DISCUSSION PAPER

for a renewed
Victorian Social
Enterprise Strategy

Acknowledgement
We acknowledge the traditional Aboriginal owners of country
throughout Victoria, their ongoing connection to this land
and water and we pay our respects to their culture and their
Elders past, present and future.
We acknowledge Aboriginal self-determination is a human
right as enshrined in the United Nations Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Building on the foundations
of Aboriginal Self-Determination, we are committed to
developing strong and enduring partnerships with Aboriginal
communities that will contribute to growing a prosperous,
thriving and strong Victorian Aboriginal community.
Throughout this document the term Aboriginal is used to refer
to both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.

ARTIST
Dixon Patten, Yorta Yorta and Gunnai
This artwork depicts the department and its commitment
to developing the economy by helping to create Aboriginal
employment opportunities, supporting inclusion and economic
prosperity and thriving Aboriginal communities.
The bigger circle in the middle represents the broad work of the
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and improved employment outcomes.
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Overview
The Victorian Government is conducting a broad sector consultation to gain
a wide range of views and perspectives to inform the development of the next
iteration of the Victorian Social Enterprise Strategy.

Introduction
Launched in 2017, the current Victorian Social
Enterprise Strategy lapses in June 2021. The
Strategy has strengthened the partnership
between the Victorian Government and the
sector to support the State’s social enterprises
to grow and thrive. Victorian social enterprises
continue to find innovative solutions to some
of our most pressing challenges and deliver
a wide range of social, environmental and
economic outcomes for Victoria.
Important work is underway to build on the
achievements of this first Strategy and design
a renewed Social Enterprise Strategy in order
to tackle both persistent and emerging
challenges and realise the full potential
of the sector beyond 2020.
That is why the Victorian Government has
committed to renewing its commitment to the
sector through an updated Strategy, recognising
the unique role that social enterprises can play
in creating a more inclusive economy for all
Victorians. The new Strategy will build on
experience and evidence to date, and identify
key priorities and focus areas for the future.
This consultation will guide the work of the Victorian
Government to ensure we are working towards a
new Strategy that best encourages and enables
social enterprises to prosper and deliver social,
economic and environmental benefits.

What is in the
discussion paper?
This discussion paper is to inform and support the
development and future directions of a renewed
Victorian Social Enterprise Strategy. It is informed
by work undertaken by the Centre for Social Impact
(CSI), Swinburne University on the value and impact
of social enterprises in Victoria, and a review of
existing evidence, research, key issues and gaps.
Also considered in this paper are findings from a
comprehensive evaluation of the current Strategy
completed by KPMG in August 2020. The evaluation
considered the effectiveness, achievements
and outcomes of the current Strategy, and
offered recommendations and opportunities
for consideration in future sector support.
This discussion paper presents five key themes
based on a comprehensive review of existing
evidence and practice relevant to each theme
and provides the basis for consultation through
the Engage Victoria portal.
The themes of this discussion paper are:
Skills and capability development;
Access to affordable and appropriate capital;
Growing the market for products and services;
A more cohesive and connected ecosystem; and
Effective social impact and performance
measurement.
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There are questions throughout this paper
to prompt your thinking on each of the
themes. You may also wish to consider
broader questions, including:
1. Has the discussion paper broadly
captured the challenges and opportunities
facing social enterprises in Victoria?
Is anything missing?

