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2016	Social	Investor	Working	Group	Meeting	
March	2-3,	New	York	City	–	at	Deutsche	Bank	

	
	
Summary	 of	 discussions	 &	 next	 steps	 (for	 detailed	 notes	 please	 refer	 to	
pages	6-22)	
	
MARCH	2	
Update	 on	 the	 Evolution	 of	 the	 Universal	 Standards:	 Laura	 Foose	 (SPTF)	 gave	 an	
overview	 of	 the	 process	 in	 place	 to	 review	 the	 Universal	 Standards	 going	 forward	 to	
ensure	 that	 they	 stay	 relevant.	 The	 first	 revision	 will	 be	 released	 in	 June	 2016	 and	
coincide	with	Smart	Campaign’s	revised	Certification	Standards	and	with	Cerise’s	update	
of	the	SPI4.	The	public	comment	period	for	the	Universal	Standards	is	now	open.		After	
this	revision	the	Universal	Standards	will	be	stable	for	three	years.			
• Next	steps:	Click	here	to	access	the	survey	to	provide	feedback	and/or	send	an	email	

with	 your	 comments	 to	 info@sptf.info	 with	 the	 subject	 line	 “Comments	 on	
Standards	revision”.	

	
Update	and	next	steps	for	SPI4	and	SPI4	ALINUS:	Jurgen	Hammer	introduced	this	most	
central	 topic	 of	 the	 investor	 meeting,	 calling	 for	 a	 global	 effort	 of	 all	 participants	 to	
make	this	meeting	a	historic	moment	of	SPTF:	after	a	period	of	“	WE	WANT/HAVE”	to	
evaluate	and	measure	the	social	performance	aspect	of	our	work	(both	at	MFI	and	MIV	
level)	and	the	past	years	of	our	work	to	move	from	“WE	WANT/HAVE”	to	“WE	CAN”	(by	
developing	 a	 common	methodology	 and	 tools)	 we	 now	 are	 at	 the	 point	 where	 “WE	
CAN”	 and	 need	 “TO	 DO”.	 	 It	 is	 up	 to	 this	 group	 in	 particular	 to	 be	 the	 first	 to	
demonstrate.		
Cecile	Lapenu	(Cerise)	provided	an	update	of	the	state	of	practice	of	the	SPI4	with	+115	
MFIs	 having	 completed	 the	 assessment	 and	 expressing	 a	 positive	 experience	 with	 it,	
particularly	 in	terms	of	 feeling	relieved	of	 the	reporting	burden.	 Incofin	 IM	shared	the	
results	 of	 their	 experience	 piloting	 the	 SPI4	 ALINUS	 (reduced	 version	 of	 the	 SPI4	 for	
investors).	 Incofin	 is	 now	 considering	 transitioning	 from	 using	 its	 own	 social	
performance	assessment	tool	to	adopting	SPI4	ALINUS.	They	are	working	with	Cerise	to	
automatically	 consolidate	 the	 ALINUS	 SPI4	 into	 one	 database	 for	 future	 reporting	 to	
shareholders.	
• Next	steps:		

o Need	 for	 broad	 adoption	 by	 investors	 (first	 movers:	 AFD/Proparco,	
Cordaid,	Grameen	Credit	Agricole,	Incofin,	Pamiga,	Triple	Jump);	

o Cerise,	SPTF	and	SMART	to	increase	communication	to	both	MFIs	&	MIVs	
to	demonstrate	concrete	examples	and	ensure	large	uptake	

o Assess	 ways	 to	 use	 SPI4	 (ALINUS)	 in	 diversified	 investment	 portfolios,	
either	 of	 MFIs	 +	 larger	 FSPs	 or	 MFIs/inclusive	 finance	 +	 larger	 impact	
sector	investments.	
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Uptake	of	the	Lenders	Guidelines	for	Setting	Reasonable	Covenants:	Dina	Pons	(Incofin	
IM,	 co-chair	 of	 the	 SIWG)	 gave	 an	 update	 on	 the	 “reasonable	 covenants”	 document,	
which	was	published	 in	2014,	has	been	 incorporated	 into	 the	PIIF	principle	3	and	has	
been	endorsed	by	15	 investor	organizations.	 	During	 the	 last	 year,	 the	 Social	 Investor	
Working	 Group	 gathered	 feedback	 from	 many	 of	 the	 endorsers	 to	 understand	 their	
experience	 and	 state	 of	 use	 of	 the	 guidelines.	 The	 strongest	 feedback	 was	 that	 the	
guidelines	 were	 an	 excellent	 educational	 resource,	 and	 of	 particularly	 high	 value	 for	
those	who	 did	 not	 have	 covenants	 in	 place.	 In	 terms	 of	 implementation,	 a	 “pick	 and	
choose”	 approach	 seems	 to	 be	 what	 works	 best	 (adopting	 the	 covenants	 that	 make	
most	sense	to	the	investee).	
• Next	steps:	Revise	 the	original	document	based	on	 feedback	received	by	 investors	

and	conduct	a	survey	to	MFIs	to	assess	extent	of	reporting	burden	due	to	covenant	
tracking.	If	you	have	any	feedback	about	the	covenants	please	contact	Dina	Pons.	

	
Update	on	Transparent	and	Responsible	Pricing:	Isabelle	Barres	(The	Smart	Campaign)	
gave	 an	 update	 on	 how	 the	 Smart	 Campaign	 Client	 Protection	 Principles	 2.0	 (to	 be	
released	in	2016)	will	 incorporate	further	pricing	polices	to	enhance	the	verification	of	
transparent	and	 responsible	pricing	among	MFIs.	 In	an	effort	 to	 see	how	 to	 solve	 the	
challenge	 to	 access	 to	 information	 on	 transparent	 pricing	 (with	 MFT	 no	 longer	 in	
operation),	 the	 raters	 have	 developed	 a	 rating	 agency	 model	 to	 address	 pricing	
transparency	users.	Lucia	Spaggiari	(Microfinanza	Rating)	presented	a	solution	proposed	
by	Microfinanza	 Rating.	 For	 this	 initiative	 to	 work,	 both	 in	 terms	 of	 large	 buy-in	 and	
financial	sustainability,	raters	need	to:	

- understand	the	commitment	from	potential	users	
- propose	ways	how	investor’s	loan	officers	can	contribute	to	feed	a	date	base	and		

help	reduce	both	the	set	up	cost	of	this	model	as	well	as	the	cost	of	running	it.	
• Next	steps:		

o Investors	 to	 give	 feedback	 to	 Lucia	 on	 how	 to	 improve	 the	 proposed	
model	and	help	gather	largely	transparent	pricing	data	from	MFIs.	

o SPTF	 investor	group	to	assure	continuation	of	 this	work	and	prepare	an	
improved	structure	with	MFR	+	MIV/investor	input	validation	

	
Update	 on	MIMOSA	 (Microfinance	 Index	 of	Market	Outreach	 and	 Saturation).	 Daniel	
Rozas	mentioned	that	MIMOSA	is	now	housed	at	the	European	Microfinance	Platform	
(eMFP).	 MIMOSA	 2.0	 looks	 at	 population	 density,	 HDI,	 and	 credit	 bureau	 quality	 to	
estimate	 market	 capacity.	 The	 scores	 generated	 by	 the	 tool	 can	 help	 predict/avoid	
crises.	Currently	MIMOSA	covers	Cambodia,	Bolivia,	Peru,	Senegal,	Morocco,	Azerbaijan,	
Kyrgyzstan,	and	Morocco.	The	plan	is	to	expand	to	cover	20-30	markets	over	the	next	2	
years	(markets	to	be	determined	by	subscribers).	To	cover	additional	countries,	the	tool	
relies	on	a	subscription	fee	schedule.	 	
	
