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Abstract: 

Nonprofit organizations are feeling increased pressure to demonstrate their service’s 

impacts to their investors.  Social return on investment is a tool that measures the social 

efficiency, or social return, of services by calculating a social return ratio.  While social 

return on investment has seen increasing use by nonprofit organizations, a lack of 

standards in the social return ratio calculation leads to resource intensive analyses and 

results that cannot be effectively compared.  In practice, this limits social return on 



 

 

investment analysis to nonprofit organizations with high available resources and limits 

its usefulness as a benchmark for service impacts.  The objective of this research was 

to create a tool that calculates a social return ratio for services supporting anti-poverty 

welfare programs for Oregon nonprofit organizations receiving government funding.  

This research categorized nonprofit organizations by service impacts using Maslow’s 

hierarchy of needs as a framework.  A standardized social return on investment 

reporting tool was created which calculates a social return ratio for nonprofit 

organizations within service categories that support anti-poverty welfare programs.  

Findings from this research support the hypothesis that the social return on investment 

reporting tool reduces resource requirements for nonprofit organizations.  The findings 

also indicate the social return on investment reporting tool supports future 

benchmarking efforts by providing a consistent calculation and comparison framework 

for nonprofit service impacts.  However, nonprofit organizations will likely need to 

develop a system for collecting client outcome data before this tool can be used for full 

benchmarking. 
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Chapter 1 

1 Introduction 

 

1.1 Background 

Many nonprofit organizations receive funding from the United States government to 

execute welfare services for those in need (Lipsky & Smith, 1989).  The following section 

provides an overview of topics needed to understand how nonprofit organizations can use 

social return on investment (SROI) to measure and report performance on programs that 

use government funding.  Topics include an overview of United States government 

spending, nonprofit reporting requirements, and social return on investment.  This section 

concludes by discussing methodological issues in conducting a social return on investment 

analysis. 

 

1.1.1 Overview of United States Government Spending 

In 2012, the United States government (federal, state, and local) spent approximately 

$5,412 billion (Historical Tables, 2014).  A portion of this spending funded welfare 

programs.  These programs are separated into three categories: 1) Social Security and 

Medicare; 2) unemployment insurance and worker’s compensation and 3) means-tested 

welfare programs (Rector, 2012).  Means-tested, or anti-poverty, welfare encompasses 79 

federal programs focusing on anti-poverty efforts for poor and low-income individuals by 

providing for basic needs such as food, housing, and medical care (Rector, 2012).  Nearly 

$950 billion was spent on anti-poverty welfare in 2012 (Boccia, Fleming, & Woody, 2014).  
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In other words, anti-poverty welfare accounted for approximately 18% of total government 

spending in 2012.   

While the government acts as the planning authority for its programs, it has 

difficulty matching supply with changes in demand (Bridge, Murtagh, & O’Neill, 2009).  

Combined with political and budget constraints, the United States government has relied 

on the nonprofit sector to assist in executing many anti-poverty welfare programs (Lipsky 

& Smith, 1989).  As a result, government funding accounts for over half of revenues for 

many nonprofit organizations (Lipsky & Smith, 1989). 

 

1.1.2 Nonprofit Reporting Requirements on Government Funding 

Nonprofit organizations are held to a high degree of accountability, requiring them to make 

annual financial statements to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) public record.  Nonprofit 

organizations receiving government funding generally have additional reporting 

requirements to demonstrate the money was used for its intended purpose.  Common 

government reporting requirements include a narrative summary of services provided, 

administrative data on programs, and survey and evaluation data on the clients served.  

Written agreements between nonprofit organizations and government agencies varies with 

different payment methods for services, such as fixed cost, cost reimbursable, unit cost, 

and performance-based payments.  According to Pettijohn, Boris, De Vita, and Fyffe 

(2013), nonprofit organizations reported the following problems with this payment and 

reporting structure: 

 Complex and time-consuming application and reporting processes. 
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 Late or insufficient payments from government agencies.  

 Changes made to written agreements previously negotiated with government agencies 

(Pettijohn et al., 2013).  

Service outcomes from nonprofit activity is measured as the “impact” or “value” 

generated for all stakeholders, including the organization itself, the clients served, and the 

public.  This impact can be separated into three categories, as defined in Table 1-1.   

 

Table 1-1.  Nonprofit impact definitions, derived from Emerson, Wachowics, and Chun 

(2000). 

Impact (Value) Definition 

Economic Service transforms inputs and resources into an outcome with a higher market 

value.  

Social Service outcomes lead to improvements in the quality of life for individuals and 

communities.  

Socio-Economic Service transforms inputs and resources into an outcome that provides cost saving 

to the public and the environment.  

 

As their name indicates, nonprofit organizations are “not for profit.”  Rather than 

generating profits to be dispersed among stakeholders, nonprofit missions and services 

center on addressing social problems.  However, there are fewer metrics for measuring 

social and socio-economic impacts compared to economic impacts.  There is little 

agreement on what variables should be measured and how to measure those variables when 

evaluating the effectiveness of nonprofit services (Frumkin, 2002).  This makes it difficult 

for nonprofit organizations to demonstrate the full impact of the services they provide. 

 

1.1.3 Social Return on Investment 

Nonprofit organizations have reported increased donor pressure to demonstrate service 

impact for clients enrolled in programs (Arvidson & Lyon, 2013).  Social Return on 
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Investment (SROI) is an approach for measuring the service impacts of social purpose 

enterprises, such as nonprofit organizations (Hall, Millo, & Barman, 2015).  A SROI 

analysis has two parts: 1) A qualitative report and 2) a social return ratio calculation 

(Lingane & Olsen, 2004).  The report provides a narrative of the services provided and 

their impacts while the ratio provides the magnitude of service impacts (Gibbon & Dey, 

2011).  The social return ratio compares the benefits of the service to its costs and is 

calculated using Equation 1.   

 

Equation 1.  Social return ratio calculation (Emerson & Cabaj, 2000). 

𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =  
𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 "𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠"
 

 

A social return ratio greater than one indicates the benefits to the organization’s 

stakeholders outweigh the costs. 

SROI analysis has two principal benefits: 1) Increases the efficiency and 

effectiveness of resource allocation and 2) legitimizes service outcomes (Maier, Schober, 

Simsa, & Millner, 2014).  SROI provides a framework that helps nonprofit organizations 

clarify the goals of a program and document assumptions, timeframes, capital investments, 

risks, and limitations of a program (Maier et al., 2014).  This insight helps nonprofit 

organizations make informed decisions and target resources that can be used to maximize 

positive outcomes (Nicholls, Lawlor, Neitzer, & Goodspeed, 2012).  A SROI analysis 

allows nonprofit organizations to legitimize and communicate impacts and results to 

stakeholders, rather than just outcomes (Maier et al., 2014).  As Cooney and Lynch-Cerullo 
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(2014) explain, “it changes the discourse from one of public expenditures and welfare 

burden to the language of investment and social value creation” (p. 373).   

 

1.1.4 Methodological Issues with Social Return on Investment 

Conducting a SROI analysis requires an analyst to make four methodological decisions 

(Cooney & Lynch-Cerullo, 2014).   

1. Identification of stakeholders:  Services affect a wide range of stakeholders and the 

analyst must decide how to scope the analysis.  Scope ranges from the narrowest 

analysis, focusing on a single primary beneficiary (the client) to the widest analysis, 

focusing on all beneficiaries.   

2. Method for estimating the value created (identifying shadow price and/or shadow cost):  

There are two main steps: 1) Identifying definitive outcomes to measure (i.e., 

performance indicators) and 2) Identifying a procedure for converting those outcomes 

into a monetary value.  Since these outcomes do not have traditional market prices, 

shadow prices and/or shadow costs are used to convert the outcomes into monetary 

values. 

3. Determining time horizon:  The time horizon determines the duration, in years, of the 

analysis.  The analyst must decide on the timeframe the organization’s impact has on 

the stakeholder(s).  

4. Selecting the discount rate:  Discount rates discount cash flows to the present value and 

the analyst must decide whether to use a risk-free discount rate (i.e., 0%) -- standard 
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practice for public funders; or incorporate a risk premium into the discount rate -- 

standard practice for corporate finance. 

Current guidelines for SROI analysis attempt to address these issues, but provide top-level 

direction rather than explicit instructions.  Final decisions are largely left to the nonprofit 

organization itself.  Without guidance, these organizations might not have the training or 

breadth of knowledge required to go through, or even begin, this decision making process.  

 

1.2 Problem Statement 

Conducting a SROI analysis requires nonprofit organizations to collect data on client 

outcomes (e.g., using client surveys).  Some nonprofit organizations collect this data as 

part of their reporting requirements for government contracts and grants.  Many do not 

collect this data when it is not required since it spreads limited resources even thinner.  

Additionally, nonprofit organizations must understand the process of selecting appropriate 

shadow price(s) and/or shadow cost(s), time horizon, and discount rate to calculate a social 

return ratio.  This generally requires nonprofit organizations to tailor the analysis to their 

organization or field, which involves significant financial and human capital (Gair, 2002).  

Given the high resource requirements, some nonprofit organizations have a lower capacity 

for calculating social returns compared to other nonprofit organizations with higher 

available resources providing similar services.  This could result in nonprofit organizations 

with lower available resources having lower social return ratios compared to nonprofit 

organizations with higher available resources providing similar services. 
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 An effective SROI analysis requires investors (or funding agencies) to be 

knowledgeable of the methodological limitations when calculating a social return ratio.  

Social return ratios should not be compared across SROI analyses (Lingane & Olsen, 2004; 

Nicholls et al., 2012; Maier et al., 2014).  Given the subjectivity of calculating a social 

return ratio, doing so would result in an “apples” to “oranges” comparison.  Investors who 

are not knowledgeable of these limitations are likely to misinterpret the results of different 

SROI analyses, which could negatively affect funding decisions.   

 

Problem Statement:  A lack of standards in social return ratio calculations allows nonprofit 

organizations with higher available resources to conduct a more robust SROI analysis.  

This has the potential to create a system where investors channel funding to nonprofit 

organizations with higher social return ratios, at the expense of nonprofit organizations that 

could not spare the resources for a robust SROI analysis.  In practice, this make SROI 

analysis biased against nonprofit organizations with lower available resources, limiting its 

usefulness as a benchmark for nonprofit organizations.  

 

1.3 Research Question 

By accounting for the differences in services provided, can nonprofit organizations use 

social return on investment as a benchmark for measuring and reporting on public cost 

savings from anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding?  

First Sub-Question:  Can nonprofit organizations be grouped by the type of impacts their 

services generate?  
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Second Sub-Question:  Can standards for calculating a social return ratio be created in a 

way that allows for less biased comparison between nonprofit organizations providing 

similar services? 

 

1.4 Research Hypothesis 

Nonprofit organizations can use a standardized social return on investment that accounts 

for the differences in services as a benchmark for measuring and reporting on public cost 

savings from anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding. 

First Sub-Hypothesis:  Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs can be used to categorize 

nonprofit organizations by the types of services provided to clients, and provides a 

framework for grouping organizations that generate similar types of impact. 

Second Sub-Hypothesis:  A tool for calculating a social return ratio, specifying discount 

rate, time horizon, and shadow price(s) and/or shadow cost(s), standardize the calculation 

in a way that allows comparison between nonprofit organizations generating similar socio-

economic impact.  

 

1.5 Research Purpose 

The purpose of this research is to provide a framework that reduces bias in the measuring 

and reporting of service impacts on anti-poverty programs that use government welfare 

funding.  This allows nonprofit organizations to allocate resources in a more efficient 

manner and legitimizes the effectiveness and efficiency of their programs to investors.  
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1.6 Research Objective 

The objective of this research is to create a tool for nonprofit organizations conducting a 

social return on investment analysis on anti-poverty programs that use government welfare 

funding.  This tool will address the four methodological issues facing social return on 

investment analysis, as identified by Cooney and Lynch-Cerullo (2014), by identifying 

stakeholders and specifying shadow price(s) and/or shadow cost(s), time horizon, and 

discount rate. 