Have your say
The Victorian Government is committed to
developing an evidence-based Social Enterprise
Strategy that is informed by consultation with
social enterprise practitioners and the broader
social enterprise sector.
During October 2020, the Victorian Government
is inviting you to have your say via the Engage
Victoria portal where you can post a comment
on the ideas wall, respond to any of the five key
themes, or make a written submission. If you have
questions or want to learn more about this project
please contact us at SEInclusion@ecodev.vic.gov.au.
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2. What do you think has worked well in the
current Strategy that could be built on
in the next Strategy?
3. What do you think should be the priorities
for the Victorian Government?
4. What strategies are required to promote
greater recognition of Victorian social
enterprises and the benefits of social
and economic inclusion?
5. Is there anything else you would like
to add for consideration in the
development of a new Strategy?
This paper provides an overview of key themes
for consideration. By providing a starting
point for discussions, it is hoped this paper will
prompt thoughtful conversations to identify
and shape opportunities to build on the
momentum and achievements of the current
Strategy. Your feedback will contribute to the
development of the renewed Victorian Social
Enterprise Strategy.
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Context
Social and economic
impacts of Victoria’s
social enterprises
Victorian social enterprises contribute an estimated
$5.2 billion to the Victorian economy and create
60,000 jobs for Victorians - including 12,000 jobs
for people with disability, 4,000 jobs for long-term
unemployed people, and 985 jobs for Aboriginal
Australians.
Social enterprises generate many positive
impacts, including: job creation – with the net
employment effect for new social enterprises
being larger than that of commercial firms; local
economic development and provision of services
in thin markets, particularly in rural and regional
communities; improved health and wellbeing;
and increased social inclusion for some of the
most marginalised members of the community.
In addition to delivering positive social impacts,
Victorian social enterprises are as efficient and
productive as other small to medium enterprises.
Social enterprises in Victoria are diverse, using
a range of structures and business models, and
fulfilling a range of social purposes in response
to the needs of different communities, regions
and social groups. Almost half of Victorian social
enterprises target their support toward a specific
geographic community, and most of that support
is for Victorians.

The Map for Impact project
commissioned by the Victorian
Government as part of the current
Social Enterprise Strategy – remains the
most comprehensive census of Victorian
social enterprises to date and conservatively
estimated that, in 2017, Victoria was home
to at least 3,500 social enterprises operating
across more than 4,000 locations. The three
most common social purposes of Victorian social
enterprises listed on the Map for Impact are to:
•

Create opportunities for people
to participate in their community;

•

Provide needed goods or services
to a specific area1; and

•

Generate income to reinvest in charitable
services or community activities.

The most cited target beneficiaries of Victorian social
enterprises in 2017 were a particular geographic area,
disadvantaged men and women, and people with
disability. The majority of Victorian social enterprises
(73%) are small (fewer than 20 employees), while
22% are medium (20-200 employees) and 5% are
large (more than 200 employees).
Victorian social enterprises operate across all
industries, but a high proportion are part of the
service economy, including 29% in Cultural and
Recreational Services, 20% in Retail Trade
and 15% in Health and Social Assistance.

1.
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It’s possible that some of the differences in the proportions
of social enterprises with a certain social purpose are due
to changes in the methodology of maintaining the social
enterprise map, as well as changes related to the social
enterprises that have joined or left the map since 2017.
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The impact of COVID-19
on Victoria’s social
enterprises
COVID-19 has significantly affected the operating
environment and markets of the Victorian and
Australian social enterprise sector. Social enterprises
operating in some service-based industries such
as events, catering and cafes have lost substantial
income and trade due to COVID-19 impacts,
prompting some to pivot their model, such as the
Moving Feast collaboration and Free to Feed’s
Brave Meals. Others have experienced significant
increase in demand and have had to adjust
production and delivery channels, infrastructure
and staffing to meet what may be temporary
changes in consumer behaviour. More than half of
Victorian and Australian social enterprises operate
in service-based industries and this presents a
risk to many social enterprises in the context of
COVID-19 as businesses operating in the service
economy are among those most affected.

Defining the policy scope
The current Victorian Social Enterprise Strategy
is the first of its kind in Australia and represents
the strongest framework for investment in the
social enterprise sector by any Australian
government. The Strategy prioritises driving
employment participation as part of inclusive
economic growth.
The current Victorian Social Enterprise Strategy
draws on the Finding Australia’s Social Enterprise
Sector research in defining social enterprise as
organisations that are: led by an economic, social,
cultural, or environmental mission consistent with
a public or community benefit; derive a substantial
portion of their income from trade; and reinvest the
majority of their profit/surplus in the fulfilment of
their mission. This definition is broadly consistent
with those adopted in Britain, Canada, Scotland
and the European Union.
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THEME 1:

Skills and capability development
In the past, Victoria’s social enterprises have
called for greater access to opportunities for
skills and capability development. While social
entrepreneurs and social enterprise managers
are highly resourceful, social enterprises can face
many operating challenges. These include: inherent
tensions between profit and social impact in many
business models; working in market-failure contexts;
complex governance; diverse and sometimes
competing stakeholder relationships; costs incurred
to deliver the social purpose; challenges measuring
and evaluating performance; staffing suitable
to their hybrid goals; and difficulty accessing
appropriate capital. All of these challenges affect
the skill and capability needs of social enterprise
founders, managers and directors and extend
beyond ‘content knowledge’ to the development
of a very wide range of competencies.
In Victoria, social enterprise capability development
occurs informally through learning ‘on the job’ and
through peer support, and is formally provided
primarily by specialist intermediary organisations.
Some professional services firms also provide
advice and assistance on a commercial, low bono
and pro bono basis, sometimes in partnership
with specialist intermediaries, government or
philanthropic funders.