	
	
	



	 3	

MARCH	3	
	
Update	on	PIIF:	Kurt	Morrisen	(PIIF)	shared	a	summary	of	results	from	the	2015	report	
on	progress	from	PIIF	signatories.	He	highlighted	various	areas	where	there	seemed	to	
be	a	disconnect	between	the	views/needs	of	asset	owners	versus	investment	managers	
and	suggested	that	there	could	be	room	for	cooperation	between	PIIF	and	the	SPTF	to	
bridge	these	gaps	and	improve	communication	
• Next	steps:		

o PIIF	 to	 publish	 the	 2015	 report	 on	 progress	 and	 to	 improve	
communication	with	signatories.		

o SPTF	and	PIIF	 to	continue	work	on	a	 future	MIV/PIIF	 signatory	mapping	
and	classification	to	improve	information	available	to	asset	owners	

	
Measuring	 returns	 and	 setting	 returns	 expectations:	 Giselle	 Leung	 (GIIN)	 gave	 an	
overview	for	the	rationale	for	the	development	as	well	as	the	reception	of	the	GIIN	and	
Cambridge	 Associate’s	 “Impact	 Benchmark”	 report	which	was	 published	 in	 2015.	 The	
report	was	the	first	attempt	in	the	impact	investment	sector	to	provide	data	on	financial	
returns	in	impact	investment,	looking	specifically	at	the	returns	of	private	equity	funds	
that	target	a	market	rate	of	return.	Björn	Strüwer	(Roots	of	 Impact)	mentioned	that	 it	
can	be	dangerous	to	just	focus	on	the	financial	returns	in	a	double	bottom	line	industry.	
A	benchmark	has	a	very	 strong	message,	 therefore	we	should	 strongly	advocate	 for	a	
benchmark	 that	 contemplates	 both	 the	 financial	 and	 social/non-financial	 impact.	 Paul	
DiLeo	 (Grassroots	 Capital	Management)	 provided	 an	 overview	 of	 an	 analysis	 of	 their	
investment	returns	compared	to	the	results	of	the	GIIN	report	and	suggested	that	there	
may	be	some	selection	bias	 in	the	GIIN	report.	 	He	also	mentioned	that	there	was	the	
need	to	be	explicit	about	the	social	objectives	of	the	investment,	even	if	 just	using	the	
“best	metrics	available”	at	the	time.	Marina	Parashkevova	(Symbiotics)	mentioned	that	
there	is	already	benchmark	data	that	exists	for	financial	performance	(on	debt	funds)	in	
our	sector	that	is	done	in	collaboration	between	CGAP	and	Symbiotics.		
• Next	steps:		

o Cambridge	Associates	 (CA)	will	 continue	 to	conduct	 the	benchmark	 in	a	
quarterly	basis.	GIIN	is	also	exploring	ways	to	measure	the	non-financial	
impact	performance	of	funds	for	future	versions	of	the	report.		

o Investor	participants	of	the	meeting	to	provide	feedback	on	the	“matrix”	
for	 funds	 circulated	 by	 SPTF.	 Please	 send	 feedback	 to	 Leticia	 Emme	 or	
Laura	Foose.	

	
Measuring	Social	 Impact:	Outcomes	vs.	Outputs:	Barbara	Magnoni	of	 EA	Consultants	
mentioned	 that	 MFIs/FSPs	 tend	 to	 have	 more	 data	 than	 they	 analyze	 and	 use.	 She	
recommended	starting	with	a	“skinny”	approach	of	 looking	at	 less	 indicators	but	using	
that	data	to	inform	decision-making.	She	also	recommended	using	“mixed	methods”	for	
analyzing	the	data.		
Bobbi	 Gray	 of	 Freedom	 From	Hunger	 and	 facilitator	 of	 the	 sub-working	 group	 of	 the	
SPTF	 outcomes	working	 group	 focused	on	developing	 indicators,	 gave	 an	 overview	of	
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the	 work	 of	 the	 SPTF	 Outcomes	Working	 Group	 in	 developing	 outcome	 indicators	 in	
specific	 areas	 of	 interest	 to	 its	 members.	 The	 work	 she	 is	 conducting	 on	 business	
indicators	 follows	 the	 methodology	 of	 the	 work	 she	 conducted	 previously	 for	 health	
indicators.		
Kat	 Harrison	 from	 Acumen	 shared	 the	 Lean	 Data	 approach	 developed	 by	 Acumen	 to	
measure	outcomes	in	a	way	that	is	not	too	time	consuming	or	too	costly.	
• Next	steps:		

o SPTF	Outcomes	Working	Group	to	conduct	webinars	to	share	progress	on	
the	 indicators	 being	 considered	 for	 each	 area	 of	 study.	 All	 participants	
are	 encouraged	 to	 provide	 their	 input	 on	what	 they	 collect,	 what	 they	
find	useful.		Click	here	to	access	previous	recordings	and	presentations	of	
the	Outcomes	Working	Group.	

o SPTF	 to	 share	 with	 participants	 the	 proposal	 about	 the	 pilot	 to	 test	
outcome	indicators	in	Latin	America.		

	
Guidelines	 on	 Outcomes	 Measurement,	 Analysis	 and	 Reporting	 for	 Investors:	 Lucia	
Spaggiari	provided	an	overview	and	progress	of	the	work	of	the	SPTF-eMFP	Outcomes	
Working	 Group	 in	 developing	 guidelines	 for	 outcomes	 measurement,	 analysis,	 and	
reporting	for	investors.	Barbara	Rademaker	shared	examples	of	the	work	of	Triple	Jump	
to	 improve	 data	 management	 in	 financial	 institutions	 in	 Latin	 America.	 Their	 impact	
studies	showed	that	the	main	problem	was	the	data	management	(institutions	had	too	
much	data),	and	are	now	working	to	extract	the	most	valuable	data	and	integrating	 in	
into	 decision-making.	 Kawien	 Ziedses	 des	 Plantes	 shared	 examples	 of	 how	Oikocredit	
works	with	the	staff	of	the	MFIs	to	obtain	their	commitment	to	understand,	analyze	and	
use	data	for	decision-making.	She	agreed	with	others	that	the	biggest	challenge	of	MFIs	
when	it	comes	to	outcomes	measurement	is	not	the	availability	but	the	use	of	data.		
• Next	steps:	A	draft	of	the	investor	guidelines	will	be	presented	at	the	SPTF	Annual	

Meeting	in	June.	
	
