless before the age of 16 often require far more intensive interventions to
help them transition off the street.

Social or relational causes of youth homelessness are amongst the most common. A significant
proportion of street-involved youth have experienced some form of maltreatment. Mental health and
addiction issues are also common for this group, and often exacerbate difficulties faced because of
poverty. Youth with multiple risk factors may reguire intensive interventions that include counselling,
treatment for addictions, or other social services,

Other causes of youth homelessness are economic. Because of their age, youth may not have a
history of employment or tenancy to show potential employers or landlords., The recent recession
and ongoing uncertainty in the global economy may put youth at an even greater risk of
unemployment and homelessness. Labour market integration represents a key strategy to address
economic aspects of youth homelessness. Labour market programs aim to improve the employability
of individuals by providing them with work experience or training opportunities that increase access
to the labour market and support economic independence. Ultimately, labour market activities can
help individuals achieve longer-term stability and self-sufficiency.

As much as possible, interventions should be targeted to individual needs. Homeless youth are a
diverse group, Some are absolutely homeless, and may be living on the street, squatting, or using
shelters. Many others experience hidden homelessness. These youth are often couch-surfing or
staying temporarily with friends or partners, These groups may experience different risk factors and
require different interventions.

Objectives

The Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS) is a community-based program. As such, community
needs inform its research priorities. Communities have consistently requested evidence-based
promising practices to provide them with tools to prevent and reduce homelessness. In order to
provide such practices, the department seeks to fund research projects that will evaluate the
effectiveness of prevention and reduction strategies.

Effective prevention strategies allow youth who are at risk of homelessness to avoid the disruption
caused by housing loss, while reduction strategies help the existing homeless population rise out of
homelessness. There is a need for studies examining the relative effectiveness of these strategies.
Such strategies need to take into account the diversity of the homeless youth population, including
any mental health or addiction issues, and current living arrangements. In short, what works best
and for whom? This information can help communities tailor programs to the needs of homeless and
at-risk youth in their own area.

Other intervention-related issues that will be considered for the current CFP include, but are not
limited to the following:

= What is the social return on investment (SROI) of a particular prevention or reduction

www. hrsde.ge.caleng/he vess/funding/cip) hitmi U
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2/28M12 Step 2: Check Funding Priorities
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program?
« How do social networks of family or friends contribute to intervention effectiveness?

« How do individual needs influence intervention effectiveness? How can interventions be best
matched to the individual?
+« How do youth who have benefited from interventions fare over the Ionger term? This may

somlisa Follavar_ ikl ~Allambe whe hauva hamafil ad fen a mesealelos aeas b
lllvunrl: TONOW-Up Wil ThHEnNts Winid nave Ul:llll:llu.:u oM a Proimesing pluLLILC.

+ What are effective strategies for maintaining contact with homeless youth clients who migrate
between cities?

All projects should include a focus on community involvement and dissemination, Research
should be applicable to other communities in Canada. Successful applicants will receive funding

LU l.'..'lldUI(:: Ll'lt!lll Ll) {.IE(:![JEI] LHEII urluurdenmng UI YUULII IIUITV:.'IE:s::IIt.'b.': dna Lo LU[IL[I[JULt.' LU Llldrllllg
the development of effective solutions to address the issue.

— Step 1: C Eliqibil Step 3: Check Application Review P .

Date Modified: 2011-12-22
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Appendix 5 — Recent Press Release by Alberta Department of

Justice

Zf28M12

Government of Alberta News frame

Solicitor General and Public Security, Alberta Justice, Alberta Health and Wellness and Alberta Health Senices will also
collaboratively evaluate the effectiveness of the project,

=30=
Media inquiries may be directed to:
Mison Keppler Jason Maloney
Justice Communications Solicitor General and Public Security Communications
780-427-8530 780-644-8527

To call toll free within Alberta dial 310-0000.

February 24, 2012

Safe Communities Innovation Fund bridge funding

What is the Safe Communities Innovation Fund?
The $60=million Safe Communities Innovation Fund provided three=year funding to 88 pilot projects to support safe and
strong communities by reducing and preventing crime through community and police partnerships.

Acomplete listing of approved projects is available by visiting: http:/justice.alberta.calprograms_senices/safe/what-
doing/Pages/scif.aspx

Why is bridge funding for the first round of projects being offered?

Bridge funding will support continuation of first round pilots while they complete their evaluations, including business
cases and a Social Return on Investment, which is a tool that measures the impact of the project and the value it creates
for the community. This funding also provides projects an opportunity to showcase themselves to potential funders
before their grants expire.

Wil all projects receive bridge funding?

Al 28 three-year pilot projects from the first round of funding will have the opportunity to apply for bridge funding. Projecis
must meet the bridge funding grant criteria, Questions about bridge funding can be directed to the Safe Communities
Division of Alberta Juslice at 780-644-5719. For tolkree access across Alberta dial 310-0000 first.