 

1.7 Delimitations 

1.7.1 Limitations 

This research has the following limitations. 

 The reporting tool developed in this research calculates a social return ratio.  It does 

not include guidelines for the qualitative report, which is the second half of a SROI 

analysis.  

 The reporting tool developed in this research is limited to nonprofit organizations 

providing the following services: 

o Medical, dental, and/or vision, 

o Overnight shelter to homeless populations, 

o Low-income housing assistance, 

o Energy and utilities assistance, 

o Mental health or addiction services, and 

o Training and development for employment.   
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 The reporting tool developed in this research is limited to calculating economic and 

socio-economic costs and benefits.  It does not include social cash flows. 

 This research is limited to nonprofit organizations filing with the Internal Revenue 

Services (IRS) as being located in Oregon. 

 This research is limited to tax-exempt organizations with National Taxonomy of 

Exempt Entities (NTEE) code A – W. This research does not include religion related, 

mutual/membership benefit, or unclassified organizations since these organizations 

generally do not receive government funding.  

 

1.7.2 Assumptions 

This research makes the following assumptions.  

 Support systems for nonprofit clients provide complementary, yet largely discrete 

services to that client. 

 The mission statement and project descriptions listed on the Form 990-series and 

nonprofit organization’s website accurately reflect the organization’s impact on its 

clients.  

 The Urban Institute database contains Form 990 and Form 990-EZ records for each 

Oregon nonprofit organization registered with the IRS.  
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1.8 Relevance of this Study 

1.8.1 Need for this Research 

Nonprofit organizations need a tool for measuring service impacts that are not resource 

intensive, which by nature, creates more burden on nonprofit organizations. 

 

1.8.1.1 Theoretical Research Needs 

This research provides a framework for standardized reporting on public cost savings from 

nonprofit anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding.  This framework 

can be built upon to increase the robustness of nonprofit SROI analysis.  It can   It can also 

be used as a base for developing standardized reporting on social impacts.   

 

1.8.1.2 Practical Research Needs 

This research reduces bias associated with SROI analysis for nonprofit organizations 

reporting on anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding.  This helps 

reduce the burden for nonprofit organizations when reporting service impacts to investors.  

 

1.8.2 Benefits of this Research 

This research benefits nonprofit organizations by providing a tool that addresses the four 

methodological issues of a SROI analysis, as identified by Cooney and Lynch-Cerullo 

(2014), thus decreasing resource requirements for conducting the analysis.  Calculating a 

social return ratio allows nonprofit organizations to better allocate resources to services 

that generate socio-economic and economic impacts.  This research also benefits investors 
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by providing a standardized SROI reporting framework that allows for comparison of 

service impacts between nonprofit organizations that generate similar service impacts.   

 

1.9 Research Outputs and Outcomes 

The main outcome of this research is a tool that allows nonprofit organizations to calculate 

comparable social return ratios on services that use anti-poverty welfare funding.  Social 

return ratios can be calculated for six services: 1) medical, dental, and/or vision; 2) 

overnight shelter to homeless populations; 3) low-income housing assistance; 4) energy 

and utilities assistance; 5) mental health or addiction services and 6) training and 

development for employment.  Social return ratios can be compared only within these 

service categories.  This tool specifies the shadow price(s) and/or shadow cost(s), time 

horizon, and discount rate for each service.  Additionally, this research provides a 

framework for categorizing nonprofit services based on Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of 

needs.   
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Chapter 2 

 

2 Literature Review 

 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a basis for this research.  It provides an overview of nonprofit 

organizations, approaches for categorizing nonprofit goals, approaches for measuring 

service impacts, and social return on investment.  This section concludes by identifying the 

gap within the literature and presenting a conceptual model to address this gap.  

 

2.2 Terminology 

Social return on investment combines elements from multiple fields (e.g., finance and 

economics) and multiple countries (e.g., United States and United Kingdom).  As a result, 

terminology used within the literature varies.  This study uses the terms and definitions 

provided in Table 2-1 for the purposes of this study.  

Table 2-1.  Terminology used in this study. 

Term Definition 

Impact The effect a nonprofit service has on a stakeholder(s) or market.  This is sometimes 

referred to as “value” in the literature. 

Market price The price of a good or service sold within a traditional market. 

Market cost The cost of a good or service purchased within a traditional market. 

Shadow price A monetary approximation of a stakeholder(s) true willingness to pay for a good or 

service.  This is used for goods and services that either do not have a market price or the 

market price does not adequately reflect willingness to pay. 

Shadow cost A monetary approximation of a good or service’s true cost to stakeholders.  This is used 

for goods and services that either do not have a market cost or the market cost does not 

adequately reflect the actual cost of the good or service. 

Attribution The percent of a measured impact that is directly attributed to the investment. 

Deadweight The probability a measured impact would have occurred without the initial nonprofit 

intervention. 
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2.3 Overview of Nonprofit Organizations 

2.3.1 Nonprofit Organizations and the United States Government 

American nonprofit organizations have a leading role in addressing social problems at the 

local, state, and national level.  They deliver a wide range of services from providing for 

basic needs (e.g., food and shelter) to providing for more advanced needs (e.g., community 

and personal development).  The United States government has relied on nonprofit 

organizations to provide for citizens whose individual needs cannot be met through other 

means (e.g., government programs).  Individuals receive services that are tailored to meet 

their personal needs and the government’s bottom-line is positively impacted by the 

nonprofit’s ability to supplement government contracts and grants with voluntary 

donations (Fumkin, 2002).  As a result of their efficacy, many nonprofit organizations 

receive over half their revenues from government agencies (Lipsky & Smith, 1989).   

 Private institutional investors and the United States government oversee the quality 

and cost-effectiveness of nonprofit services, with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) acting 

as the government’s principal supervising agency (Frumkin, 2002).  Under the IRS, 

nonprofit organizations must be organized and operating for exempt (i.e., charitable) 

purposes to file for a tax-exempt status and receive tax-deductible donations.  The IRS 

categorizes nonprofit organizations by the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) 

code.  NTEE codes use alphabetic letters to classify nonprofit organizations by industry 

type (e.g., education, health, and animal-related).  There are 26 distinct NTEE codes (A – 

Z) that form ten larger categories, as shown in Table 2-2.   
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Table 2-2.  Nonprofit classifications used by the IRS. 

Category NTEE Code 

Arts, Culture, and Humanities A 

Education B 

Environment and Animals C, D 

Health E, F, G, H 

Human Services I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P 

International, Foreign Affairs Q 

Public, Societal Benefit R, S, T, U, V, W 

Religion Related X 

Mutual / Membership Benefit Y 

Unknown, Unclassified Z 

 

Classification by NTEE code identifies the type of nonprofit organization, but it does not 

identify the different types of service impacts generated by nonprofit organizations.  For 

example, nonprofit organizations classified in the health category under NTEE code E 

could provide medical services, patient and family support services, and/or medical 

research and education services.  Individual nonprofit organizations self-select the NTEE 

code they feel best represents their organization when filing for tax-exempt status.  This 

subjectivity limits NTEE codes as a reliable classification system for nonprofit 

organizations.  

 

2.3.2 Reporting Requirements for Nonprofit Organizations 

All nonprofit organizations are accountable to public taxpayers due to their tax-exempt 

status under the Internal Revenue Services (IRS) and due to revenue from tax-deductible 

donations (Pollak & Lampkin, 2001).  Most nonprofit organizations are required to file 

public statements with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) using the Form 990-series.  

Nonprofit organizations with annual gross receipts greater than $50,000 generally have 

higher IRS reporting requirements using Form 990 or Form 990-EZ.  These forms detail 
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information about the nonprofit organization including organizational finances, program 

data, legal structure, and boards.  Nonprofit organizations with annual gross receipts less 

than $50,000 have the option to file a Form 990-N.  This form requires only the 

administrative data on the organization (e.g., legal name, mailing address, and website). 

Nonprofit organizations receiving government funding generally have specific 

reporting requirements to its government investors in addition to IRS requirements.  

Pettijohn et al. (2013) conducted a national survey of nonprofit organizations, focusing on 

those receiving government funding.  The sample consisted of nonprofit organizations 

reporting over $100,000 in expenses to the IRS and excluded hospitals and higher 

education.  Pettijohn et al.’s (2013) study found that, on average, nonprofit organizations 

have six government contracts and/or grants, with a median of three.  On average, nonprofit 

organizations experience between one and two different types of payment methods (e.g., 

cost-reimbursement and fixed-price) for government funding.  The most common reporting 

requirement was a narrative of services provided by the nonprofit organization.  Many 

nonprofit organizations were also required to report administrative and survey data, as 

summarized in Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 (Pettijohn et al., 2013).   

 

Table 2-3.  Government reporting requirements on administrative data, adapted from 

Pettijohn et al. (2013). 

 
 Percent of Nonprofit Organizations Required to Report 

Type of Organization Persons Served Services 

Provided 

Program 

Outcomes 

Arts, culture, and humanities 75% 53% 69% 

Education 70% 65% 69% 

Environment and animals 46% 59% 53% 

Health 79% 75% 76% 

Human Services 86% 78% 76% 

Other 74% 70% 73% 
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Table 2-4.  Government reporting requirements on client survey data, adapted from 

Pettijohn et al. (2013). 

 Percent of Nonprofit Organizations Required to Report 

Type of Organization Client Outcomes Client 

Satisfaction 

Independent 

Evaluation 

Arts, culture, and humanities 34% 30% 20% 

Education 54% 49% 39% 

Environment and animals 20% 14% 17% 

Health 58% 61% 36% 

Human Services 58% 55% 30% 

Other 51% 47% 28% 

 

In general, nonprofit organizations providing anti-poverty programs that use government 

welfare funding are classified under the Health and Human Service categories.  Both 

categories had the highest additional quantitative reporting requirements for government 

funding.  

 

2.4 Approaches for Categorizing Nonprofit Organizations 

NTEE codes classify nonprofit organization by type of industry rather than type of service 

impacts generated by the organization.  The following section provides an overview of 

three approaches that can be used to classify service impacts by the needs of the 

organization’s clients: 1) Maslow’s hierarchy of needs; 2) Existence, relatedness, and 

growth (ERG) theory and 3) Murray’s system of needs. 

 

2.4.1 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 

Maslow (1943) states that people are motivated by five basic needs: 1) self-actualization; 

2) esteem; 3) love; 4) safety and 5) physiological.  These needs are described in Table 2-5.  
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Table 2-5.  Operational definitions for Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, derived from 

Maslow (1943). 

 
Need Definition 

Self-Actualization The need for self-fulfillment and to become more than they currently are.  

Esteem The need for high self-evaluation from themselves and from others. 

Love The need for love, affection, and belonging with other people. 

Safety The need for stability and safety from physical and emotional harm. 

Physiological The need for physical comfort and survival. 

 

Maslow’s (1943) needs are arranged in a hierarchy, where the lowest needs have the 

greatest influence over human consciousness.  A person can be deficient in multiple tiers, 

it is the strength of the need that becomes more salient the further down the hierarchy.  

Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs is typically represented as a 5-tiered pyramid, as 

shown in Figure 2-1. 

 

 

Figure 2-1.  Maslow’s hierarchy of needs pyramid. 
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There are multiple drivers within each tier, for example hunger driver, sleep driver, and 

thirst driver in the physiological tier.  Maslow (1943) indicates that drivers within the lower 

tiers (e.g., thirst and hunger) are more isolable than those in higher tiers.  However, drivers 

can never be completely isolated from each other since each serves to satisfy or dissatisfy 

the whole person (Maslow, 1943). 