QUESTIONS:

Victoria and Australia saw strong growth in formal
skill and capability building programs between
2010 and 2016, offered by organisations such as
ACRE, Social Traders, Social Ventures Australia,
The Difference Incubator and The School for
Social Entrepreneurs. However, since 2017, there
has been some contraction and concentration
of intermediaries and development programs in
Victoria, and a shift away from general and startup focused development towards niche capability
development in areas such as social procurement
and social impact investing (SII) readiness. Running
counter to this shift has been ACRE’s Breakout
Accelerator for rural business, which ran in 2019/20
(not only for social enterprise) and the launch of the
Swinburne Social Startup Studio in 2019.
Peer-to-peer support is usually informal and
unpaid and occurs partly due to gaps in skill
and capability development programs, driving
those new to social enterprise to seek out wellknown social entrepreneurs for advice. The
establishment of the Social Enterprise Network
of Victoria (SENVIC) is also providing structured
opportunities for peer-based development and
support (see Theme 4). More formal, accredited
skill and capability development is available
through Australian universities that offer degrees
or specialisations focused on the social economy
and social entrepreneurship. Many universities
offer introductory subjects as part of wider degree
programs, with specialist postgraduate programs
offered at some institutions.

What are the current skill and capability development needs
for Victoria’s social enterprises?
What models of delivering such development are working well
and what changes are needed?
What future development needs should we anticipate as Victoria
builds back from the shocks of recent bushfires and COVID-19?
What specific development challenges do regional and rural
social enterprises face? How can these be overcome?
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THEME 2:

Access to affordable and
appropriate capital
In fulfilling their social goals, social enterprises
typically operate in failed or thin markets and/or
have cost structures that constrain their financial
returns. At the same time, social enterprises face
a number of challenges that affect their ability
to access mainstream finance, and in many cases,
social impact investment (SII)2 . This results in
many social enterprises being undercapitalised.
The Map for Impact project highlighted that
undercapitalisation is a major issue for many
Victorian social enterprises, affecting their ability
to grow, operate effectively, market themselves
competitively, plan and forecast for the future,
respond to market changes and take advantage of
new opportunities. Undercapitalisation also renders
many social enterprises especially vulnerable to
economic shocks such as COVID-19; multiple retail
social enterprises have anecdotally reported during
the early stages of the pandemic having less than
one month’s working capital available.

Social enterprises experience many of the same
challenges accessing debt as other small to
medium business, including a lack of sufficient
assets and security against which to borrow.
In addition, the relatively higher input costs
and thinner profit margins associated with some
social enterprise types – such as those seeking
to generate employment for people who face
multiple barriers to work – constrains their ability
to build cash reserves, service loans within
commercial finance timeframes and access
finance from lenders that use traditional credit
assessments. The majority of social enterprises
in Victoria are incorporated as not for profits
(NFPs), which can enable them to access a range
of state and Commonwealth tax concessions, but
also create some limitations in accessing external
finance. First, NFPs are ‘asset locked’ and they
cannot issue shares to generate equity capital.
Also, NFP directors, unlike for-profit directors,
are generally unpaid but, like for-profit directors,
are liable for any legal or financial failures of the
company. As a result, they are unlikely to offer
security in the form of a guarantee and may
operate in a more risk averse way than their
for-profit counterparts. This impacts on both
the willingness of social enterprises to take on
finance, and the availability of the finance itself,
as unsecured debt at affordable rates is very
difficult to find in Australia.