The	Voice	of	the	Client:	MIX	presented	the	Voice	of	the	Client	pilot	project	in	India	and	
Peru	 -	 a	 joint	 initiative	 by	 Hivos	 and	 MIX	 to	 strengthen	 the	 application	 of	 Client	
Protection	Principles	 in	microfinance	and	ensure	 that	 financial	 services	are	 tailored	 to	
clients’	 needs.		 The	 initiative	 leveraged	 mobile	 technology	 for	 MFIs	 to	 reach	 out	 to	
clients	 to	 uncover	 potential	 issues	 affecting	 their	 satisfaction	 with	 the	products	 and	
services	offered.	Smart	Campaign	presented	the	results	 from	research	they	conducted	
in	four	countries	to	better	understand	clients’	experiences	with	MFIs	and	their	thoughts	
on	 what	 constitutes	 good	 and	 bad	 treatment.	 Results	 from	 the	 study	 are	 being	
incorporated	into	the	revision	of	the	Smart	Standards	2.0.	
	
Harmonizing	 Efforts	 and	 Sharing	 Learnings	 in	 Impact	 Investment:	 In	 response	 to	
investor	working	group	members’	demand,	the	SPTF	partnered	both	with	the	IRIS	(GIIN)	
and	 the	 GIIRS	 (B	 Lab)	 team	 to	 develop	 a	 mapping	 of	 the	 current	 level	 of	 alignment	
between	the	SPI4	indicators	and	the	indicators	relevant	to	financial	service	providers	in	
the	GIIRS	Microfinance	Addendum	and	in	the	IRIS	metrics.	Results	of	the	mapping	where	
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shared.	Whitepapers	 created	 by	 the	 organizations	 were	 circulated	 to	 all	 participants.	
This	effort	was	the	first	step	in	understanding	the	current	level	of	overlap	between	the	
different	 tools.	 All	 teams	 are	 committed	 to	 continue	 to	 work	 together	 to	 increase	
alignment	and	harmonization	as	this	helps	reduce	confusion	in	the	industry,	relieve	MFIs	
from	 reporting	 burden	 and	 allows	 for	 benchmark	 of	 data.	 Building	 consensus	 in	 an	
industry	 takes	 time	and	we	are	going	 in	 the	 right	direction.	Dina	Pons	added	 that	 the	
industry	has	never	been	as	close	as	now	to	have	a	common	social	statement.	The	SPI4	is	
there,	its	up	to	investors	to	use	it	more	broadly	so	that	it	can	become	the	industry	social	
statement.	
• Next	 steps:	 SPTF,	 IRIS,	 and	GIIRS	 teams	 to	 continue	 to	work	 together	 to	 increase	

alignment	of	their	indicators;	all	initiatives	in	the	sector	to	improve	communication	
efforts	that	show	progress	of	what	has	been	achieved	so	far.	

	
Social	 Impact	Bonds	 and	Pay	 For	 Success	Models:	 Jennifer	 Signori	 (Bridges	Ventures)	
gave	an	overview	of	how	Social	Impact	Bonds	(SIBs)	work	and	the	experience	of	Bridges	
Ventures	with	 this	model.	 Bjoern	 Struwer	 (Roots	 of	 Impact)	 provided	 an	 overview	 of	
Social	Impact	Incentives	(SIINC)		
	
The	group	will	meet	again	in	person	at	the	2016	SPTF	Annual	Meeting	in	Morocco.	
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Detailed	discussions	
	
DAY	1:	MARCH	2	
	
The	notes	begin	with	the	first	session	of	the	afternoon	of	Day	1.	There	are	no	notes	for	
the	morning	pre-session.	
	
Update	on	the	Evolution	of	the	Universal	Standards	
To	ensure	that	the	Universal	Standards	stay	relevant,	the	SPTF	has	put	in	place	a	process	
and	structure	that	follow	best	practices	for	standard	setting	bodies	to	drive	and	monitor	
the	 evolution	 of	 the	Universal	 Standards.	 The	 Technical	 Review	 Committee	 (TRC)	 is	 a	
body	of	experts	 that	represent	all	 the	major	 initiatives	 in	the	sector	 (Smart	Campaign,	
Cerise,	 ILO,	etc)	as	well	as	frontier	 initiatives	(microinsurance,	digital	financial	services,	
green	microfinance)	 and	practitioners	 from	FSPs	and	networks	around	 the	world.	 The	
TRC	reports	to	the	SPTF	board	and	is	supported	by	the	SPTF	Secretariat.	
The	first	version	of	the	Universal	Standards	was	released	in	2012.	The	first	revision	will	
be	 released	 in	 2016.	 The	 changes	will	 not	 be	 significant	 but	 they	will	 incorporate	 the	
feedback	 that	 the	 SPTF	 has	 received	 from	 the	 field	 since	 2012	 as	 well	 as	 key	
advancements	 in	 the	 sector.	 There	 is	 a	 public	 comment	 period	 open	 March	 1-31	 in	
English	(click	here	to	access	survey	or	send	comments	to	info@sptf.info	with	the	subject	
line	 “Comments	 to	 Standards	 Revision”).	 Input	 will	 also	 be	 gathered	 via	 webinars	 in	
French	and	Spanish	and	comments	received	by	Cerise	from	users	of	the	SPI4	in	the	last	
1.5	years.		
The	revised	version	of	 the	Universal	Standards	 to	be	 launched	 in	 the	summer	of	2016	
will	coincide	with	the	Smart’s	Campaign’s	release	of	its	revised	Certification	Standards.	
Going	forward,	the	Universal	Standards	will	be	stabilized	for	at	least	three	years.	
	
Update	and	next	steps	for	SPI4	and	SPI4	ALINUS	
As	of	February	2016	
• +115	questioners	received	by	Cerise,	from	50	different	countries	
• 333	people	trained	in	the	SPI4	
• 57	qualified	auditors	
Cerise	now	has	a	database	(based	on	the	completed	SPI4	received)	that	allows	them	to	
conduct	benchmark	analysis	of	MFIs	 that	have	completed	 the	 full	SPI4	by	peer	group,	
region,	as	well	as	by	the	SPI4	ALINUS.	
The	 feedback	 received	 so	 far	 by	 MFIs	 is	 very	 positive.	 Organizations	 feel	 relieved	 in	
terms	of	the	reporting	burden.	If	an	organization	has	conducted	a	Smart	Assessment	or	
has	information	reported	to	the	MIX	or	the	MFI	Factsheet	of	Microfact,	the	data	can	all	
be	integrated	into	the	SPI4	spreadsheet.	The	objective	is	for	the	SPI4	to	consolidate	all	
the	social	reporting	data	of	MFIs.		
	
The	 SPI4	 cuts	 through	 many	 stakeholders	 in	 financial	 inclusion:	 MFIs,	 Networks/TA	
providers,	Investors/Funders,	Cerise,	SPTF,	MIX,	raters.	
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Incofin	IM	shared	their	experience	from	piloting	the	SPI4.	Since	the	second	half	of	2015,	
Incofin	has	used	both	 the	SPI4	ALINUS	as	well	as	 their	proprietary	 social	performance	
assessment	tool	(ECHOS)	in	10	due	diligences	and	then	compared	the	results	from	both	
tools.		
• The	results	showed	a	high	level	of	consistency	between	the	two	tools	(average	score	

of	the	sample	was	76%	with	both	tools).		
• The	main	differences	included	a	bias	of	the	Incofin	tool	towards	Agriculture/GNI	per	

capital/Loan	 size	 /	 Rural.	 Also	 the	 Incofin	 tool	 does	 not	 have	 a	 dimension	 that	
assesses	 balancing	 financial	 and	 social	 performance	 of	 MFIs	 (Dimension	 6	 of	 the	
Universal	Standards)	

• The	main	benefits	perceived	by	Incofin	include	ease	of	use	(after	getting	used	to	it),	
full	alignment	with	Universal	Standards,	being	able	to	share	the	tool	with	investees	
to	 empower	 their	 SPM	work	 and	 for	MFIs	 that	 had	 already	 completed	 an	 SPI4,	 it	
reduced	 the	 data	 collection	 effort	 for	 Incofin.	 The	 main	 drawbacks	 are	 the	
organizational	 information	 page	 being	 too	 time	 consuming	 and	 the	 inability	 to	
preview	the	score	before	exporting.	