 

2.4.2 Existence, Relatedness, and Growth (ERG) Theory 

Alderfer’s (1972) Existence, Relatedness, and Growth (ERG) Theory builds on Maslow’s 

(1943) hierarchy of needs.  However, Alderfer (1972) explains that where Maslow’s 

hierarchy of needs is generally used as a taxonomy, ERG theory focuses on dissecting the 

relationship between satisfaction and desire.  Within ERG theory, needs are grouped into 

three categories: 1) existence; 2) relatedness and 3) growth (Alderfer, 1972).  These needs 

are described in Table 2-6. 

 

Table 2-6.  Operational Definitions for ERG Theory, derived from Alderfer (1972). 

Need Definition 

Existence Material and physiological desires characterized by the ‘win-lose’ situation 

where one person’s gain is another person’s loss when resources are limited. 

Relatedness Relationship desires with other people, characterized by sharing and mutuality 

with significant others (e.g., family members, coworkers, friends, enemies). 

Growth Wholeness and fullness desires of self, characterized by the environmental 

settings that challenge a person to utilize or develop personal capabilities.  

 

ERG theory is based on the seven propositions described in Table 2-7. 
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Table 2-7.  Major propositions in ERG theory, adapted from Alderfer (1972). 

Proposition Description 

1 The less existence needs are satisfied, the more they will be desired. 

2 The less relatedness needs are satisfied, the more existence needs will be desired. 

3 The more existence needs are satisfied, the more relatedness needs will be desired. 

4 The less relatedness needs are satisfied, the more they will be desired. 

5 The less growth needs are satisfied, the more relatedness needs will be desired. 

6 The more relatedness needs are satisfied, the more growth needs will be desired. 

7 The more growth needs are satisfied, the more they will be desired.  

 

 

2.4.3 Murray’s (2008) System of Needs 

Murray’s (2008) system of needs describes human personality as defined by the dynamic, 

changing states of needs and their gratification.  This theory identifies and classifies 44 

needs with 20 referring to manifest needs, eight referring to latent needs, four referring to 

inner states, and 12 referring to general traits.  The classification of needs was based on 

commonly observed trends.  Murray (2008) stated that the system of needs is too abstract 

and the categories themselves too large.  While a goal might be consistent between multiple 

people, the reaction to that goal takes different forms.  Thus, this classification system of 

needs could not be used to effectively predict human reactions (Murray, 2008).   

 

2.5 Approaches for Measuring Service Impacts 

There are several approaches for measuring service impacts.  The following section 

provides an overview of three approaches used by nonprofit organizations: 1) balanced 

scorecard; 2) social accounting and audit and 3) social return on investment. 
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2.5.1 Balanced Scorecard 

The balanced scorecard is an approach that analyzes an organization’s performance against 

four main perspectives: 1) customer perspective; 2) internal business perspective; 3) 

innovation and learning perspective and 4) financial perspective (Kaplan & Norton, 2005).  

Incorporating non-financial metrics alongside financial metrics allows managers to 

increase the scope of information used for strategic planning and management.  Within 

each perspective, multiple metrics are used to quantify the organization’s performance 

against that perspective’s goals.   

The balanced scorecard has seen some application in the nonprofit sector (Umayal 

Karpagam & Suganthi, 2013).  While the balanced scorecard increases information used 

for strategic planning and management, it does not address key elements of nonprofit 

performance including social dimensions, political issues, and human resource issues 

(Kong, 2010).  Additionally, selecting perspective metrics is a cumbersome process since 

it requires an organization to first select complementary metrics that can be quantified and 

align with both the perspective and the organization’s ultimate mission, then must be 

constantly monitored and revised to maintain this alignment (Umayal Karpagam & 

Suganthi, 2013).   

 

2.5.2 Social Accounting and Auditing 

Social accounting and auditing (SAA) is an approach that promotes organizational 

sustainability and operates on six main principals: 1) Multiperspective; 2) Comprehensive; 

3) Regular; 4) Comparative; 5) Verification and 6) Disclosure (Pearce, 2002).  SAA began 
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in the 1970’s as a complement to traditional financial accounting by documenting social 

impacts (Zappalà & Lyons, 2009).  SAA builds on existing information and expands the 

nonprofit’s current framework to include social and environmental objectives in addition 

to economic objectives and report on the degree in which programs meet each objective 

(Zappalà & Lyons, 2009).  A panel of social, environmental, economic, and independent 

professional auditors audit reports to confirm the robustness of the analysis (Lyon, 

Arvidson, Etherington, & Vickers, 2010). 

SAA has been primarily used by nonprofit organizations to assess the degree in 

which the organization is meeting its mission and stakeholder expectations using 

qualitative and descriptive statistics (Zappalà & Lyons, 2009).  However, SAA has 

experienced criticism in both the UK and Ireland (Gibbon & Dey, 2011).  In practice, SAA 

models tend to be narrowly focused, which does not necessarily match with broad nonprofit 

missions of social justice (Gibbon & Dey, 2011).  

 

2.5.3 Social Return on Investment 

Social return on investment (SROI) is an approach that translates service outcomes into 

monetary terms to calculate the social return from an initial financial investment (Lyon et 

al., 2010).  SROI is largely based on financial return investment and cost-benefit analysis 

frameworks.  A SROI analysis includes a qualitative report and a social return ratio 

calculation (Lingane & Olsen, 2004).  The SROI report describes the services provided and 

the impacts of those services while the ratio quantifies the magnitude of those impacts 

(Gibbon & Dey, 2011).  To calculate the social return ratio, SROI attempts to “blend” 
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multiple forms of impacts into a single metric to assess performance more holistically, 

rather than in pure economic terms.  This approach allows organizations to discuss 

performance with investors in the language of impact and investment (Cooney & Lynch-

Cerullo, 2014). 

SROI is one of the most widely used approaches by nonprofit organizations for 

measuring socio-economic and social impacts (Maier et al., 2014).  SROI has been used 

by nonprofit organizations to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of resource 

allocation and legitimize service outcomes (Maier et al., 2014).  However, SROI analysis 

has one of the highest resource requirements compared to other social value metrics (Lyon 

et al., 2010).  Social return ratios should not be compared between separate SROI analyses 

(Lingane & Olsen, 2004; Nicholls et al., 2012; Maier et al., 2014).  The scale and scope of 

a SROI analysis must be clearly defined to add context to the social return ratio.  The SROI 

report that accompanies the social return ratio must be credible in the sense that it offers 

sound methodology for the analysis and offers a narrative that defines the social value 

generated (Arvidson, Battye, & Salisbury, 2014).   

SROI was selected as the approach for measuring service impact in this research 

for several reasons.  SROI has been widely used by nonprofit organizations.  Krlev, 

Munscher, and Mulbert (2013) estimated that approximately 63% of published SROI 

analyses are for nonprofit organizations.  It is one of the more popular tools for measuring 

social impacts in the nonprofit sector (Maier et al., 2014).  Additionally, SROI is an 

effective change management tool for nonprofit organizations since it combines multiple 

types of impacts into a single unit of measurement, which makes it easier to compare 
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resource needs and performance.  Furthermore, the SROI framework eases communication 

between nonprofit organizations and their stakeholders by converting different impacts into 

the same unit.   

 

2.6 Social Return on Investment Models 

The following section discusses social return on investment in further detail.  It describes 

the goals and limitations of two SROI models: 1) Roberts Enterprise Development Fund 

(REDF) Model and 2) SROI Network Model.   

 

2.6.1 Roberts Enterprise Development Fund (REDF) Model 

The Roberts Enterprise Development Fund (REDF) is a philanthropic social enterprise that 

provides grants to a portfolio of nonprofit organizations supporting low-income 

employment.  REDF initially developed this SROI model to assess how well their resources 

impacted and improved the lives of the people they served (Gair, 2002).  The model 

developed by REDF uses a blended value approach for measuring the socio-economic 

returns (i.e. savings to the government and public) on an investment.  It combines the 

economic cash flow for the organization (enterprise) with the social purpose cash flow, as 

shown in Equation 2. 

 

Equation 2.  Social return ratio for REDF model (Cooney & Lynch-Cerullo, 2014). 

𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜

=
𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠 (𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 ± 𝑠𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑢𝑟𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑒 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒)

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡
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The economic cash flow is calculated as the financial cash flow of the organization and the 

social purpose cash flow is calculated as the cost savings to the government and the public. 

The REDF model provides guidelines for identifying stakeholders, identifying 

shadow cost(s), determining the time horizon, and selecting a discount rate.  

1. Identification of stakeholders:  Stakeholders include the organization itself and 

investors, including the government. 

2. Method for estimating the value created (identifying shadow price and/or shadow cost):  

Calculates public cost savings by monetizing social welfare savings by individuals 

(e.g., reduced use of food stamps) and social revenue (e.g., increased tax revenue) 

(Emerson et al., 2000).  

3. Determining time horizon:  Analyses are generally conducted with a time horizon 

between five to ten years (Emerson et al., 2000). 

4. Selecting a discount rate:  Cash flows are analyzed over a range of discount rates: 0%, 

3%, 9%, 15%, and 24% (Emerson et al., 2000). 

The REDF model captures direct economic and socio-economic benefits resulting 

from nonprofit services, rather than attempting to capture all benefits.  While the immediate 

burden of poverty falls on individuals, families, and communities, the United States 

government accrues the dollar expense through welfare spending (Emerson et al., 2000).  

This indicates that government welfare spending can be used as a financial proxy for 

calculating the socio-economic benefits from improving the life of the client (e.g., 

providing clients with skills for employment).  However, the REDF approach has 
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experienced criticism for measuring public cost savings, which is not always in alignment 

with its social mission (Cooney & Lynch-Cerullo, 2014).   

 

2.6.2 SROI Network Model 

The SROI Network is an organization based in the United Kingdom that provides training, 

tool development, and events to promote the measurement of social value.  This model 

builds upon the REDF model by expanding the scope of the SROI analysis to include social 

and environmental impacts in addition to economic and socio-economic impacts.   

 

Equation 3.  Social return ratio for SROI Network model (Cooney & Lynch-Cerullo, 

2014). 

𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜

=  
𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠 (𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑘𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠)

𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠 (𝑎𝑔𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑘𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠)
 

 

The SROI Network model provides guidelines for identifying stakeholders, identifying 

shadow cost(s), determining the time horizon, and selecting a discount rate.  

1. Identification of stakeholders:  A list of all individuals and groups that could be 

impacted by the organization’s service is generated.  The organization reviews the list 

and narrows it down to “key stakeholders”, determined by the organization’s own 

decision rules (Cooney & Lynch-Cerullo, 2014).   

2. Method for estimating the value created (identifying shadow price and shadow cost):  

A variety of techniques are used to convert impacts into monetary terms.  Techniques 
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include estimated cost savings, social revenue, contingent valuation, revealed 

preference, travel cost method, and average household spending (Nicholls et al., 2012).  

3. Determining time horizon:  This model operates on the principal that some impacts last 

longer than others, so time horizon is generally determined as the number of years an 

organization expects the benefits from the intervention to accrue for individual 

stakeholders (Nicholls et al., 2012).  

4. Selecting a discount rate:  This model does not specify a specific discount rate to use 

for analyzing cash flows.   

The SROI Network model offers a more flexible approach compared to the REDF 

model.  However, this flexibility further reduces the comparability of social return ratios 

between analyses.  Additionally, the use of financial proxies to measure social outcomes 

and activities in monetary terms has been criticized as inappropriate (Millar & Hall, 2013).  

Not everything can be monetized and analysts would avoid forcing monetization where it 

is inapplicable (Krlev et al., 2013). 

 

2.7 Limitations of Social Return on Investment 

Social return on investment requires significant financial and human capital to conduct 

since organizations generally tailor the analysis to its organization or field (Gair, 2002).  