2. Social impact investment is defined as investments that (i)
intentionally target social and/or environmental returns along
together with financial returns and (ii) measure the achievement
of both (see Social Impact Investing Taskforce 2019).
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As a result of these issues, social enterprises are in
an unusual position: their trading activity presents
an opportunity for some degree of finance beyond
or in addition to donation/grant capital, however
the constraints of the markets in which they
operate and the needs of the cohorts with which
they work often makes commercial finance and
more readily available SII that expects market-rate
returns, unsuitable. There is significant evidence
both locally and internationally to suggest that
social enterprises require capital that can variably
respond to their specific needs – what is called
‘demand-led social finance’ – offering features such
as low expectations of financial return, the ability
for flexible repayments, is unsecured, long-term or
‘patient’ (generally in excess of five years), able to
be combined with grant capital where necessary,
and in which the investors are engaged and
supportive, bringing non-financial assets such as
advice and networks together in addition to capital.

QUESTIONS:

A lack of appropriate and affordable capital
is not a new challenge for the social enterprise
sector. However, in both an Australian and global
context, the available evidence suggests that
the availability of appropriate capital is in fact
contracting rather than growing.
To increase access to capital in an environment
of scarcity, a small number of social enterprises
have initiated ‘layered transactions’ which
blend combinations of capital including: nonconcessionary (with a market-rate of return),
concessionary (below-market) and wholly
concessionary (grants). However, these types
of transactions are complex to design and
manage and extremely resource intensive
and are therefore beyond the capacity and
risk appetite of most NFP social enterprises.

What types of external finance are most needed by Victorian social
enterprises, and on what terms?
What current products and offerings are working and what is needed?
What role should the Victorian Government play in supporting
social enterprises to access appropriate social finance?
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THEME 3:

Growing the market for products
and services
Social enterprises rely on their trading activities
and income to achieve their social purpose,
so market development is an essential component
of social enterprise success. The Victorian social
enterprise landscape is diverse; Victoria is home
to in excess of 3,500 social enterprises operating in
all Australian industries and a variety of markets.

The Victorian Social Procurement Framework,
which aims to support the expansion of social
procurement across all government procurement
activities, is widely considered the most ambitious
contemporary social procurement policy initiative
in the world and includes sustainable social enterprise
as one of its priority groups of ‘social benefit’ suppliers.

A distinction is often made between businessto-business markets, in which products and
services are traded between organisations,
and business-to-consumer markets, in which
a segment of individual consumers purchase
products and services directly. Different strategies
are often applied to operating in these two broad
market types. Past research suggests that around
30% of Victoria’s social enterprises operate on a
business-to-consumer basis, particularly those
in Cultural and Recreational Services, Retail
Trade and Health and Social Assistance. However,
the economic shocks of 2020 are seeing some
Victorian social enterprises diversifying or shifting
into different markets, and anecdotal evidence
from Social Traders indicates that some social
enterprises are extending their product offerings
to take advantage of social procurement
opportunities (e.g. cafes that have extended their
offering to corporate catering), which represent
the main market development priority of the
current Victorian Social Enterprise Strategy.

There is limited current published evidence of the
impacts of social procurement; past research has
found that social procurement through major
infrastructure initiatives can produce net job
growth, and that social procurement can support
increased service quality. Victorian Government
data released in the Social Procurement Framework
Annual Report 2018-19 identified growth in the
volume of government purchasing from social
benefit suppliers and increased employment hours
for target groups created through this spend. Past
research conducted in Victoria has also shown that
social enterprise certification – offered in Australia
by Social Traders – is valuable to both government
and corporate social procurers. As at September
2020, 399 social enterprises have been certified
nationally, 216 (54%) of these being Victorian.
A number of challenges to effective participation
in social procurement by social enterprise have
been identified, including:

Social procurement
Social procurement – or using purchasing power
to create social value above and beyond the goods,
services, or works being procured (see Buying
for Victoria) – is enabled in Victoria through the
Victorian Social Procurement Framework, Aboriginal
procurement target and state commitments to the
Indigenous Procurement Policy.

•

Limited understanding of differing capabilities
and practices between buyers and social
benefit suppliers;

•

Asymmetries between demand and supply,
with social enterprises being typically small
to medium businesses and under 70%3
of Victorian social enterprises operating
business to business activity;

3. This figure is an estimation based on Map for Impact
responses regarding the number of social enterprises
actively engaged in government contracting.
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•

Risk accruing disproportionately to social
benefit suppliers because they are at the
end of the supply chain; and

•

Procurers’ knowledge of social procurement
requirements and ease of access to the
social benefit supplier system.