• Incofin	is	now	considering	transitioning	off	of	its	own	tool	and	instead	adopting	SPI4	
ALINUS.	They	are	working	with	Cerise	to	automatically	consolidate	the	ALINUS	SPI4	
into	 one	 database	 for	 future	 reporting	 to	 shareholders.	 They	 are	 also	 training	
investment	managers	in	the	tool.	

	
Next	steps	for	the	SPI4	ALINUS	include:	
• Need	 for	 broad	 adoption	 by	 investors	 (first	 movers:	 AFD/Proparco,	 Cordaid,	

Grameen	Credit	Agricole,	Incofin,	Pamiga,	Triple	Jump);	
• Cerise,	 SPTF	 and	 SMART	 to	 increase	 communication	 to	 both	 MFIs	 &	 MIVs	 to	

demonstrate	concrete	examples	and	ensure	large	uptake	
• Assess	ways	to	use	SPI4	(ALINUS)	in	diversified	investment	portfolios,	either	of	MFIs	

+	larger	FSPs	or	MFIs/inclusive	finance	+	larger	impact	sector	investments.	
	
Uptake	of	the	Lenders	Guidelines	for	Setting	Reasonable	Covenants	
Dina	 Pons	 (Incofin	 IM,	 co-chair	 of	 the	 SIWG)	 gave	 an	 update	 on	 the	 “reasonable	
covenants”	 initiative,	 which	 started	 in	 2012	 and	 finalized	 the	 document	 in	 2014.	 The	
“reasonable	covenants”	have	been	incorporated	into	the	PIIF	principle	3	and	have	been	
endorsed	by	15	investor	organizations.		During	the	last	year,	the	Social	Investor	Working	
Group	gathered	 feedback	 from	many	of	 the	endorsers	 to	understand	their	experience	
and	state	of	use	of	the	guidelines.	
• The	 strongest	 feedback	 was	 that	 the	 guidelines	 were	 an	 excellent	 educational	

resource,	with	particularly	high	value	for	those	who	did	not	have	covenants	in	place.	
• In	 terms	of	 implementation,	 there	 is	 a	wide	variation	across	endorses	and	varying	

perspectives	 on	 what	 endorsement	 really	 means	 (e.g.,	 is	 it	 following	 the	 exact	
covenants?	 or	 is	 it	 enough	 to	 follow	 the	 spirit	 of	 the	 document?)	 A	 “pick	 and	
choose”	approach	seems	to	be	what	works	best	(adopting	the	covenants	that	make	
most	sense	to	the	investee).	
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• Some	revisions	were	suggested	to	the	original	document	(revisions	included	as	pre-
reading	materials	to	this	meeting)	

• The	perception	of	MIVs	regarding	MFI’s	awareness	on	the	guidelines	was	that	MFIs	
thought	that	covenants	were	fair	and	reasonable	though	In	most	cases,	MFIs	were	
not	necessarily	 aware	of	 this	 specific	 initiative	There	was	also	not	a	 strong	 feeling	
that	MFIs	felt	overburdened	by	covenants.	

• Next	steps	 include	adjusting	the	document	to	make	 it	more	of	an	educational	 tool	
than	 a	 list	 of	 requirements	 (and	 sharing	 a	 draft	 with	 endorsers),	 adding	 more	
suggestions	 for	 social	 undertakings,	 and	 conducting	 a	 survey	 to	 MFIs	 to	 assess	
extent	of	reporting	burden	due	to	covenant	tracking.	

	
Joan	Trant	offered	to	share	a	blue	print	of	guidelines	for	lenders	that	has	already	been	
developed	five	years	ago	by	another	initiative	to	potentially	integrate	some	of	it	into	the	
revised	covenants.		
	
Michael	 Rauenhorst	 suggested	 incorporating	 more	 customer	 protection	 into	 the	
covenants	 (e.g.,	 multiple	 loans).	 Dina	 mentioned	 that	 there	 was	 a	 lot	 of	 discussion	
around	this	topic.	
	
Paul	DiLeo	asked	about	cases	of	breach	by	 lenders.	Dina	noted	 that	 the	guidelines	do	
mention	 how	 to	 handle	 breaches	 including	 recommended	 behavior	 of	 Lenders	 and	
Borrowers.	 Joan	 mentioned	 that	 the	 guidelines	 for	 lenders	 and	 study	 that	 she	
mentioned	earlier	did	cover	this	topic	and	suggested	re-visiting	the	work	incorporating	
the	learnings	from	the	last	5	years.	
	
Update	on	Transparent	and	Responsible	Pricing		
Isabelle	 Barres	 (The	 Smart	 Campaign)	 gave	 an	 update	 on	 how	 the	 Smart	 Campaign	
Client	Protection	Principles	2.0	(to	be	released	in	2016)	will	 incorporate	further	pricing	
polices	to	enhance	the	verification	of	trsansprent	and	responsible	pricing	among	MFIs.	
For	 a	 price	 to	 be	 responsible,	 the	 Client	 Protection	 Principles	 2.0	 will	 look	 into	 the	
balance	between	sustainability	of	an	MFI	and	affordability	of	the	loan	product	offered	to	
clients	 in	 further	 detail	 than	 before.	 Benchmarks	 can	 inform	 polices	 around	
sustainability	and	affordability.	For	example,	on	sustainability,	 if	 the	 loan	 loss	expense	
ratio	 is	high	 (and	therefore	 increases	costs	 for	 the	MFI),	 it	will	be	assessed	whether	 it	
can	be	justified	or	should	rather	be	lowered	so	that	the	MFI	can	pass	along	greater	cost	
savings	to	clients.	Raters	can	help	with	providing	the	benchmarks	of	data.		
	
In	terms	of	responsible	pricing	benchmarks,	there	are	three	questions	to	answer:	

1. What	is	being	benchmarked?		
2. What	 is	 that	 benchmarked	 to?	 (e.g.,	 performance	 of	 other	 MFIs,	 country	

performance,	aspirations,	or	expected	performance).		
3. What	to	do	with	the	benchmarks?	If	the	performance	of	the	MFI	fails	outside	of	

the	range,	what	happens?	
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Benchmarks	 in	CPP	2.0	(vs.	1.0)	will	 incorporate	benchmarks	 in	MFI	 level	pricing,	Loan	
Loss	 Expense	 Ratio	 and	 ROA.	 Also	 the	 data	 will	 move	 from	 benchmarking	 to	 peer	
performance	 only	 to	 a	 combination	 of	 comparison	 to	 other	 MFI	 products,	 expected	
performance,	country	performance,	depending	on	 the	 indicator	being	analyzed.	 In	2.0	
decisions	based	on	benchmarks	will	 be	used	more	 as	 screens	 rather	 than	as	 absolute	
decision	makers.	
	