Organizations must make four methodological decisions when conducting a SROI 

analysis: 1) Identify stakeholders; 2) estimate the value or impact created; 3) determine 

time horizon and 4) select a discount rate (Cooney & Lynch-Cerullo, 2014).  In many cases, 

small and medium sized nonprofit organizations do not have the resources, qualifications, 
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or access to academic journals and databases required to make these decisions (Maier et 

al., 2014).  There is an on-going danger that nonprofit organizations could shift services 

towards those that are easier to monetize (cited in Maier et al., 2014).  Making these 

decisions is a highly subjective process.  Given the subjectivity and low standardization of 

SROI, traditional criteria for reliability and validity of the analysis are not appropriate 

(Maier et al., 2014).  This makes it difficult and time consuming for nonprofit organization 

to validate the results of a SROI analysis once it has been conducted.   

Social return ratios should not be compared between separate SROI analyses 

(Lingane & Olsen, 2004; Nicholls et al., 2012; Maier et al., 2014).  Some nonprofit services 

have naturally lower monetized impacts due to low probability of occurrence, long delays 

in occurrence, or where effects are diffuse (Maier et al., 2014).  Emerson et al. (2000) 

recommends applying a social beta to social return ratio calculations to adjust the ratio for 

“riskier” client populations.  Social beta values are calculated using statistical regression 

to correlate the investment’s organizational return with market returns.  The social beta is 

calculated as the slope of the regression model (Emerson et al., 2000).  However, social 

beta calculations and application are not common practice among SROI practitioners. 

Additionally, the subjectivity of decisions and low standardizations within SROI analysis 

further reduce social return ratio comparability to a point where it is unlikely any two 

analysts conducting a SROI on the same project would arrive at the same result (Maier et 

al., 2014).   

 

  



29 

 

 

2.8 Gap in the Literature 

Current models for SROI analysis provide top-level direction rather than explicit 

instructions.  Many limitations with SROI analyses can be attributed to a lack of 

standardization in the calculation and comparison of social return ratios.  Standardization 

would simplify the SROI process and reduce the resources required for the analysis (Maier 

et al., 2014).  Additionally, standardization would increase comparability between analyses 

and allow for benchmarking (cited in Maier et al., 2014).  However, attempts to further 

standardize SROI analysis, where nonprofit organizations input data into a ‘black box’ and 

receive results, produce uncertain results (Maier et al., 2014).  This is because the 

information feeding the analysis comes from other sources and the tool cannot validate the 

integrity, consistency, or accuracy of the input data (Gair, 2009).  Currently, the links for 

standardized SROI tools, such as the Social E-valuator Tool and SVT’s SROI Calculator, 

cannot be easily found or no longer work.  

 

2.9 Conceptual Model 

Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs provides a framework for categorizing nonprofit 

services according to the needs of its clients.  Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs was 

selected for two main reasons: 1) Its flexible framework accommodates the diversity of 

nonprofit client populations and 2) its popularity and simplicity eases communication of 

complex service impacts between nonprofit organizations and investors.  Social impacts 

occur within all tiers of Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs.  Socio-economic impacts 

occur within the safety and physiological tiers where the government funds anti-poverty 
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welfare programs.  As enrollees in anti-poverty welfare programs progress upwards, 

through Maslow’s tiers, they become more self-sufficient.  Eventually, these enrollees are 

able to move off welfare assistance, providing cost savings to the government.  

Government cost savings from nonprofit programs supporting anti-poverty welfare efforts 

can be used as shadow costs for calculating a social return ratio within Maslow’s safety 

and physiological tiers.  The conceptual model for this research is shown in Figure 2-2. 

 

 

Figure 2-2.  Conceptual model. 
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Chapter 3 

3 Methodology 

 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a summary of the methodology used in this research.  It initially 

discusses the overall design of the research, then discusses the collection and treatment of 

the data used in this research.  It concludes by discussing methodological issues and how 

they were addressed.  

 

3.2 Research Hypothesis Restated 

Nonprofit organizations can use a standardized social return on investment that accounts 

for the differences in services as a benchmark for measuring and reporting on public cost 

savings from anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding. 

First Sub-Hypothesis:  Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs can be used to categorize 

nonprofit organizations by the types of services provided to clients, and provides a 

framework for grouping organizations that generate similar types of impact. 

Second Sub-Hypothesis:  A tool for calculating a social return ratio, specifying discount 

rate, time horizon, and shadow price(s) and/or shadow cost(s), standardize the calculation 

in a way that allows comparison between nonprofit organizations generating similar socio-

economic impact.  
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3.3 Research Design 

This research is based on inductive reasoning.  Inductive reasoning is commonly used to 

analyze qualitative data sets by searching for patterns and general inferences that can be 

drawn from many observations.  This process often uses coding to identify patterns.  In this 

research, directed content analysis was used to code nonprofit mission statements and 

project descriptions according to Maslow’s (1943) five needs. 

The following section outlines the design used to conduct this research.  This design 

can be summarized into three main steps.  

Step 1:  Selected a sample that was representative of the services provided by nonprofit 

organizations in Oregon.   

Step 2:  Categorized nonprofit services according to Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. 

Step 3:  Developed a framework for calculating a social return ratio for nonprofit 

organizations that provide anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding. 

 

3.3.1 Step 1:  Sample Selection 

Nonprofit organizations filing with locations in Oregon were selected as the sample for this 

research due to Oregon’s high nonprofit and volunteer activity, and its high number of 

nonprofit organizations receiving government funding.  According to the NCCS U.S. 

Summary Report (n.d.), Oregon active filers had the highest average revenue in the nation.  

Oregon had the 14th highest volunteer rate in the nation at 32.9%, with Portland having the 

second highest volunteer rate of large cities at 36% (Schroer, Medora, Mukerjee, & 

Wallinger, 2012).  Additionally, 47% of Oregon nonprofit organizations receive 
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government funding, with over 80% of this funding received as government contracts or 

grants (Schroer et al., 2012).   

The Oregon Exempt Organization Business Master File (BMF) Extract was 

downloaded from the IRS website (www.irs.gov).  This file is updated by the IRS on a 

monthly basis and contains administrative and financial data for individual, tax-exempt 

organizations.  Organizations with annual revenue less than $1,000 were removed from the 

BMF since small organizations do not have the resources required to conduct a SROI 

analysis and generally do not receive government funding.  This reduced the BMF to 5,028 

nonprofit organizations filing with locations in Oregon. 

 A sample was pulled from the reduced BMF using Equation 4 to determine the 

sample size.  Equation 4 was selected since relatively little was known about the 

population’s mean and variance.  A standard confidence level for this type of study is 95%.  

However, a higher confidence level of 97% was used in this calculation due to the stratified 

nature of the data.  This resulted in a final sample size of 910 Oregon nonprofit 

organizations.  

 

Equation 4.  Equation used to calculate sample size, as cited in Yamane (1967). 

𝑛 =
𝑁

1 + 𝑁(𝑒) 2
 

 

The sample was stratified by NTEE code in the same proportion as the population.  The 

stratified sample by NTEE code is shown in Table 3-1. 

  

http://www.irs.gov/
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Table 3-1.  Stratified sample by NTEE code. 

NTEE Code Total No. Nonprofits Sample Size % of Population 

A 555 100 11.04% 

B 848 153 16.87% 

C 274 50 5.45% 

D 160 29 3.18% 

E 279 50 5.55% 

F 111 20 2.21% 

G 61 11 1.21% 

H 30 5 0.60% 

I 115 21 2.29% 

J 97 18 1.93% 

K 89 16 1.77% 

L 236 43 4.69% 

M 47 9 0.93% 

N 448 81 8.91% 

O 177 32 3.52% 

P 643 116 12.79% 

Q 138 25 2.74% 

R 45 8 0.89% 

S 349 63 6.94% 

T 213 39 4.24% 

U 35 6 0.70% 

V 6 1 0.12% 

W 72 13 1.43% 

Total 5028 910 100.00% 

 

The mission statement and project descriptions for individual nonprofit organizations were 

collected from the IRS Form 990-series and individual nonprofit organization websites, 

then input into Microsoft Excel.   
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3.3.2 Step 2:  Categorizing Nonprofit Services 

A directed content analysis approach was used to categorize the services provided by 

individual nonprofit organizations according Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs.  

Directed content analysis uses existing theory to derive codes, and then applies those codes 

to identify patterns within the data itself as it applies to existing theory.  This is different 

from conventional content analysis that derives codes directly from the data, rather than 

from existing theory.  Codes were formed using theoretical themes identified in the 

literature, focusing on the client directly benefiting from the nonprofit service.  A single 

coder was used to identify these concepts within the mission statements and project 

description text using the codes provided in Appendix A.  These codes were summarized 

into groups of services provided by nonprofit organizations to meet Maslow’s (1943) 

hierarchy of needs, as show in Table 3-2. 

 

Table 3-2.  Content analysis codes according to Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs. 

Maslow’s Hierarchy of 

Needs 

Service Provided to Address Need 

Self-Actualization Full potential of self 

Environmental aesthetics  

Esteem Education 

Public awareness 

Donations 

Individual extracurricular activities 

General – Esteem 

Love Community support and involvement 

Animal sanctuary and rescue 

Family and friends 

Team and social extracurricular activities 

Social inclusion and acceptance 

Affiliation and membership 

General – Love and belonging 

Safety Domestic violence 

Low-income food assistance 

Low-income housing assistance 
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Energy and utilities assistance 

Mental health and addiction services 

Training and development for employment 

Physiological Emergency response 

Medical, dental, and vision 

Homeless services 

Soup kitchen 

 

The full codebook is shown in Appendix A.  Mission statements and project descriptions 

that could not be coded were removed from the sample under the following criteria: 

 Combined mission statement and project description word count was below 15 words. 

 Combined mission statement and project description word count was below 30 words, 

when the mission statement and project description were the same. 

 Mission statement and project description were too vague for directed content analysis.  

 

3.3.3 Step 3:  Framework for Calculating Social Return Ratio 

Individuals on anti-poverty welfare programs generally have multiple support systems 

helping to provide for their basic needs, including nonprofit intervention, friends and 

family, and direct government support (e.g., cash assistance).  Maslow (1943) indicates 

that drivers within the same tier can never be fully isolated since each serves the whole 

person.  However, for the purposes of measurement, financial frameworks clearly separate 

cash flows from different programs, even when there is a small overlap, since each serves 

the whole financial system  of the organization.  Under this framework, this research 

assumes support systems provide complementary, yet largely discrete services to that 

individual.  For instance, an individual would receive medical services from Nonprofit A, 

and only Nonprofit A, while simultaneously receiving overnight shelter from Nonprofit B, 
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and only Nonprofit B.  Over time, these support systems help the individual increases their 

self-sufficiency until they are able to move off government welfare assistance.  This 

process is summarized in Figure 3-1. 

 

Figure 3-1.  Summary of support systems impacting welfare enrollees. 

 

Since Nonprofit A was the only support system providing medical services, it can take 

credit for helping that individual reduce their medical welfare spending (i.e., Medicaid).  

Similarly, Nonprofit B can take credit for helping that individual reduce their welfare 

spending (e.g., Homeless Assistance Grants).  Both nonprofit organizations claim 100% 

Inputs

Nonprofit Intervention Government Welfare Programs Friends and Family

Output

Reduced Means-Tested Welfare Spending

Receives multiple services 

(e.g., medical services, cash 

assistance, affordable housing)

Increases self-sufficiency
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attribution for the specific type of welfare reduction that corresponds to the specific type 

of service provided by that nonprofit.   

 

3.4 Collection and Treatment of Data 

3.4.1 Data Sources 

Nonprofit organization mission statements and project descriptions were collected from 

the IRS Form 990-series and individual nonprofit websites.  The process for collecting this 

data is shown in Figure 3-2. 
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Figure 3-2.  Mission statement and project description collection flow chart. 