Growing consumer-market demand
Whilst the Victorian Social Procurement Framework
aims to support growth in business-to-business and
business-to-government social enterprise markets,
a considerable proportion of Victorian social
enterprises are primarily business-to-consumer
enterprises or operating in both markets. Strategic
approaches to growing market demand for
business-to-consumer products and services
are limited, as these require mass-market,
consumer awareness campaigning.

One such response to the challenge of growing
consumer-market demand for social enterprise
products was the development of a number
of different online ‘directories’. These platforms
were designed to increase awareness and general
consumption of social enterprise products and
services. However, none are currently active.
While there is some evidence that directories and
lists4 assist in the promotion of business-to-business
products and services, particularly as a tool to aid
social procurement, there is no known documented
evidence of the effectiveness of directories as a tool
to grow consumer-market demand. Challenges exist
on both sides of the market: on the demand side,
absence of existing consumer knowledge about
social enterprise impedes intentional purchasing
from social enterprise; and, on the supply side, the
digital enterprise capabilities of individual social
enterprises – while in some cases experiencing
an upswing due to the changing market demands
of COVID19 – also needs to increase to maximise
the benefits of online sales channels.

4. Such as the Victorian Government’s Map for Impact online
map and database of social enterprises and Social Traders’
list of certified social enterprises

QUESTIONS:

What is needed to assist social enterprises to grow their market
opportunities in Victoria in general and in rural and regional markets
in particular?
What benefits and challenges are social enterprises experiencing
in participating in the Victorian Social Procurement Framework
and how could challenges be addressed?
What could the Victorian Government do to assist social enterprises
to scale or otherwise increase their capacity to meet new social
procurement demands and opportunities?
What opportunities exist for business-to-consumer social enterprises
to grow their markets in Victoria, and how should Government help?
What examples exist of successful strategies for growing markets
for business-to-consumer social enterprises and what could we learn
from these?
What could the Victorian Government be doing to support certification
of Victorian social enterprises?
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THEME 4:

A more cohesive and
connected ecosystem
An effective social enterprise ecosystem extends
beyond the social enterprises themselves, to include
professional networks, support organisations,
relevant government departments, partners and
supporters, philanthropy and investors, beneficiaries
and customers, and research providers. Connectivity
is also important between and within the regions,
and between regional and metropolitan Victoria.
Such connectivity requires effective intermediation,
as well as peer-to-peer opportunities to connect
and collaborate.