Jean-Gabriel	Dayre	 (Proparco)	 asked	 about	 the	 limitations	 of	 comparing	 an	MFI	 to	 its	
peer	 group	 if	 the	 peer	 group	 is	 not	 responsible.	 Isabelle	 acknowledge	 that	 such	
limitation	 is	 the	 reason	why	 in	 2.0	 they	 are	moving	 away	 from	 relying	 solely	 on	 peer	
group	comparison	 to	using	other	 types	of	 comparisons.	 Jean-Gabriel	also	asked	about	
how	 would	 certification	 work	 when	 decision	 is	 screening-based	 and	 not	 absolute.	
Isabelle	explained	that	for	cases	when	the	organization	falls	outside	of	the	range	(which	
would	raise	a	red	flag)	other	factors	would	have	to	be	considered	(e.g.,	country	factors).	
She	added	that	since	Certification	was	established	a	few	years	ago,	the	Smart	Campaign	
has	been	working	 to	develop	a	more	mature	and	stronger	version	of	 the	process	 that	
aligns	with	international	best	practices	of	standard	setting	and	certification	bodies.	
	
In	an	effort	to	see	how	to	solve	the	challenge	to	access	to	information	on	pricing	(with	
MFT	no	 longer	 in	operation),	Microfinanza	Rating	developed	a	rating	agency	model	 to	
address	pricing	transparency	users.	
	
Lucia	 Spaggiari	 (Microfinanza	 Rating)	 presented	 the	 solution/model	 proposed	 by	
Microfinanza	Rating.	About	70%	of	the	model	is	already	in	place.	As	part	of	ratings	and	
certifications,	 raters	 already	 collect	 pricing	 data	 and	 calculate	 the	 APR	 (with	 the	MFT	
model).	What	 still	 needs	 to	 be	 done	 is	 to	 have	 APRs	 uploaded	 into	 a	 database	 (and	
conduct	 data	 management)	 and	 establish	 a	 subscriber	 model	 (for	 DFIs,	 Foundations,	
MIVs,	regulators,	FI,	etc)	who	would	cover	the	costs	of	furthering	the	model.		
	
For	 this	 initiative	 to	work,	 raters	need	 to	understand	 the	 commitment	 from	potential	
users	to	help	cover	both	the	set	up	cost	of	this	model	as	well	as	the	cost	of	running	it.	In	
Investors	should	also	propose	ways	in	which	how	investors’	loan	officers	can	contribute	
to	feed	a	database	and	help	reduce	both	the	set	up	cost	of	this	model	as	well	as	the	cost	
of	running	it.	
	
Dina	 added	 that	with	MFT	 no	 longer	 in	 operations,	 now	 investors	 have	 less	 depth	 of	
pricing	 data	 to	 make	 investment	 decisions.	 She	 encouraged	 all	 participants	 to	 give	
feedback	 to	 Lucia	 on	 whether	 there	 is	 interest	 from	 investors	 to	 explore	 the	 rating	
agency	model	to	help	gather	transparent	pricing	data	from	MFIs.	
	
Jean-Gabriel	 Dayre	 agreed	 on	 the	 importance	 of	 investors	 using	 pricing	 data	 and	
welcomed	 the	 proposal	 of	 Microfinanza	 and	 asked	 regarding	 the	 annual	 cost	 of	 the	
database	 and	 the	 minimum	 number	 of	 subscribers	 needed	 for	 the	 model	 to	 be	
sustainable.	Lucia	mentioned	that	the	database	would	have	to	have	data	not	older	than	
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5	years.	Setting	it	up,	maintaining	the	data	and	managing	reports	would	have	an	initial	
set	 up	 cost	 of	 Euro	 70,000	 (across	 everyone)	 and	 ongoing	 cost	 of	 Euro	 2,000	 a	 year	
(based	 on	 20-25	 subscribers,	 with	 ongoing	 costs	 going	 down	 per	 subscriber	 with	
additional	subscribers).	
	
Sascha	Noe	(Cordaid)	asked	whether	the	APR	in	the	SPI4	could	be	used	by	raters.	Lucia	
explained	 that	 the	method	used	by	Microfinanza/raters	 is	more	 complicated	 than	 the	
one	used	by	SPI4.	
	
Jurgen	Hammer	(Grameen	Credit	Agricole,	co-chair	of	the	SIWG)	suggested	considering	
multiple	sources	of	information	in	order	to	reduce	the	cost	of	the	model	(e.g.,	leverage	
the	existing	data	of	investors).	Ximena	Escobar	de	Nogales	(Bamboo	Finance)	also	raised	
the	possibility	of	investors	sharing	the	APR	of	their	 investees	among	investors.	Isabelle	
asked	the	group	whether	they	would	be	willing	to	gather	data	as	incorporating	the	data	
into	 the	 database	 is	 not	 the	 issue	 (it	 could	 be	 done	 flagging	 different	 levels	 of	 data	
quality).	Paul	DiLeo	(Grassroots	Capital	Management)	raised	that	getting	supplemental	
data	 from	 investors	 has	 not	 been	 successful	 in	 the	 past.	 Investors	 get	 the	 data	 from	
investees,	the	value	of	MFT	was	the	benchmarking.		
	
Daniel	Rozas	(MIMOSA/eMFP)	noted	that	pricing	is	quite	a	complex	factor,	and	even	the	
curve	 of	 MFT	 did	 not	 take	 into	 account	 several	 factors	 (e.g.,	 loan	 term,	 size	 of	
organization).		
	
Update	on	MIMOSA	(Microfinance	Index	of	Market	Outreach	and	Saturation	-	a	tool	to	
help	 identify	 the	warning	 signs	 of	 over-indebtedness	 in	 select	markets).	 Daniel	 Rozas	
mentioned	that	MIMOSA	is	now	housed	at	the	European	Microfinance	Platform	(eMFP).	
Over	 indebtedness	 is	 hard	 to	 measure.	 There	 is	 a	 lot	 of	 disparity	 in	 credit	 data,	
particularly	 given	 differences	 in	 credit	 bureaus	 in	 different	 countries.	 Based	 on	 data	
from	 five	different	 countries,	 high	penetration	 (percentage	of	 adults	with	 active	 loan)	
and	 multiple	 borrowing	 go	 hand	 in	 hand.	 Is	 multiple	 borrowing	 demand	 or	 supply	
driven?	
Average	 observed	 penetration	 and	 capacity	 grow	 as	 the	 Human	 Development	 Index	
grows.	
	
MIMOSA	 2.0	 looks	 at	 population	 density,	 HDI,	 and	 credit	 bureau	 quality	 to	 estimate	
market	capacity.	The	scores	generated	by	the	tool	can	help	predict/avoid	cries.	Daniel	
shared	reports	from	Cambodia	and	Peru.			
• Cambodia	 has	 grown	 faster	 than	 capacity,	 it	 has	 a	MIMOSA	 score	 of	 5	 (saturated	

market).	Cambodia	shows	rapid	growth	and	average	 loan	sizes	that	tend	to	be	too	
large	 for	 the	 income	of	 its	 population	–	 indications	 that	 growth	at	 this	 rate	 is	 not	
sustainable.		