 

The sources for this information is summarized in Table 3-3.  

 

Table 3-3.  Sources for nonprofit mission statements and project descriptions. 

Mission Statement and Project Descriptions From Source 

Form 990 990 Finder (n.d.) 

Form 990-EZ 990 Finder (n.d.) 

Form 990-N Exempt Organizations Select Check (n.d.) 

Nonprofit Organization website Form 990-N 

Start

Collect Mission 
Statement from 

Form 990 or Form 
990-EZ Part III

Is filed Total Revenue 
greater than $50,000?

Collect Project 
Descriptions from 
Form 990 or Form 

990-EZ Part III

Yes

Is website provided 
on Form 990-N?

Collect Mission 
Statement from 

website

Collect Mission 
Statement from 
Previously filed 

Form 990 or Form 
990-EZ Part III

Yes

Collect Project 
Descriptions from 

Previously filed 
Form 990 or Form 

990-EZ Part III

No

No

Start Coding
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3.4.2 Treatment of Data 

Nonprofit organization mission statements and project descriptions were collected and 

analyzed in Microsoft Excel.  This data was reformatted in Microsoft Excel to lend itself 

to direct content analysis.  Misspelled words were corrected using the Microsoft Excel spell 

check function and commas were removed. 

 

3.5 Methodological Issues 

The following section discusses methodological issues in this research, including 

reliability, validity, replicability, bias, and representativeness.  

 

3.5.1 Reliability 

A confidence interval of 97% was used to determine the sample size.  There is a 97% 

chance that the true services provided by Oregon nonprofit organizations are contained 

within the sample analyzed in this research.   

 

3.5.2 Validity 

The data used in this research was gathered from IRS documents, government websites, 

and nonprofit organization websites.  Other than data collected from nonprofit organization 

websites, all other data was obtained from governmental sources.  The codes used for 

content analysis were generated directly from Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs, an 

established theory in psychology.  
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3.5.3 Replicability 

The BMF and Form 990-series are public record and available on the IRS website and 

Urban Institute website, respectively, for all tax exempt organizations within the United 

States.  This allows future researchers to gather the same data used in this study for all 50 

states.  Additionally, Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs is a general theory of human 

motivation, which can be applied to nonprofit organizations in other states.  The codes used 

in this study to categorize organization mission statements and project descriptions are 

general and use language consistent in all regions of the United States.   

 

3.5.4 Bias 

There is a type of response bias in this research.  Nonprofit organizations provide self-

reported descriptions of their three largest programs on the Form 990 and Form 990-EZ.  

Additionally, nonprofit organizations develop and publish the content on their own 

websites.  The mission statements and project descriptions gathered in this sample are 

subjective and based on what the nonprofit organization believes is their most valuable 

contribution. 

 

3.5.5 Representativeness 

Nonprofit organizations self-select the NTEE code they feel best represents their 

organization’s mission.  In this research, the sample was stratified across NTEE code to 

represent the proportion of services provided by nonprofit organizations in Oregon.   
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3.6 Research Constraints 

The scope of this research is constrained to nonprofit organizations filing with locations in 

Oregon.  The output from this research is constrained to nonprofit organizations receiving 

government funding and providing services that support anti-poverty welfare programs.  
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Chapter 4 

4 Results 

 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the results from this research.  It discusses the proposed social return 

on investment reporting tool developed through this research.  It goes into detail on how 

the tool addresses Cooney and Lynch-Cerullo’s (2014) four methodological issues, 

provides an overview of the tool and how it works, and tests the functionality of the tool.  

This section concludes by discusses the directed content analysis results that led to the 

development of the SROI reporting tool. 

 

4.2 Proposed Social Return on Investment Reporting Tool 

The following section discusses the Microsoft Excel tool for calculating a social return 

ratio for nonprofit organizations providing services that support anti-poverty efforts and 

use government funding.  These services and their primary beneficiaries (i.e., clients 

receiving program services) are shown in Table 4-1.   

Table 4-1.  Summary of organizations in the physiological and safety tiers. 

Maslow’s Need Service Provided by Nonprofit 

Organization 

Primary Beneficiary 

Physiological Medical, dental, and/or vision services. Low-income clients on Medicaid 

and/or CHIP 

Physiological Overnight shelter. Priority homeless clients 

Safety Low-income housing assistance. Low-income clients 

Safety Energy and utilities assistance. Low-income clients currently 

living in low-income housing 

Safety Mental health and addiction services. Mentally ill and/or recovering 

substance abuse clients on 

Medicaid 

Safety Training and development for employment. Long-term unemployed clients 
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Services were identified through direct content analysis.  The full list of services and the 

codebook used to identify these services using directed content analysis are shown in 

Appendix A.  The count of services provided within Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs 

is shown in Appendix B.  

 

4.2.1 Addressing Methodological Issues with Social Return on Investment 

The four methodological issues with SROI analysis, as identified by Cooney and Lynch-

Cerullo (2014), were addressed and standards were created for each type of service 

provided by nonprofit organizations. 

1. Identification of stakeholders:  There are multiple stakeholders impacted by nonprofit 

activity.  For the purposes of calculating a social return ratio, the scope was limited to 

the organization itself and government investors, similar to the REDF model.  Using 

investors as a focus allows nonprofit organizations to increase communication of 

service impacts with investors. 

2. Method for estimating the value created (identifying shadow prices and/or shadow 

costs):   The goal for nonprofit organizations supporting anti-poverty welfare programs 

is to increase the self-sufficiency of their clients.  By increasing self-sufficiency, clients 

are able to move into a higher tier on Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs.  Therefore, 

performance indicators for identifying client outcomes focused on this transition.  

Many Oregon nonprofit organizations do not measure and track client outcomes 

(Schroer et al., 2012).  For purposes of this research, top-level client outcomes were 

identified that could be captured using existing frameworks or systems, or identified 
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through administrative data to reduce resource requirements in this data collection.  

Performance indicators and suggestions for measuring performance indicators are 

shown in Table 4-2.  

 

Table 4-2.  Performance indicators for measuring client outcomes. 

Service Provided by 

Nonprofit 

Organization 

Performance Indicator How Can Performance Indicator be 

Measured? 

Medical, dental, 

and/or vision 

services. 

Percent reduction in nonprofit 

services. 

Reduction in services provided to 

individuals can be calculated from billing 

information. 

Overnight shelter. Number of clients moved into 

permanent or low-income 

housing. 

Average shelter stays for homeless is a 

metric tracked by the U.S. government 

using sampling, as illustrated in the U.S 

Department of Housing and Urban 

Development’s Annual Homeless 

Assessment Report to Congress (2010).  

Nonprofit organizations can elaborate on 

this framework to track which clients leave 

the shelter to move into permanent or low-

income housing. 

Low-income housing 

assistance. 

Number of households moved 

into permanent housing (can 

include permanent low-income 

housing) 

Nonprofit organizations providing 

permanent low-income housing can use 

administrative data.  Nonprofit 

organizations providing temporary housing 

assistance can use exit surveys when 

households leave the residency.   

Energy and utilities 

assistance. 

Number of households assisted. This is collected as administrative data.  

Mental health and 

addiction services. 

Percent reduction in nonprofit 

services. 

Reduction in services provided to 

individuals can be calculated from billing 

information. 

Training and 

development for 

employment. 

Full-time equivalence (FTE) of 

clients who become employed.  

Nonprofit organizations can use follow-up 

surveys with clients to identify full-time and 

part-time employment.  

 

 When clients move into Maslow’s (1943) next tier, they move off government welfare 

programs.  Therefore, average annual spending per enrollee in government anti-poverty 

welfare programs were selected as the shadow costs for this research.  A summary of the 

services provided by nonprofit organizations and their corresponding shadow costs are 
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shown in Table 4-3.  Justification for anti-poverty welfare programs that were excluded 

from this analysis are shown in Appendix C, and calculations and sources for shadow costs 

are shown in Appendix D.  All shadow costs are shown in 2015 dollars. 

 

Table 4-3. Shadow costs as proxies for nonprofit services. 

Services Provided 

by Nonprofit 

Organizations 

Government Programs Impacted by Nonprofit 

Services 

Ave. Spending per 

Enrollee (Shadow 

Cost) 

Medical, dental, and 

vision 

Medicaid $6,420 

Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) $1,479 

Over-night shelter 
Homeless Assistance Grants (includes CoC and 

ESG) 
$3,691 

Low-income housing 

assistance 
Housing Assistance for Low-Income Households $3,855 

Energy and utilities 

assistance 

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) $191 

Weatherization Assistance Program $6,500 

Mental health and 

addiction services 
Medicaid $6,420 

Training and 

development for 

employment 

Federal Income Taxes Generated $2,775 

Oregon State Income Taxes Generated $1,318 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) $1,522 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) $4,800 

 

3. Determining time horizon:  A 1-year time horizon was selected for each social return 

ratio calculation.  The REDF model and SROI network model generally call for longer 

time horizons.  However, longer time horizons increase uncertainty in the analysis by 

forecasting long-term benefits that may or may not be realized (Lingane & Olsen, 

2004).  A 1-year time horizon was selected to minimize these risks and limit the risk of 

measuring long-term impacts that would have happened without the nonprofit 

intervention (i.e. deadweight).  Additionally, SROI is a practical management tool 
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(Lingane & Olsen, 2004).  A 1-year time horizon allows for direct annual comparisons 

of social return ratios to enable more informed resource allocation and decision making.  

4. Selecting the discount rate:  A 7% discount rate was selected for each social return ratio 

calculation.  The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) recommends a 7% 

discount rate for cost-benefit analysis that generate federal savings and public benefits 

(OMB, 1992).  Since SROI analysis is largely based on cost-benefit analysis and 

generate socio-economic impacts affecting the U.S. government’s bottom-line and the 

public, this application fits the guidelines set out by the OMB.  

 

4.2.2 Social Return on Investment Report Overview 

The proposed social return on investment (SROI) reporting tool calculates a social return 

ratio for six types of nonprofit services that generate socio-economic impacts and support 

anti-poverty welfare programs.  The six types of nonprofit services are: 

1. Medical, dental, and/or vision, 

2. Overnight shelter to homeless populations, 

3. Low-income housing assistance, 

4. Energy and utilities assistance, 

5. Mental health or addiction services, and 

6. Training and development for employment.   

This tool does not calculate a social return ratio for services that do not directly support 

anti-poverty welfare programs (e.g., domestic violence services) or programs that serve 
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clients overseas (e.g., overseas soup kitchen services).  The tool contains four separate tabs 

within Microsoft Excel file. 

 Read Me (Tab 1):  Describes the overall purpose of the spreadsheet. 

 Inputs (Tab 2):  Nonprofit organizations are asked to input program expense data, 

program administrative data, and program outcome and impact data.  In cases where 

nonprofit organizations provide multiple types of services, they are asked to evaluate 

each service separately.  

 SROI Calculation Data (Tab 3):  Provides a brief overview of the structure of the SROI 

analysis and specifies the shadow prices and/or shadow costs, discount rate, and time 

horizon used in the analysis. 

 SROI Report (Tab 4):  Summarizes the data input by nonprofit organizations in Tab 2 

and calculates a social return ratio. 

All four tabs of the proposed SROI reporting tool are shown in Appendix E.  The proposed 

SROI reporting tool uses inputs that nonprofit organizations are generally required to 

measure and record.  Program expense data is reported on Part III of Form 990 and Form 

990-EZ, which the majority of nonprofit organizations receiving government funding are 

required to complete as part of their IRS compliance.  

 

4.2.3 Data Input Validation 

Standardized reporting requires standardized inputs.  The proposed SROI reporting tool 

uses data input validation to standardize the inputs provided by nonprofit organizations.  