The role of intermediaries
Intermediaries help connect supply and demand
and supporting innovation in emerging markets.
In the case of social enterprise and social innovation,
intermediation is typically focused on: building
market opportunities and promoting social
enterprises to (individual and organisational)
buyers and government; increasing the skills
and capability of social enterprises to engage with
these markets and to access the resources (e.g.
financial, legal) they need to work effectively; and
increasing opportunities to scale impacts through
joint ventures, amalgamations and replication.
Social finance intermediaries (such as SEFA
and Social Ventures Australia) build capacity
of social enterprises to take on finance, bridge
gaps in the needs of demand and supply, and
broker between supply and demand to ensure
capital flows. Social procurement intermediaries
(such as Social Traders) broker between buyers
and suppliers, which is valuable in the early
stages of intermediation for buyers and
continues to be so for social enterprises.
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There has been limited research or evaluation of
the benefits of intermediaries to social enterprises,
but what is available finds that social enterprises
value intermediary support, especially when
the intermediation addresses enterprise needs
holistically rather than focusing narrowly on,
for example, technical challenges. In Australia,
we have relatively few specialist social enterprise
and innovation intermediaries, with some
intermediation offered or brokered through
funders (e.g. philanthropic foundations) and
peer networks.
Public and philanthropic investment into
intermediaries in Australia has not been consistent
and very few intermediaries are able to achieve
independent financial sustainability where
they work with organisations that have limited
capacity to pay. The financial challenges faced
by intermediaries can result in the patchy and
unstable provision of intermediation support as
intermediaries are forced to focus around specific
ecosystem niches, such as social procurement and
social impact investment, where there is greater
likelihood of organisations being able to pay for
services. Map for Impact identified a contraction
and concentration of intermediaries in Victoria,
despite also identifying an ongoing need for
training and development support for all stages
of the social enterprise development lifecycle
(see Theme 1).
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Social enterprise networks
The Victorian social enterprise network ‘SENVIC’
was launched in mid-2019 with financial support
from Equity Trustees and the Victorian Government,
as a priority initiative of the Victorian Social
Enterprise Strategy. SENVIC aims to “build
a connected community of social enterprises,
to facilitate access to learning and development
opportunities, and to give practitioners an
independent and collective voice” (SENVIC n.d.).
It was formed by eight Victorian social enterprises
with Social Traders. Currently unincorporated,
SENVIC is hosted by CERES and The Australian
Centre for Rural Entrepreneurship (ACRE).
As at September2020, SENVIC has 213 unique social
enterprise members. SENVIC is also contributing
to a coordinated effort by state-based networks
to provide a collective national voice for social
enterprise as part of the Alliance of Social
Enterprise Networks Australia (ASENA).
Approximately half of Victoria’s social enterprises
are based in regional and rural Victoria. Different
regions have different characteristics that can
offer unique advantages, and local leadership
and connections are important ingredients for
regional innovation. In Australia, regional areas
are often underestimated and treated as
homogenous when they are in fact very diverse,
each with their own characteristics, strengths
and assets, local knowledge and agency. Regional
and local organisations are already doing a lot
in communities to provide services and support
businesses to adapt to the new circumstances
they are facing, but these efforts are often
self-funded, with little resourcing.

QUESTIONS:

What is working and what are the limitations of current social
enterprise intermediation in Victoria?
What is the value of sector networks for social enterprise
and how is this working in Victoria?
What is needed to ensure social enterprise development
is well-supported in Victoria’s regions?
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THEME 5:

Effective social impact and
performance measurement
Outcomes-based investment, market development,
and fulfilment of social goals typically require social
enterprises to measure and communicate their
social impacts. Alongside effective monitoring of
financial performance, social impact measurement
can be important to external stakeholders and
highly valuable internally to inform decision making
and process improvement.
Despite social impact reporting being an
increasingly common requirement of funders,
social procurers, and investors, it is less common for
these stakeholders to fund its measurement. Most
Australian community sector organisations report
that their impact (or outcomes) measurement is
funded internally, while the Map for Impact project
found “there is a need to build capacity and reduce
or subsidise the costs of measuring social impact”
among Victorian social enterprises. Without
adequate resourcing and capabilities, social
impact measurement risks becoming fragmented,
disempowering, and unsupportive of enterprises’
actual social missions.
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Complexity, diversity and cost
Social enterprises and their stakeholders are
diverse, and their specific measurement needs,
access to resources, and internal capacity for
performance and impact measurement varies.
Map for Impact found that 62% of Victoria’s
social enterprises measured their social impact,
which is similar to national figures. Most large
organisations (those with annual income greater
than $1 million) report measuring their outcomes
(82%), while a smaller proportion (although still a
majority) of smaller organisations (annual income
less than $250,000) also undertake social impact
measurement (65%). This split reflects the primary
barriers to social impact measurement for social
enterprises – organisational complexity and cost.
Social enterprise impact measurement is complex
because there is no single best approach – the
appropriateness of different measurement
approaches depends on the organisation’s purpose,
needs and resources, the requirements of its external
stakeholders, and what is feasible and acceptable
for the people who are required to provide or collect
data. CSI Swinburne’s Social Enterprise Impact Lab
involving five Victorian social enterprises found that
each had different approaches to impact monitoring
and measurement, and used different indicators
to measure common impact domains, such as
employment. While attempting to standardise
outcomes measurement could risk loss of specific
and accurate data collection on the impact areas
that are important to particular social enterprises,
various evaluations and user consultations have
found that customisable resources to support impact
measurement by social enterprises could be useful.
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In addition to complexity, cost is another challenge
for social impact measurement by social
enterprises. With thin profit margins and meeting
needs not fulfilled by mainstream businesses, social
impact measurement can be viewed as a ‘nice to
have’ and acceptance that this work forms a central
part of the cost structures of social enterprise is
not universal. There are several current projects
in Victoria, Australia and internationally that seek
to respond to the need for resources to support
social impact measurement by social enterprises
and the wider for-purpose sector. In addition to
the Social Enterprise Impact Lab, examples of
existing or development-stage platforms include:
the Amplify: Indicator Engine; and the Social Impact
Measurement Toolbox. International examples
include the Inspiring Impact site from the UK and
the Common Approach to Impact Measurement
project from Canada. Social Traders certified social
enterprise, Australian Social Value Bank’s impact
measurement tool measures net social value in
economic terms and is being offered as a fee-forservice solution to social impact measurement
requirements of social procurement suppliers.