• Peru	has	a	MIMOSA	score	of	6	(highest	possible	score	in	terms	of	saturation).	 	The	
country	has	a	very	high	level	of	write	offs	(8.4%).	
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Currently	 MIMOSA	 covers	 Cambodia,	 Bolivia,	 Peru,	 Senegal,	 Morocco,	 Azerbaijan,	
Kyrgyzstan,	and	Morocco.	The	plan	is	to	expand	to	cover	20-30	markets	over	the	next	2	
years	(markets	to	be	determined	by	subscribers).	To	cover	additional	countries,	the	tool	
relies	on	a	subscription	fee	schedule.	 	
	
Update	on	PIIF	
Kurt	 Morrisen	 (PIIF)	 gave	 a	 quick	 overview	 on	 the	 PIIF.	 Its	 objective	 is	 to	 support	
responsible	 finance.	 The	 PIIF	 principles	 provide	 practical	 guidance	 on	 responsible	
investment	practices.	Every	year,	PIIF	signatories	report	on	their	progress	in	applying	the	
PIIF	 framework.	 47	 PIIF	 signatories	 reported	 to	 the	 framework	 on	 2014-2015.	 A	
snapshot	 of	 results	 for	 Indirect	 Investors	 (i.e.	 assets	 owners	 –	 n=100)	 showed	 some	
surprising	results:	
About	60%	of	the	investors	monitor	their	current	investment	manager’s	implementation	
of	the	PIIF	principles		
• But	only	47%	consider	Client	Protection	Principles	when	establishing	contracts	with	

their	investment	managers	
• And	only	27%	said	that	their	investment	managers	reported	information		in	line	with	

established	industry	standards	
	
The	 PIIF	 also	 conducted	 a	 survey	with	 PIIF	 signatories	 in	 fall	 2015.	 The	 results	 of	 the	
survey	 showed	 some	 differences	 between	 interests	 of	 asset	 owners	 and	 asset	
managers.	Asset	managers	are	more	interested	in	tracking	indicators	for	example,	while	
asset	 owners	 care	 about	 how	 to	 select	 the	 right	 asset	manager.	 Kurt	 suggested	 that	
there	could	be	 room	 for	 cooperation	between	PIIF	and	 the	SPTF	 to	bridge	 these	gaps	
and	improve	communication.	
	
PIIF	signatories	also	asked	about	the	“silence”	of	PIIF	in	the	last	year.	The	challenge	for	
PIIF	 is	 to	 manage	 and	 address	 the	 difference	 interests	 of	 asset	 managers	 and	 asset	
owners.	 The	 full	 report	 from	 2015	 will	 be	 released	 soon.	 PIIF	 also	 plans	 improve	 its	
website,	and	be	more	active	with	its	signatories	in	the	coming	year.	
	
DAY	2:	MARCH	3	
	
Measuring	returns	and	setting	returns	expectations	
Panelists:	 Giselle	 Leung	 (GIIN),	 Paul	 DiLeo	 (Grassroots	 Capital	 Management),	 Björn	
Strüwer	(Roots	of	Impact).		
	
Giselle	Leung	introduced	the	context	for	developing	the	“Impact	Investing	benchmark.”	
For	years,	the	GIIN	had	heard	strong	demand	from	their	stakeholders	for	credible	data	
that	 provided	 evidence	 of	 financial	 returns	 in	 impact	 investment.	 The	 report	 was	
published	 in	 June	 2015	 and	 was	 conducted	 together	 with	 Cambridge	 Associates.	 It	
provides	an	analysis	of	 the	 financial	performance	of	private	equity	 impact	 investment	
funds	pursuing	a	social	impact	and	also	targeting	a	market	rate	of	financial	return.	Key	
learnings	from	the	report	include:		
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• It	is	possible	to	achieve	risk-adjusted	market	rate	of	return	in	private	equity	impact	
investing.		

• In	general,	 impact	funds	 in	the	benchmark	performed	in	 line	with	the	comparative	
universe	of	private	equity	funds.	The	distribution	of	returns	of	impact	funds	follows	
similarly	the	comparable	returns.	And	returns	are	not	in	the	20-30%	range	but	in	the	
5-8%	rate.	This	was	key	to	set	realistic	expectations	on	returns.	

• As	 in	 the	case	of	conventional	PE	 investing,	manager	selection	 is	paramount	when	
making	impact	investments	

	
The	GIIN	believes	that	to	build	the	impact	investment	community	it	is	key	to	engage	in	
collective	efforts	and	provoke	conversations	that	are	important	to	impact	investors	and	
that	 are	 needed	 to	 move	 the	 sector	 forward.	 The	 GIIN	 started	 a	 blog	 series	 in	 the	
Stanford	Social	Innovation	Review	(SSIR)	to	solicit	reactions	to	the	report.	
• For	the	most	part,	reactions	have	been	very	positive.	A	milestone	in	setting	realistic	

return	expectations.	Also	recognized	as	a	first	step.	
• A	 few	critics	have	pointed	out	 the	absence	of	 the	non	 financial	 impact	 side	 in	 the	

report.	GIIN	would	like	to	include	this	dimension.	However,	they	do	not	believe	that	
currently	the	sector	 is	able	to	conduct	benchmarking	of	non	financial	 impact.	They	
do	look	forward	to	collaborating	with	people	in	the	sector	to	work	on	this.	

	
Cambridge	Associates	(CA)	will	continue	to	conduct	the	benchmark	in	a	quarterly	basis.	
They	recognize	that	PE	 is	one	of	many	activities	 in	 impact	 investment.	GIIN	 is	working	
with	CA	in	more	assets	in	impact	investment.	They	are	also	exploring	ways	to	measure	
the	non	financial	impact	performance.	One	of	the	key	initiatives	for	the	IRIS	team	is	to	
conduct	a	sector	approach	in	impact	 investment	to	look	at	the	metrics	that	matter	for	
each	 impact	 sector	 (microfinance,	health,	etc).	 The	GIIN	hopes	 this	exercise	will	 allow	
them	to	take	the	next	step	in	measuring	non	financial	performance.		
	
Dina	added	that	what	the	GIIN	accomplished	in	the	broad	impact	area	has	triggered	the	
conversation	with	financial	 inclusion	 investment	managers	about	the	need	of	a	similar	
report	for	the	financial	inclusion	sector.	Dina	asked	Björn	Strüwer	(Roots	of	Impact)	for	
his	 reaction	on	 if	 the	 responsible	 inclusive	 finance	sector	would	 replicate	a	 report	 like	
the	GIIN	that	focuses	only	on	the	financial	returns.	
	
Björn	Strüwer	mentioned	that	it	can	be	dangerous	to	just	focus	on	the	financial	returns	
in	a	double	bottom	line	industry.	A	benchmark	has	a	very	strong	message,	therefore	we	
should	 strongly	 advocate	 for	 a	 benchmark	 that	 contemplates	 both	 the	 financial	 and	
social/non-financial	 impact.	The	first	question	 in	 impact	 investment	should	be	“are	we	
doing	well	by	doing	good?”	We	can’t	 just	 look	at	whether	we	are	doing	well.	His	 first	
reaction	when	he	read	the	GIIN	report	was	that	it	gave	the	message	that	“we	can	make	
money	 in	 impact	 investment,	 and	 we	 don’t	 need	 to	 discuss	 now	 the	 non-financial	
aspect”.	He	recognizes	the	importance	of	setting	realistic	return	expectations	with	asset	
owners.	We	do	need	the	financial	data,	but	we	also	need	to	spend	time	on	answering	
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whether	we	 are	 changing	 the	 social	 aspect	 as	 that	 is	 the	 objective	 and	 difference	 of	
impact	investment.	
	