The type of SROI being conducted (i.e., evaluative and forecasting) and the service being 
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provided are selected by nonprofit organizations via a dropdown menu.  This limits the 

inputs nonprofit organizations can input into those cells.  In cases where nonprofit 

organizations select multiple services being provided, the cells turn red with bolded white 

text.  This provides a signal to the nonprofit organization that an error has occurred with 

the input.  Additionally, all worksheets are locked so users can only make changes to cells 

that request inputs.  Users are not able to change the functionality of the spreadsheet or 

change shadow prices and/or shadow costs, discount rate, or time horizon.  

 

4.2.4 Testing the Proposed Social Return on Investment Reporting Tool 

The proposed social return on investment reporting tool was tested for functionality and 

practical use.  Since nonprofit organizations are not required to report customer outcomes 

on the IRS Form 990-series, the data used in this research did not contain this information.  

Therefore, the SROI reporting tool was tested using published SROI case studies that 

provided low-income housing assistance services or training and development for 

employment services.  A summary of this testing is shown in Table 4-4.  

. 
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Table 4-4.  Social return ratios calculated from published case studies using the proposed 

SROI reporting tool.  

No. Service Provided Social return 

ratio from 

proposed tool 

Social return 

ratio from case 

study 

Source of case study 

1 Low-income housing 

assistance 

0.42* 1.96 Miller and Ofrim (2016) 

2 Low-income housing 

assistance 

0.33* 2.37 Miller and Ofrim (2016) 

3 Low-income housing 

assistance 

0.53* 2.18 Miller and Ofrim (2016) 

4 Low-income housing 

assistance 

0.72* 3.22 Miller and Ofrim (2016) 

5 Low-income housing 

assistance 

0.42* 3.69 Bonellie and Maxwell 

(2012) 

6 Training and development 

for employment 

1.44* 2.08 Walk et al. (2015) 

7 Training and development 

for employment 

1.34 1.95 Cooney and Lynch-

Cerullo (2012) 

8 Training and development 

for employment 

1.03 1.73 Cooney and Lynch-

Cerullo (2012) 

* Note:  Original investment costs were converted to U.S. dollars for calculations. 

 

In each case, the social return ratio calculated using the proposed SROI reporting tool was 

lower than the social return ratio calculated in the case studies.  This is largely due to case 

studies incorporating social cash flows into their benefit calculations, combining current 

and future client outcomes in the same analysis, combining multiple service types (e.g., 

low-income housing assistance with energy and utilities assistance), selecting a longer time 

horizon, and selecting a lower discount rate.  A summary of the SROI analysis used in each 

case study is shown in Table 4-5 for low-income housing assistance services and in Table 

4-6 for training and development for employment services.  
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Table 4-5.  SROI analysis summary of case studies providing low-income housing 

assistance services. 

Source No. Discount 

Rate 

Time 

Horizon 

Type of 

Impact 

Analyzed 

Stakeholder Outcomes 

M
il

le
r 

an
d

 O
fr

im
 (

2
0

1
6

) 

1 3.5% 30 years Social 

Impacts 

Housing Staff: Employment for construction and 

maintenance. 

Service client: Decreased utility costs, housing 

instability, transportation time and cost; increased 

income, wellbeing, social connections, and safety 

from assault. 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

Government: Revenue from construction taxes and 

permits, and resident taxes; reduced welfare 

assistance 

Local businesses: Indirect employment and 

increased sales 

2 3.5% 30 years Social 

Impacts 

Housing Staff: Employment for construction and 

maintenance. 

Service client: Decreased utility costs, housing 

instability, transportation time and cost; increased 

income, wellbeing, social connections, access to 

education, and safety from assault. 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

Government: Revenue from construction taxes and 

permits, and resident taxes; reduced welfare 

assistance 

Local businesses: Indirect employment and 

increased sales 

3 3.5% 30 years Social 

Impacts 

Housing Staff: Employment for construction and 

maintenance. 

Service client: Decreased housing instability, and 

transportation time and cost; increased income, 

wellbeing, disability access, and social connections 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

Government: Revenue from construction taxes and 

permits, and resident taxes; reduced welfare 

assistance 

Local businesses: Indirect employment and 

increased sales 

4 3.5% 30 years Social 

Impacts 

Housing Staff: Employment for construction and 

maintenance. 

Service client: Decreased housing instability; 

increased income, wellbeing, and safety from 

violence 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

Government: Revenue from construction taxes and 

permits, and resident taxes; reduced welfare 

assistance and court prosecution time 

Local businesses: Indirect employment 

B
o

n
el

li
e 

an
d

 

M
ax

w
el

l 

(2
0

1
2

) 

5 3.5% 5 years Social 

Impacts 

Housing staff: Reduced time and cost to promote 

facility 

Service client: Increased social connections, 

income, citizenship, independent living, 

employability, stability, access to education, 

personal confidence, financial capability (e.g., 



52 

 

 

managing finances), access to support services, and 

employment; reduced wellbeing 

NHS (local): Reduced cost in supporting mental 

health problems. 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

Government: Reduced welfare assistance 

 

Table 4-6.  SROI analysis summary of case studies providing low-income housing 

assistance services. 

Source No. Discount 

Rate 

Time 

Horizon 

Type of 

Impact 

Analyzed 

Stakeholder Outcomes 

W
al

k
 e

t 
al

. 

(2
0

1
5

) 

6 3.5% 3 years Social 

Impacts 

Service client: Increased earning power, wages 

from employment, time management, personal 

assets (self-esteem and self-confidence), 

professional networking 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

Government: Reduced welfare assistance 

C
o

o
n

ey
 a

n
d

 L
y

n
ch

-C
er

u
ll

o
 

(2
0

1
2

) 

7 0% 1 year Social 

Impacts 

Service client: Increased wages for clients currently 

placed in a job and projected to be placed within 12 

months 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

N/A 

8 0% 1 year Social 

Impacts 

Service client: Increased wages for clients currently 

placed in a job and projected to be placed within 12 

months. 

Socio-

economic 

Impacts 

N/A 

 

Including social cash flows in a SROI analysis requires additional stakeholder data, such 

as client social networking measurements and emotional wellbeing measurements, which 

is difficult to measure and track over time.  The proposed SROI reporting tool focuses on 

tangible client outcome data that can be measured in a similar manner to administrative 

data or using current tracking tools, such as billing records to calculate reduced medical 

services provided to clients.  This reduces the overall resources required to collect and store 

client outcome data for SROI analysis and allows nonprofit organizations to measure 
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performance on a regular basis.  A completed SROI report is shown in Appendix F using 

data provided in Walk et al.’s (2015) case study.  
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Chapter 5 

5 Discussion and Conclusion  

 

5.1 Features of this Research 

Service impact combines economic, socio-economic, and social impacts of a nonprofit 

organization to show the full effect the organization has on its stakeholders.  Social return 

on investment (SROI) is a tool for measuring and reporting service impacts that compares 

the monetized benefits of a program to its financial investment to calculate a social return 

ratio.  However, SROI analyses are resource-intensive, largely due to a lack of 

standardization.  This allows nonprofit organizations with higher available resources to 

conduct a more robust SROI analysis, compared to nonprofit organizations with lower 

available resources.  This has the potential to create a system where investors channel 

funding to nonprofit organizations with higher social return ratios, at the expense of 

nonprofit organizations that could not spare the resources for a robust SROI analysis.  In 

practice, this make SROI analysis biased against nonprofit organizations with lower 

available resources, limiting its usefulness as a benchmark for nonprofit organizations. 

The purpose of this research is to reduce bias in the measuring and reporting of service 

impacts on anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding.   A summary of 

the steps taken to achieve this purpose are summarized in Table 5-1. 

. 
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Table 5-1.  Summary of steps taken to conduct this research. 

Step Description Approach 

1 Selected a sample of 910 Oregon 

nonprofit organization 
 Oregon was selected for this research due to its high 

nonprofit and volunteer activity, and high number of 

nonprofit organizations receiving government funding. 

 Equation 4 was used to calculate sample size since little 

was known about the population mean and variance. 

 The sample was stratified by NTEE code to mirror the 

industry proportions of the population. 

2 Categorized nonprofit services 

according to Maslow’s (1943) 

hierarchy of needs 

 Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs was selected for 

two main reasons: 1) Its flexible framework 

accommodates the diversity of nonprofit client 

populations and 2) its popularity and simplicity eases 

communication of complex service impacts between 

nonprofit organizations and investors. 

 Directed content analysis was used to derive a codebook 

based on Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs and code 

nonprofit mission statements and project descriptions. 

3 Developed proposed SROI 

reporting tool 
 A SROI reporting tool was developed that addressed the 

four methodological issues identified by Cooney and 

Lynch-Cerullo (2014).  

1. Identify stakeholders: Scope was limited to the 

nonprofit organization and government investors to 

simplify the analysis increase communication of service 

impacts with government investors. 

2. Identify shadow costs: Shadow costs were identified as 

average spending per enrollee in government anti-

poverty welfare programs and increased annual 

government revenue (e.g., federal and state taxes).  

3. Determine time horizon: A 1-year time horizon was 

selected to minimize risks associated with long time 

horizons and minimize long-term effects of deadweight. 

4. Select discount rate: A 7% discount rate was used as 

recommended by the Office of Management and Budget 

(OBM, 1992). 

 Inputs from nonprofit organizations into the SROI 

reporting tool were limited to general reporting 

requirements on the IRS Form 990-series and client 

outcome data that could be measured in a similar 

manner to administrative data or using current 

measurement frameworks or systems 
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5.2 Findings from this Research 

5.2.1 Findings Supporting First Sub-Hypothesis 

First Sub-Hypothesis:  Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs can be used to categorize 

nonprofit organizations by the types of services provided to clients, and provides a 

framework for grouping organizations that generate similar types of impact. 

 

The findings from this research support the first sub-hypothesis.  The literature of three 

approaches for classifying nonprofit organizations by their services were reviewed: 1) 

Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs; 2) Existence, relatedness, and growth (ERG) theory 

and 3) Murray’s (2008) system of needs.  The taxonomy of needs provided by ERG theory 

and Murray’s (2008) system of needs were too vague for the purposes of this research.  

Additionally, these theories focused on the relationship between needs and satisfaction or 

needs and personality, which does not align with many nonprofit missions that center 

around client change.  Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs focuses on the relationship 

between needs and personal goals.  This aligns with nonprofit missions that helps clients 

achieve their wellbeing goals by addressing deficient needs.  While Maslow (1943) 

indicates that needs can never be fully isolated, his framework does allow for 

categorization. 

Directed content analysis was used to generate a codebook based on Maslow’s 

(1943) hierarchy of needs.  This codebook was used to categorize a sample of Oregon 

nonprofit organization mission statements and project descriptions by the impacts of their 

services.  The findings from content analysis was consistent with findings from the 
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literature.  The majority of nonprofit organizations within the sample provided services in 

Maslow’s (1943) love tier.  Nonprofit organizations are designed to meet social needs that 

cannot be directly met by the market or the government.  In general, nonprofit 

organizations “invoke the images of community, voluntarism, civic dependability, and 

neighbor-helping-neighbor” (Lipsky & Smith, 1989, p. 625).  This is shown in the coded 

results where the majority of nonprofit organizations provide services that address their 

client’s love and esteem needs.  Additionally, self-actualization had the lowest number of 

service providers.  This is consistent with Maslow’s belief that few people are able to reach 

the highest level of self-actualization (Rouse, 2004).   

 

5.2.2 Findings Supporting Second Sub-Hypothesis 

Second Sub-Hypothesis:  A tool for calculating a social return ratio, specifying discount 

rate, time horizon, and shadow price(s) and/or shadow cost(s), standardize the calculation 

in a way that allows comparison between nonprofit organizations generating similar socio-

economic impact.  