What evaluation tools are in place to ensure Safe Communities Innovation Fund pilots are a success?
All Safe Communities Innovation Fund pilot projects are required to provide a final evaluation, a Social Return on
Investment and a business case, all of which are tools to secure funding from other sources.

Will bridge funding be extended to pilots from rounds two and three?
Safe Communities Innovation Fund bridge funding is one-time for round one pilot projects. Second and third round pilots
will be contacted to discuss the timing of their project evaluation, Social Return on Investmentand business cases.

=30-
Media inquiries may be directed to:
AMison Keppler
Justice Communications
780-427-8530

To call toll free within Alberta dial 310-0000,

www.simpactstrategies.com
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Appendix 6 — City Calgary Report — Family & Child Support Services 2011

CPS2012-07
Attachment 1
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Impact

Social Return on Investment

The purpore of Mvestmant is 1o QeNEraNE O return, While
rEfUrn on investment [ROI) can be measwed within ne
financial Monmet, the voUe created Dy investment in
society & ot cumenty expressed in temms that are uni-
wersaly underiood nor eqsily measured. A3 a resull, ne
20 of investing in society 5 offen undervaived, poorty
undermood, ana is frequenty ar rsk of being overicokea
aogetner.

As pubiic, private ana conporate funden seex 1o invest
in crganizafions fhar con demonsate Row Thelr pro-
Srams: ana senvices positively offect peopie, i Decomes
increasingly important to evaluate and report outcomes
SAd impact FOIS Cagafy. womtng with i3 agency pan-
ners, has been piofing the use of social retum on invest-
mant [SROI) anays o3 an informative forecasting, pian-
ning and communications ool since 2008.

Agdifionally, o cros-Corporgfion piiof project invoiving
Capital Amet Managemeni, Recreation, the Sfice of
Sustainability and FCS3 was compileted in 2011. This pro-
ject examined e use of 5SROI analysis as a potential
ool 1o deveiop d STeNdAardzed method for coniidenng
social valse in ow Tple-boffom line decision-making
Within The City. Ofher areas winin me City where S80I
analyss is occuming of being consdersd include The
Caigary Police Service. Caigary Fre Deporiment and
the Calgary Housing Coempany.

The RO MemMmodoogy valve: change for peopie ong
he envilonment tat would ofhenwise not be vaued.
An SRO! anotysis assigns finonciol proces 10 social ona
envilonmental change whenever possble. The vaue
presented & Men combined with non-monetireabie in-
dicgtons of change to communicate o compiete ex-
pression of vawe.

To ensure the infegriry of the memoasciogy as it devel
Ops QCrom the country, FOSE COgary has Deen woming
with ofner inferested siakenoloers, municipaifies ang
mvels of government fo estabiish shanoards of proctice,
citabie financial proxies and a process for thind-party
assance of SROI coMs thiaugh e estabishmant of
e 5SROI Canoaag Hetwork,

FCSS Caigary does not recommend 5RO analyss be-
SOME O manaarary element for annual reparing. How-
ever. FC35 ooes support e wse of SROI by high-
capacity organizations becouse of the intgnt it offers
inte an enganizatien’s ability o create value far beyond
ine invesiment mode info its programs and services.

The case siudies generated from the SROI work to date
are poited on the FCES Calgary webste:

WWW CINOry.e0,/(CEPS TS (Pages FCSS /Social-Retum-
Ondanyestments(SEOI) o

CP52012-07 - Family and Commenity SUpport Senvices |FCS5) Calgary Reviews

I5€: Unresiricted

Page 6 of 24

FCSS Calgary Results: 2011

The difference we’re making...

Economic Leverage

* Eoch FCSS Calgary dosiar (70 cents from the province and 30
wents from the milrate] leveraged $1.35 in other resources.

@+ ) N s2.35
Tolal

- Resources o

City of Calgarians

Calgary

Milirate

+ In 2011, FCS5 Calgary supported 83 agencies
1o deliver 124 programs.

15,151
Value of Volunteerism "i i‘

. 63,348

Violunteers invoived in FCSS programs in 2011.

. 1,065,711

Total velunteer hours confributed.

. 521,591,304
Ecocnomic: benefit to Calganians (based on
secretary of state houry rate of $20.26).

- $10,017.483
Benefit if volunteer confribution was valued at
minimum wage.
CP52012-07 - Family and Community Support Services [FCSS) Calgary Reviews
EC: Unrestricted

« S$1.44/hour

Veolunteers confributed cut-of-

pocket expenses, for example, the costs
for babysiting. transportafion and meals.

« 51,534,623

The estimated value of volunteer
out-of-pocket confributions in 2011.