Paul	 DiLeo	 added	 that	 Grassroots	 Capital	 Management	 looks	 at	 returns	 on	 impact	
investments	as	having	three	components:	

1. The	 first	 wave	 of	 private	 investment	 in	 impact	 funds	 and	 companies	 has	 an	
important	industry	building	function,	with	first	mover	costs.	

2. The	 impact	 investment	proposition	needs	to	specify	what	non-financial	value	 is	
created	for	which	stakeholders.	

3. The	 financial	 returns	 of	 impact	 investments	 can	 only	 be	 interpreted	 in	 the	
context	of	these	two	other	components	

	
As	Giselle	mentioned,	it	is	the	“early	days”	of	measuring	returns	in	impact	investment.		
Grassroots	did	an	analysis	of	their	 investment	returns	to	compare	to	the	results	of	the	
GIIN	 report	 and	 suggested	 that	 there	may	 be	 some	 selection	 bias	 in	 the	GIIN	 report.		
Looking	at	funds	that	have	completed	their	life	(had	exits)	is	very	different	than	looking	
at	 funds	that	have	not	yet	completed	their	 full	 investment	cycle.	Grassroots	 looked	at	
the	 performance	of	 the	 first	 equity	MIV	 vintage	 (2001-2005),	which	had	 9	 funds.	 The	
Grassroots	sample	had	returns	of	~3%	(weighed	by	capital	commitments)	for	its	fully	or	
mostly	realized	funds.	When	compared	to	the	GIIN	benchmark	it	looks	lower	–	the	2002-
2004	 vintage	 of	 the	 GIIN	 benchmark	 had	 7.6%	 returns.	 How	 can	 we	 explain	 the	
difference?	 One	 important	 element	 is	 that	 the	 “first	movers”,	 the	 Grassroots	 sample	
shows	the	first	funds	that	came	into	the	sector.	Paul	disagreed	that	it	is	problematic	for	
the	 sector	 if	 asset	 owners	 saying	 “Impact	 investment	 is	 not	 real	 investment”.	 Impact	
investment	 is	 different.	 	 In	 impact	 investment,	 the	 value	 created	 is	 not	 just	 financial	
value	for	shareholders/lenders	but	also	other	type	of	value	is	being	created	in	poverty,	
environment,	 gender,	 resilience,	 inequality,	 food	 security,	 etc	 for	 clients	 and	 families,	
local	and	global	communities,	employees,	depositors,	suppliers,	etc.	According	to	Paul,	
we	are	doing	a	disservice	to	the	responsible	growth	of	the	industry	if	we	don’t	mention	
this	 because	we	would	 be	 attracting	more	 funding	 under	mistaken	 expectations.	 It	 is	
very	 important	 when	 talking	 about	 the	 returns	 of	 impact	 investment	 that	 we	
differentiate	impact	investment	from	“real	investment.”	
	
Dina	asked	Paul	how,	if	the	microfinance	industry	develops	a	report	similar	to	the	one	
by	 the	GIIN	 but	 focused	 on	microfinance,	 it	 can	 incorporate	 both	 financial	 and	 social	
returns.	 Paul	 mentioned	 the	 need	 to	 be	 explicit	 about	 the	 social	 objectives	 of	 the	
investment,	even	if	just	using	the	“best	metrics	available”	at	the	time.	We	can’t	just	talk	
about	the	financial	 return,	we	need	to	also	show	what	metrics	we	are	going	to	use	to	
measure	the	social	metrics.	We	need	to	talk	about	both	sides	equally.	
	
Giselle	agreed	with	Paul	that	impact	investment	is	different	from	traditional	investment	
and	looking	at	the	non	financial	side	is	 important.	Market	returns	is	not	the	only	thing	
impact	investors	are	looking	for.		GIIN	is	working	with	IRIS	to	find	ways	to	demonstrate	
the	non	financial	impact	performance.	
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Marina	Parashkevova	(Symbiotics)	mentioned	that	there	is	already	benchmark	data	that	
exists	 for	 financial	 performance	 (on	 debt	 funds)	 in	 our	 sector	 that	 is	 done	 in	
collaboration	 between	 CGAP	 and	 Symbiotics.	 She	 added	 that	 through	 a	 collaboration	
with	the	SPTF,	the	2016	MIV	survey	that	Symbiotics	conducts	every	year	will	incorporate	
additional	questions	to	be	able	to	measure	non	financial	performance.		
	
Ximena	Escobar	de	Nogales	(Bamboo	Finance)	asked	Giselle	what	would	have	happened	
if	 the	 results	 from	 the	 GIIN	 benchmark	 were	 lower,	 and	 closer	 to	 Paul’s	 3%.	 Giselle	
mentioned	that	if	such	had	happened,	it	would	have	still	been	an	honest	discussion	with	
their	members	to	discuss	what	it	means	to	the	industry.	Paul	wondered	if	it	would	have	
alienated	investors	but	at	the	same	time	maybe	would	have	sparked	the	discussion	on	
how	 impact	 investment	 is	 different.	He	 is	 concerned	 there	 growing	 a	 perception	 that	
one	 can	 get	 “a	 free	 lunch	 and	 extra	 dessert”	 in	 terms	 of	 returns	 from	 impact	
investments	being	above	market.	Giselle	 added	 that	 the	question	 is	 “how	 to	 take	 the	
first	 step”.	 The	 report	 acknowledges	 the	 limitations	 of	 the	 sample.	 For	 her,	 the	 key	
takeaway	of	 the	 report	 is	 that	 “It	 is	possible	 to	achieve	market	 level	 returns	 for	PE	 in	
impact	 investment”.	 The	 report	 shows	 a	 lot	 of	 different	 cuts	 by	 vintage	 year	 and	
mentions	 the	 caveats	 of	 the	 data.	 They	 had	 funds	 in	 the	 database	 that	 were	 not	
included	 in	 the	 analysis	 for	 the	 report	 because	 they	 did	 not	 have	 enough	 data.	 Paul	
added	that	the	headline	is	important	because	many	people	only	read	the	headline	and	
might	take	it	as	their	objective	“if	it	is	possible	to	achieve	market	level	returns,	then	that	
is	what	we	are	going	to	go	for.”	Giselle	noted	that	the	market	is	very	diverse	and	there	
are	very	different	types	of	investors.	
	
Lisa	Sherk	(BlueOrchard)	noted	that	is	important	to	clarify	that	the	GIIN	benchmark	is	a	
report	for	PE	equity	funds	looking	for	market	 level	returns.	There	are	other	funds	that	
target	 lower	 rates	 of	 return.	 She	 asked	 how	 the	 results	would	 have	 been	 different	 if	
they	had	 included	 funds	 looking	 for	 lower	 rates	of	 return.	 This	would	help	 the	 report	
show	more	diversity	in	terms	of	the	financial	intentions	of	investors.	Giselle	added	that	
they	are	considering	adding	funds	seeking	lower	returns	for	their	next	version.	
	
Danielle	 Piskadlo	 (Center	 for	 Financial	 Inclusion	 at	 Accion)	 suggested	 looking	 at	 the	
different	reports	out	there	that	have	data	on	returns.		
	