 

The findings from this research support the second sub-hypothesis.  This research 

developed a SROI reporting tool that specified a 7% discount rate and a 1-year time 

horizon.  It limited the SROI analysis to analyzing cost savings for government investors 

using the average spending per enrollee in anti-poverty welfare programs as the shadow 

cost.  The proposed SROI reporting tool is expected to reduce the resources required to 
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calculate a social return ratio.  A summary of the rationale for reduced resource 

requirements is shown in Table 5-2. 

 

Table 5-2.  Rationale for reduced resource requirements. 

Feature of SROI Reporting Tool Rationale 

Inputs from nonprofit organizations into the SROI 

reporting tool were limited to general reporting 

requirements on the IRS Form 990-series and the 

majority of government contracts and grants. 

Reduces resources required to identify, collect, and 

store specific data for SROI analysis. 

 

Identifies performance indicators for measuring 

client outcomes. 

Reduces resources required to identify measurable 

client outcomes. 

Shadow costs, discount rate, and time horizon are 

fixed within the SROI reporting tool. 

Reduces resources required to identify, analyze, 

and select the best value for shadow costs, discount 

rate, and time horizon. 

Data input validation mitigates or identifies 

common input errors. 

Reduces resources required to validate the accuracy 

of the model and its results.  

 

Reducing the resources required to conduct a SROI analysis allows more nonprofit 

organizations to calculate a social return ratio and report public cost savings to government 

investors.  Additionally, the proposed SROI reporting tool defines the boundary for 

nonprofit organizations conducting a SROI analysis, by limiting the stakeholders to the 

organization and government investors.  This prevents nonprofit organizations from 

calculating benefits for secondary and tertiary stakeholders and thus, inflating the SROI 

depending on the resources they have to calculate the benefits.  Setting these boundaries 

reduces the subjectivity of comparison between social return ratios and reduces the risk 

that investors will misinterpret the results from an SROI analysis.  

 

5.2.3 Findings Supporting General Research Hypothesis 

The findings from this research supports the hypothesis that nonprofit organizations can 

use social return on investment as a benchmark for measuring and reporting on public cost 
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savings from anti-poverty programs that use government welfare funding.  Benchmarking 

requires a consistent calculation and comparison framework that can be used by the 

majority of nonprofit organizations.  The proposed SROI reporting tool provides a 

consistent calculation framework by specifying discount rate, time horizon, and shadow 

costs.  It also provides a consistent comparison framework by grouping nonprofit 

organizations by service impacts.  However, it cannot be concluded that the majority of 

nonprofit organizations can use the proposed SROI reporting tool.   

On a national scale, Pettijohn et al. (2013) found that approximately 58% of Health 

and Human Service nonprofit organizations receiving government funding collect and 

report survey data on client outcomes.  However, this report does not specify the 

performance indicators used to measure these client outcomes.  Schroer et al. (2012) 

reported that 1% of Oregon nonprofit organizations analyzed in their study measured 

service impacts (e.g., client outcomes).  This current study identifies tangible client 

outcome data that can be measured in a similar manner to administrative data or using 

current measurement frameworks or systems.   

 

5.3 Future Research Needs 

This study presents an initial standardized SROI reporting tool for a subsect of nonprofit 

services.  The following future work should be accomplished to increase the robustness 

of the reporting tool and increases its usefulness for benchmarking. 

1. Practical validation of proposed SROI reporting tool:  The proposed SROI reporting 

tool was theoretically validated through the literature and by calculating social return 
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ratios from client outcome data provided in SROI case studies.  The next step is to 

validate the usefulness of the SROI reporting tool with Oregon nonprofit 

organizations providing services in the safety and physiological tiers.  Nonprofit 

organizations would be asked to use the tool and provide opinions on clarity of 

instructions, difficulties in providing input data, and provide other suggestions for 

improving the SROI reporting tool. 

2. Incorporate a break-even analysis into the SROI report:  The proposed SROI 

reporting tool calculated lower social return ratios compared to published case 

studies.  In part, this was due to calculating the social return ratio over a 1-year time 

horizon rather than accruing public cost savings over multiple years.  A break-even 

analysis would show the point, in years, when the public cost savings began to 

outweigh the initial financial investment by the nonprofit organization.  This is 

expected to help nonprofit organizations explain results to government investors, 

increasing the usefulness of the SROI reporting tool as a communication tool with 

investors.  

3. Develop system for collecting client outcome data:  Pettijohn et al. (2013) 

recommends that nonprofit organizations identify performance indicators so they can 

develop systems for collecting and measuring outcomes.  The proposed SROI 

reporting tool identifies performance indicators for specific nonprofit services.  

Developing a system for collecting this client outcome data would further reduce the 

resource requirements for conducting a SROI analysis, which in turn would allow 

more nonprofit organizations to use the tool.   
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4. Expand framework to include more anti-poverty welfare programs:  A system for 

collecting client outcome data allows nonprofit organizations to collect welfare 

eligibility data.  Once client welfare eligibility data is collected, shadow costs for 

anti-poverty welfare programs targeting specific groups can be added to the SROI 

reporting tool.  This would increase the robustness of the report in terms of 

demonstrating true public cost savings from services.  

5. Create tools for measuring social impacts:  The social return ratio calculated using the 

SROI reporting tool must be balanced by a metric that measures a nonprofit 

organization’s social impact performance.  This study categorizes nonprofit services 

by Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs.  This framework can be used in future 

research as a basis for classifying the type of social impacts created through different 

nonprofit services.   

6. Incorporate social return ratio benchmarks:  Benchmarking data will be added to the 

SROI report once enough social return ratios have been calculated within each service 

category.  The updated SROI report is shown in Appendix G.  

7. Expand framework to other states:  The proposed SROI reporting tool is specific to 

Oregon nonprofit organizations.  The shadow costs would need to be updated for each 

state to reflect average welfare program spending per enrollee.  It is important to note 

that social return ratios for similar services should not be compared between states 

due to the difference in shadow costs.   
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7 Appendix A:  Codebook Used for Content Analysis 

 

Table 7-1.  Codebook used for directed content analysis. 

Maslow’s 

(1943) 

Hierarchy of 

Needs 

Service Provided to Address 

Need 

Codes 

Self-

Actualization 

Full potential of self Inspiration, full potential, inspired thinker 

Environmental aesthetics  Beautification 

Esteem Education Education, educate, educating, library, libraries, 

academic, learning, charter school, alternative 

school, history, immersion, scholarship, school 

supplies, tours, touring, interpretive, conference, 

university, research 

Public awareness Public awareness, raise awareness 

Donations Donate, administer fund, money paid, raising 

funds, sponsor activities, fiscal service, benefit 

financially, holds title 

Individual extracurricular 

activities 

recreation, camping, biking, music lesson 

General – self image Esteem, fitness, obesity, counseling, leadership 

training 

Love Community support and 

involvement 

Community, communities, neighborhood, 

economic development, businesses, business 

development, economic growth, industry 

organization, business league, farmers market, 

heritage, civic, infrastructure, fairground, blood 

bank, care package, gift bag, parties 

Animal sanctuary and rescue Rescue, veterinary, animal care, neuter, wildlife, 

forever home 

Family and friends Family, families, child care, sibling, parent 

support, hospice, infant, preschool, party, game 

night 

Team and social extracurricular 

activities 

Athletic, team, sport, football, swimming, 

baseball, soccer, volleyball, wrestling, concert, 

performances, performing, theatre, theater, 

orchestra, 4H, livestock, overnight camp, summer 

camp, fraternity, sorority, carnival, retreat, 

walkabout 

Social inclusion and acceptance Wheelchair, musical therapy, payee service, lunch 

program, senior citizen event, bingo 

Affiliation and membership Membership, union hall, politic, communication 

network, networking, American flag 

General Inclusive, integration, unify, unified 
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Safety Domestic violence Domestic violence, sexual violence, child abuse, 

victims of abuse, abused kid 

Low-income food assistance Food share, alleviate hunger, starvation mentality, 

meals on wheels, food distribution, free food, 

supply of food, affordable meal, distribution of 

food, hot meals 

Low-income housing assistance Affordable housing, housing assistance, housing 

cooperative, low income housing, low income 

resident, supported living, home repair, low 

income senior housing, alternative housing, 

provide housing, transitional living, transitional 

housing, rent free, maintain housing, payment for 

rent, provides housing, residential support, 

preventing homeless, home modification 

Energy and utilities assistance Weatherization, energy assistance, utilities 

assistance 

Mental health and addiction 

services 

Addiction, drug, alcoholic, substance abuse, 

recovery center, mentally ill, behavioral health, 

mental health service 

Training and development for 

employment 

Job search, apprenticeship, vocational service, job 

coach, train unskilled, job training 

Physiological Emergency response First response, firefight, fire department, disaster 

assistance, disaster relief 

Medical, dental, and vision Medical center, health center, general hospital, 

emergency room, ambulance, primary health care, 

health care service, acute care, health board, 

midwifery clinic, pediatric care, burns service, 

dental service, eye health, eye problem,  

Homeless services Wellness shelter, overnight shelter, overnight 

lodging 

Soup kitchen Soup kitchen 
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8 Appendix B: Count of Services Provided within Maslow’s (1943) Hierarchy of 

Needs 

Maslow’s (1943) theory of human motivation indicates that human goals and needs are 

arranged in a hierarchy where basic needs (e.g., physiological and safety) are given a higher 

priority than more advanced needs (e.g., esteem and self-actualization).  In cases where a 

person is deficient in multiple areas, such as physiological and esteem, they will place a 

higher value on the lowest need in the hierarchy (Maslow, 1943).  Many nonprofit 

organizations provide services that span multiple of Maslow’s (1943) tiers (e.g., a medical 

facility that provides client healthcare and family support networks).  Using this theory, 

nonprofit organizations were placed into Maslow’s tiers according to the “lowest level” of 

service provided to clients.  A summary of these results are shown in Table 8-1. 

 

Table 8-1.  Count of services provided by Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs. 

Impact Generated Maslow’s Hierarchy of 

Need 

Total Count of Services % of Sample 

Social Self-Actualization 1 0.1% 

Esteem 188 20.7% 

Love 544 59.7% 

Socio-economic and 

social 

Safety 137 15.1% 

Physiological 40 4.4% 

 

Within the sample, 80.5% of the nonprofit organizations provided services that generated 

social impacts, and 19.5% of nonprofit organization provided services that generated 

social and/or socio-economic impacts.    
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9 Appendix C:  Anti-Poverty Welfare Programs Excluded from Analysis 

Collecting client outcome data can be a resource and time intensive process for nonprofit 

organizations, and many nonprofit organizations are not required to collect this data.  To 

simplify the SROI analysis and minimize nonprofit resource requirements, this study 

focused on anti-poverty welfare programs that could be analyzed using top-level client 

outcome data (e.g., programs that apply to all low-income citizens).  

 

Table 9-1.  Rationale for anti-poverty welfare programs excluded from analysis. 