QUESTIONS:

Challenges of utilising these tools include: the
quality and fit for purpose of their underlying
methods; the (mis)application of technical solutions
to complex problems involving organisational
capability and capacity to effectively measure
social impacts; the diverse needs of stakeholders
demanding impact measurement data; and cost
of access for user pays options.
Beyond impact measurement at the organisational
level, understanding the aggregate characteristics
and impacts of the Victorian social enterprise sector
can help us advance shared learning and public
awareness of the sector, and inform evidencebased decision making about the most effective
levers for strengthening its scale and impacts.
Under the current Social Enterprise Strategy, the
Victorian Government commissioned the Map for
Impact project in 2017. There is currently no routine
assessment and reporting on the characteristics
and impacts of the Victorian social enterprise sector.

What are current examples of good practice in social impact
measurement by social enterprise and what can we learn from these?
What sorts of resources or tools are needed to increase and improve
social impact measurement and reporting by social enterprises
in Victoria?
What role should the Victorian Government play in supporting
effective social impact measurement by social enterprises and/or
the impacts and characteristics of the sector as a whole?
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Conclusion
The material presented in this discussion paper seeks to provide
a starting point for discussion that will continue with the consultation
and development of the new strategy. It is not possible to capture
every issue or need in this brief paper but it is hoped the paper will
prompt broader conversations on the issues, opportunities, available
evidence and gaps related to building a thriving social enterprise
ecosystem and a more inclusive economy.
Contributions to the strategy consultation and submissions responding
to questions raised in this discussion paper are encouraged to help
shape the future directions of Victoria’s Social Enterprise Strategy.
Questions relating to each theme are summarised below.

THEME 1:

Skills and capability development
What are the current skill and capability development needs for Victoria’s
social enterprise?
What models of delivering such development are working well and what
changes are needed?
What future development needs should we anticipate as Victoria builds
back from the economic shocks of recent bushfires and COVID-19?
What specific development challenges do regional and rural social
enterprises face? How can these be overcome?

THEME 2:

Access to affordable and appropriate capital
What types of external finance are most needed by Victorian social
enterprises, and on what terms?
What current products and offerings are working and what is needed?
What role should the Victorian Government play in supporting social
enterprises to access appropriate social finance?
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THEME 3:

Growing the market for products and services
What is needed to assist social enterprises to grow their market opportunities
in Victoria in general and in rural and regional markets in particular?
What benefits and challenges are social enterprises experiencing
in participating in the Victorian Social Procurement Framework
and how could challenges be addressed?
What could the Victorian Government do to assist social enterprises
to scale or otherwise increase their capacity to meet new social
procurement demands and opportunities?
What opportunities exist for business-to-consumer social enterprises
to grow their markets in Victoria, and how should Government help?
What examples exist of successful strategies for growing markets for
business-to-consumer social enterprises and what could we learn from these?
What could the Victorian Government be doing to support certification
of Victorian social enterprises?

THEME 4:

A more cohesive and connected ecosystem
What is working and what are the limitations of current social enterprise
intermediation in Victoria?
What is the value of sector networks for social enterprise and how is this
working in Victoria?
What is needed to ensure social enterprise development is well-supported
in Victoria’s regions?

THEME 5:

Effective social impact and
performance measurement
What are current examples of good practice in social impact measurement
by social enterprise and what can we learn from these?
What sorts of resources or tools are needed to increase and improve social
impact measurement and reporting by social enterprises in Victoria?
What role should the Victorian Government play in supporting effective
social impact measurement by social enterprises and/or the impacts
and characteristics of the sector as a whole?
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