Poge 4 of 24
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Appendix 7 —Recent Article on Commissioning for Social Value
in Public Services

Commissioning for social value in public services

By Jenni Inglis - Director of the SROI Network and runs VIE, a public services evaluation

company.
Published Friday, February 24, 2012 - 09:53

Story tools

Print this article
[*< Email to a friend
Q) Your feedback

At The SROI Network’s international conference in Potsdam, Germany, last week (16/17th
Feb) we made the assertion it’s “a time for social value”.

One of the excellent keynotes was delivered by Richard Spencer of the ICAEW who reminded us
both why this really needed to be a time for social value - increasing inequality, lack of trust,
markets that do not recognise interconnectedness - and that a time for social value means a
shift in the way we all think and act. He ended with a point that accounts are always a
representation, they leave things out and put things in, so those of us involved in accounting for
things have a responsibility to reshape what is accounted for. The SROI Network’s strapline is
“Accounting for Value” reflecting our commitment to shifting the balance of what is taken into
account in decision making from the easy-to-measure-and-value to the important-to measure-
and-value.

A time for social value in this context means a time when decision making looks for and takes
into account the effects of actions on those people and environmental resources that are
affected, not just those with a financial or power stake.

Participants from more than twenty countries agreed, but then they are, so to speak, the
converted! So what relevance to the UK Public sector?
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If like me you are enough of a geek to have a google alert going on the term “social value” you
will see that there’s a lot of material on the subject. At a rough estimate 80% of the mentions of
“social value” on the web relate to the UK and over half of those relate to specific concept of
social value, rather than having just happened to use the two words together.

One likely reason is that in the UK we have a Bill on Social Value making its way through
Parliament. The Public Services (Social Value) Bill was brought as a private member’s bill by
Chris White MP and looks likely to become law later this year. It concerns what is taken into
account pre-procurement in the commissioning of services. The Bill makes reference to
considering consultation with service users. In combination with last years’ update of Best
Value Statutory Guidance, and also as Local Authorities prepare for the Localism Act two
powerful messages are developing- taking account of the effects that your service decisions
have on people is not optional and trying to take account of effects on people without
interacting with these people is insufficient and risky. It also means you will need to anticipate
these effects and cannot afford to wait until after a service is in place before assessing these
effects.

Law is one thing but in my experience the majority of public sector employees want to do a do
a good job, one that makes the most difference to the people they are serving, with the least
unintended consequence. It is helpful to these professionals to have some clarity in the form of
Acts of Parliament and Statutory guidance as to what they’re supposed to do. The issue for
them is being pulled around by conflicting policy directions and layers of bureaucracy that sit
under those laws. An industry is already gearing up around the Public Services (Social Value)
Bill. You can expect a proliferation of tools and techniques, guides and approaches, aimed
either at suppliers to help them to demonstrate their social value to commissioners or at
commissioners themselves. Many will be trying to make this agenda simple.

Making this agenda simple is often code for creating a transactional, tick-box approach to
decision making; reducing the level of professional judgement required, so public sector
employees are administrators rather than part of a system of allocating resources to improve
society. There are many tricky issues to be dealt with in making substantial progress towards
commissioning for more social value and we cannot afford to reduce professionals to the role
of administrators. The shift towards localism means less central prescription of what is valuable
but which systems will guide local public bodies judgements about value? A top-down,
prescriptive, toolkit approach does not work in the era of localism.

How do other professions guide their work? Principles. For example the accounting profession
deals with the issue of professional judgement by having a set of principles. These are generally
accepted and used as a guide to inevitable judgements about what to account for and how.
There is subjectivity involved and accountants do not always agree but they generally agree;
they are a long way down the path of convergence.

Hence the new “Guide to Commissioning for Maximum Value”, written by the SROI Network for
the Local Government Association, which highlights what can be done at each stage of the
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commissioning cycle by those who wish and need to transform their commissioning practice
towards achieving greater value. It is based on a set of principles borrowed and extended from
those already in use worldwide by our members to “Account for Value”. It draws on existing
practice to understanding value for money and to service development and delivery including
asset based approaches and co-production. It explores how some of the more difficult
decisions about allocation of resources could be better guided but is also a flexible model
because it is based on principles.

Its use will help you to prepare for the new laws but most importantly its use will help you to be
part of a solution, part of the time for social value.

The SROI Network is also pleased to announce new one-day training based in this guide. This
training will be both practical and thought provoking. It is aimed at helping commissioning
teams to improve their systems, improve their interactions with stakeholders and deal with
some of the complexities of being a public service professional by applying principles to their
judgements.

Please visit http://www.thesroinetwork.org/training/other-training for more details.

44 www.simpactstrategies.com

| Suite 306, 319 - 10th Ave. SW; Calgary, AB, Canada T2R 0C8 | Email: info@simpactstrategies.com | Phone: +1 403 444 5683