Category Program Determination Rationale 

Cash All programs Excluded Assistance is not specific to a 

service type 

Medical Medicaid Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

CHIP Included Restricted eligibility is easily 

identifiable 

Medical General Assistance Excluded Not a federal program 

Indian Health Services Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Consolidated and 

Community Health Centers 

Excluded Does not directly benefit 

client (i.e. primary service 

beneficiary) 

Maternal and Child Health Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Medical Assistance to 

Refugees 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Healthy start Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Food Food stamps Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

School lunch Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

WIC (Women, Infant, and 

Children Food Program) 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

School breakfast Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Child care food program Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Nutrition Program for the 

Elderly Nutrition Service 

Initiative 

Excluded No income eligibility 

requirement 

Summer Program Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 
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Commodity Supplemental 

Food Program 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

TEFAP Temporary 

Emergency Food Program 

Excluded Funding is provided to the 

Oregon Food Bank in 

Portland.  Does not directly 

benefit client (i.e. primary 

service beneficiary) 

Needy Families Excluded Low government spending 

(less than $100M) 

Farmers’ Market Nutrition 

Program 

Excluded Low government spending 

(less than $100M) 

Special Milk Program Excluded Low government spending 

(less than $100M) 

Housing Section 8 Housing Excluded Service is directly provided 

by the government 

Public Housing Excluded Service is directly provided 

by the government 

Low Income Housing Tax 

Credit for Developers 

Excluded Does not directly benefit 

client (i.e. primary service 

beneficiary) 

Home Investment Partnership 

Program 

Excluded Does not directly benefit 

client (i.e. primary service 

beneficiary) 

Homeless Assistance Grants Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

State Housing Expenditures Excluded Not a federal program 

Rural Housing Insurance 

Fund 

Excluded Service is directly provided 

by the government 

Rural Housing Service Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Housing for the Elderly Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Native American Housing 

Block Grants 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Other Assisted Housing 

Programs 

Included - 

Housing 

Assistance for 

Low-Income 

Households 

General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

Housing for Persons with 

Disabilities 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Energy and 

Utilities 

LIHEAP Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

Universal Service Fund Excluded Service is directly provided 

by the government 

Weatherization Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

Education All programs Excluded Services categorized in the 

esteem tier 

Training TANF Work Activities and 

Training 

Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 
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Job Corps Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

WIA Youth Opportunity 

Grants 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Senior Community Service 

Employment 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

WIA Adult Employment and 

Training 

Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Food Stamp Employment 

and Training Program 

Included General poverty and low-

income eligibility 

Foster Grandparents Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Youth Build Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Migrant Training Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Native American Training Excluded Restricted eligibility is not 

easily identifiable 

Social Services All Programs Excluded Does not directly benefit 

client (i.e. primary service 

beneficiary) 

Child care and 

development 

All Programs Excluded Restricted eligibility 

Community 

Development 

All Programs Excluded Services categorized in the 

love tier 
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10 Appendix D:  Shadow Cost Calculations and Sources 

Calculations for shadow costs are shown in Table 9-1.   

 

Table 10-1.  Shadow cost calculations. 

Shadow Cost Calculation 

Medicaid N/A 

Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP) N/A 

Homeless Assistance Grants (includes CoC and 

ESG) 
𝑆𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑒

=
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚
 

Housing Assistance for Low-Income Households 𝑆𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑒

=
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚
 

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) 𝑆𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑒

=
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚
 

Weatherization Assistance Program N/A 

Federal Income Taxes Generated 𝑆𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑒
= (𝑂𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑜𝑛 𝑀𝑖𝑛. 𝑊𝑎𝑔𝑒)𝑥  

(15% 𝐹𝑒𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒 𝑇𝑎𝑥 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)𝑥 
(40 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑑𝑎𝑦)𝑥 (50 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟)  

Oregon State Taxes Generated 𝑆𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑒
= (𝑂𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑜𝑛 𝑀𝑖𝑛. 𝑊𝑎𝑔𝑒)𝑥  

(7% 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒 𝑇𝑎𝑥 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒)𝑥 
(40 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑑𝑎𝑦)𝑥 (50 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟) 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(SNAP) 

N/A 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 𝑆𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑒
= (𝐶𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ)𝑥  

(12 𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟) 

 

 

Sources for shadow costs and variables used in shadow cost calculations are shown in 

Table 9-2. 
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Table 10-2.  Sources for shadow costs and their calculation variables. 

Shadow Cost or Calculation Variable Source 

Medicaid Medicaid Spending per Enrollee (Full or Partial 

Benefit) (2011) 

Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP) The Children’s Health Insurance Program: A 50-

state examination of CHIP spending and 

enrollment (2014). 

Homeless Assistance Grants (includes CoC and 

ESG) 

FY 2016 Appropriations: HUD Homeless 

Assistance Grants (2015) 

Housing Assistance for Low-Income Households Federal Housing Assistance for Low-Income 

Households (2015) 

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) Need-Tested Benefits: Estimated Eligibility and 

Benefit Receipt by Families and Individuals 

(2015) 

Weatherization Assistance Program Weatherization Assistance program Allocation 

Formula (n.d.) 

Oregon Minimum Wage Oregon Minimum Wage (n.d.) 

Federal Income Tax Rate 2015 Federal Tax Rates, Personal Exemptions, and 

Standard Deductions (n.d.) 

Oregon State Tax Rate 2015 Tax Tables for Form 40 (n.d.) 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(SNAP) 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(2017) 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Temporary Assistance for Needy Families: 

Spending and Policy Options (2015) 
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11 Appendix E:  Social Return on Investment Reporting Tool 

 

Figure 11-1.  Tab 1 of SROI reporting tool. 

  

This worksheet is for calculating a social return ratio on nonprofit programs that provide

services to individuals on United States government anti-poverty welfare assistance.

A social return ratio can be calculated for the following services:

Medical, dental, and vision,

Overnight shelter to homeless populations,

Low-income housing assistance,

Energy and utilities assistance,

Mental health or addiction services, and

Training and development for employment. 

All social return ratios are calculated over a 1-year period using a discount rate of 7%. 

This spreadsheet was developed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of

Master of Science at Oregon State University.

Social Return on Investment Reporting Tool
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Figure 11-2.  Tab 2 of SROI reporting tool (Part 1 of 2). 

This worksheet is for calculating a social return ratio on nonprofit programs that provide

services to individuals on United States government welfare assistance.

All social return ratios are calculated over a 1-year period using a discount rate of 7%. 

Please read the following instructions and input the appropriate value into the orange cells.

Enter the year of this analysis:

Enter the name of your organization:

Enter the name of your program:

Select the type of SROI analysis from the drop-down menu:

Program Expense Data:

Enter program expenses. This should be shown in Part III on your

IRS Form 900 or Form 900-EZ. $

Enter program contracts and grants.  This should be shown in Part III on your

IRS Form 900 or Form 900-EZ. $

Overnight shelter or low-income housing assistance: Does your organization provide

this service?

If yes, enter new construction expenses (if applicable): $

If yes, enter remodeling and redevelopment expenses (if applicable): $

Program Administrative Data:

When you report on government contracts and grants, this is usually reported as

part of the administrative data on persons served.

Enter the total number of clients served through this program in this year: No. of Clients

Of the total clients served, enter the number of clients also receiving

U.S. government welfare assistance in this year: No. of Clients
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Figure 11-2.  Tab 2 of SROI reporting tool (Part 2 of 2).

Program Outcome and Impact Data:

Generally, nonprofit organizations provide one of these services.  If your

organization provides more than one service, please evaluate each service separately.

Medical, dental, and/or vision: Does your organization provide this service?

If yes, enter the average percent reduction in medical, dental, and vision

services for patients receiving U.S. government welfare assistance: %

If yes, enter the number of children served through this program that also

received U.S. government welfare assistance in that year: No. of Children

If yes, enter the average percent reduction in medical, dental, and vision

services for children receiving U.S. government welfare assistance: %

Overnight shelter to homeless populations: Does your organization provide this service?

If yes, enter the number of clients moved into permanent or low-income

housing: No. of Clients

Low-income housing assistance: Does your organization provide this service?

If yes, enter the number of households moved into permanent low-income housing: No. of Households

Energy and utilities assistance: Does your organization provide this service?

If yes, enter the number of households your nonprofit organization assisted: No. of Households

Mental health or addiction service: Does your organization provide this service?

If yes, enter the average percent reduction in mental health and/or addiction

services for patients receiving U.S. government welfare assistance: %

Training and development for employment: Does your organization provide this service?

If yes, enter the cumulative full-time equivalent (FTE) of clients

with jobs: FTE
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Figure 11-3.  Tab 3 of SROI reporting tool. 

 

  

Social return on investment (SROI) is an approach for measuring the return of a program by

comparing its benefits to its costs, as shown in the equation below.

There are two types of SROI analyses.

1. Evaluative:  Analysis is based on historical data from the previous year.

2. Forecasting:  Analysis is based on projected data for the upcoming year.

All social return ratios are calculated using a discount rate of 7% as recommended by the

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for projects generating public and federal benefits.

The present value of the costs is calculated from the program expenses.

The present value of the benefits is calculated by combining client outcomes with the government savings, below.

Government Programs Impacted by Nonprofit 

Services

Annual Cost 

Savings per Person

Medicaid - Total $6,420

Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) $1,479

Homeless Assistance Grants (includes CoC and ESG) $3,691

Housing Assistance for Low-Income Households $3,855

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) $191

Weatherization Assistance Program $6,500

Medicaid - Individuals with Disabilities $6,420

Federal Income Taxes Generated $2,775

Oregon State Income Taxes Generated $1,318

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) $1,522

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) $4,800

Services Provided

Training and development for 

employment

Mental health and addiction 

Low-income housing assistance

Over-night shelter

Medical, dental, and vision

Energy and utilities assistance
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Figure 11-4.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – no service type selected. 

  

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided:

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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Figure 11-5.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – Medical, dental, and vision services 

selected. 

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Medical, dental, and vision services.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

● $0

$0

$0

Medicaid Savings:

Children's Health Insurance 

Program (CHIP) Savings:

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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Figure 11-6.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – Over-night shelter selected. 

  

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Over-night shelter services.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

$0

$0

$0

Homeless Assistance Grants 

Savings:

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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Figure 11-7.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – Low-income housing assistance services 

selected. 

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Low-income housing assistance services.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

$0

$0

$0

Housing Assistance Savings

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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Figure 11-8.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – Energy and utilities assistance services 

selected.  

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Energy and utilities assistance services.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

● $0

$0

$0

Low-Income Home Energy 

Assistance (LIHEAP) Savings:

Weatherization Assistance 

Program Savings:

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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Figure 11-9.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – Mental health and addiction services 

selected. 

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Mental health and addiction services.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

$0

$0

$0

Medicaid Savings: 

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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Figure 11-10.  Tab 4 of SROI reporting tool – Training and development services for 

employment selected.   

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Training and development services for employment.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

● $0

● $0

● $0
Temporary Assistance for Needy 

Families (TANF) Savings:

Federal Taxes from New Jobs:

State Taxes from New Jobs:

Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program (SNAP) 

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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12 Appendix F:  Completed SROI Report Using Walk et al. (2015) Case Study 

 

Figure 12-1.  SROI report using Walk et al. (2015) case study data.  

Organization: A Social Enterprise

Program: Job and skills training program

Services Provided: Training and development services for employment.

Social Return Ratio: 1.44 or 144%

Type of SROI Analysis Evaluative

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $601,466

Cost of Investment: $418,940

Benefits Minus Cost: $182,526

Government Contracts and Grants: N/A

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served: 100

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare: N/A

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $601,466

● $160,256

● $76,115

● $87,896

● $277,200
Temporary Assistance for Needy 

Families (TANF) Savings:

Federal Taxes from New Jobs:

State Taxes from New Jobs:

Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program (SNAP) 

Social Return on Investment Report

2015



89 

 

 

13 Appendix G:  SROI Report with Benchmarking Information 

 

Figure 13-1.  SROI report with benchmarking information. 

Organization:

Program:

Services Provided: Training and development services for employment.

Social Return Ratio: or

Type of SROI Analysis 0

Discount Rate Used: 7%

Benefits of Investment: $0

Cost of Investment:

Benefits Minus Cost:

Government Contracts and Grants:

Summary of Services:

Total Number of Clients Served:

Percent of Clients on Government Welfare:

Total Social Welfare System Savings: $0

● $0

● $0

● $0

● $0
Temporary Assistance for Needy 

Families (TANF) Savings:

Federal Taxes from New Jobs:

State Taxes from New Jobs:

Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program (SNAP) 

Social Return on Investment Report

0
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