Laura	Foose	added	that	in	the	spirit	to	increase	transparency	in	the	market	where	asset	
owners	would	be	able	to	understand	the	differences	 in	funds	 in	the	financial	 inclusion	
sector,	 the	 SPTF	 would	 like	 to	 propose	 an	 exercise	 were	MIVs	 chart	 their	 funds	 in	 a	
matrix	depending	on	 the	 financial	and	social	objectives	of	 the	 funds.	This	draft	matrix	
was	passed	around	to	participants.	It	intends	to	capture	the	development	objectives	of	
the	funds,	the	process	for	achieving	them	as	well	as	the	financial	objective.	Laura	asked	
investors	in	the	room	for	their	feedback	on	the	matrix.	
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Flory	Wilson	(GIIRS,	B	Lab)	added	that	they’ve	been	asking	all	their	funds	for	their	target	
IRR	and	that	investors	are	responding.	So	far	it	 looks	like	the	net	IRRs	are	aligned	with	
the	target	IRRs	–	even	when	the	range	is	big	(3-25%),	it	does	show	that	fund	managers	
seem	 to	 be	 setting	 realistic	 expectations	 in	 terms	 of	 what	 can	 be	 and	 what	 is	 being	
achieved.		
	
Measuring	Social	Impact:	Outcomes	vs.	Outputs	
Panelists:	Bobbi	Gray	(Freedom	from	Hunger	and	also	facilitator	of	the	SPTF	outcomes	
working	 group	 to	 develop	 outcome	 indicators	 on	 the	 topic	 of	 business),	 Barbara	
Magnoni	(EA	Consultants),	and	Kat	Harrison	(Acumen	Fund).	
	
Barabara	Magnoni	opened	the	session	by	mentioning	that	with	the	evolution	and	years	
of	 experience	 of	 the	 microfinance	 sector,	 more	 data	 is	 available	 every	 year.	 A	 big	
backlash/set	 back	 emerged	when	 a	 strict	 definition	 of	 impact	 became	mainstream	 as	
the	 “gold	 standard”	 (randomized	 trials).	 Instead	of	 focusing	on	 long,	 time	 consuming,	
costly	studies	we	need	to	 think	about	what	we	can	do	with	 the	 information	available.	
Today	we	 are	 at	 a	 point	when	we	 can	 talk	 about	measuring	outcomes.	Organizations	
often	have	much	more	data	than	they	analyze	and	use.	She	recommends	starting	with	a	
“skinny”	approach	of	 looking	at	 less	 indicators	but	using	 that	data	 to	 inform	decision-
making.	 She	 also	 recommends	 using	 “mixed	methods”	 –	 outcome	measurements	 can	
give	 you	 the	 “whats”	but	not	 the	 “whys”:	 	 focus	 groups	and	 in-person	 interviews	 can	
help	to	interpret	the	data.	
	
Bobbi	Gray	mentioned	many	of	the	efforts	so	far	in	terms	of	measuring	client	outcomes	
in	the	sector	 (SEEP/AIMS	client	assessment	tools,	Social	 Indicators	Project,	PPI,	MCWC	
Client	 Outcomes	 Assessment,	 Freedom	 From	 Hunger	 Health	 Outcomes	 Indicators,	
Gender	Performance	Initiative	of	WWB,	Microfinance	Genome,	MIX’s	Voice	of	the	Client	
Project,	 and	 the	 SPTF	Outcomes	Working	Group).	 The	 SPTF	 is	 looking	 at	 how	we	 can	
agree	on	a	standardized	theory	of	change	and	developing	common	outcome	indicators	
in	specific	areas	(as	prioritized	by	SPTF	members).	The	work	that	Bobbi	is	doing	with	the	
SPTF	 Outcomes	 Working	 Group	 to	 develop	 common	 business	 indicators	 is	 informed	
from	 the	 work	 she	 conducted	 with	 Freedom	 From	 Hunger	 on	 health	 indicators.	 The	
Health	Indicators	Working	Group	built	of	PPI	data	collection	and	added	strategic	health	
indicators	and	then	pilot	tested	them	in	India,	Peru,	and	the	Philippines.	The	following	
step	was	analyzing	the	indicators	that	were	most	useful	in	informing	what	organizations	
where	 looking	 for.	 The	 criteria	 used	 to	 assess	 the	 strength	 of	 an	 indicator	 includes	
feasibility	(being	measurable	by	an	MFI	and	reportable	in	a	survey),	usability	(short-term	
change,	 relevant	 to	 MFI,	 applicable	 for	 men	 and	 women),	 and	 reliability	 (can	 be	
benchmarked,	 provides	 consistent	 measures	 to	 the	 organization).	 The	 short	 list	 of	
health	outcome	indicators	recommended	is	available	in	the	final	report	of	this	study.	
	
The	 SPTF	Outcomes	Working	Group	 is	 following	 a	 similar	 process	 and	 criteria	 for	 the	
categories	 of	 business,	 resilience	 and	 poverty	 &	 assets	 indicators.	 The	 aim	 of	 the	
working	 group	 is	 to	 share	 short	 list	 of	 indicators	 at	 the	2016	 SPTF	Annual	Meeting	 in	
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Morocco	(May	30-June	2)	so	that	investors,	MFIs,	researchers	can	look	at	what	has	been	
developed	and	chose	the	indicators	that	make	most	sense	to	them.	The	long	term	goal	
is	 to	 pilot	 test	 indicator	 sets,	 applying	 different	 approaches	 (using	 hi	 and	 low	 tech	
methods).	Bobbi	encouraged	all	participants	to	provide	their	input	on	what	they	collect,	
what	they	find	useful.	She	also	encouraged	any	participants	interested	in	helping	launch	
the	pilot	to	please	reach	out	to	Laura	Foose.	
	
Kat	Harrison	(Acumen	Fund)	introduced	the	Lean	Data	approach	developed	by	Acumen	
Fund.	Intentions	and	what	happens	in	reality	can	be	very	different.	
Acumen	 looks	 at	 impact	 in	 3	 dimensions:	 breath	 (number	 of	 lives	 reached),	 depth	
(change	 to	 an	 end	 user’s	well	 being)	 and	 poverty	 focus.	 The	 sector	 often	 talks	 about	
outputs	(access)	but	not	so	much	about	outcomes	(improving	well	being).		
As	 an	 example	 of	 the	 Lean	 Data	 approach,	 Acumen	 surveyed	 +5,000	 customers	 in	 6	
weeks	 at	 a	 cost	of	 $2-4k	per	project.	 This	 gave	 them	 the	 “breath”	 (first	 dimension	of	
impact	they	look	at).	In	terms	of	the	“depth”	dimension	(understanding	whether	there	is	
meaningful	 change	 to	 the	 end	 user’s	well	 being)	 the	 questions	 to	 the	 end-users	 help	
them	understand	what	is	important	and	valued	by	the	end	users	(open	ended	questions,	
vs.	yes/no	questions	that	start	from	an	assumption	from	the	researcher	of	what	is	more	
important	for	the	end	user).	For	measuring	“poverty	focus”	dimension	(third	dimension	
of	impact	they	look	at)	Acumen	uses	the	PPI	tool.	
	
Guidelines	on	Outcomes	Measurement,	Analysis	and	Reporting	for	Investors		
Daniel	Rozas	 (on	behalf	of	eMFP)	 introduced	 the	work	 that	eMFP	and	SPTF	are	doing	
together	in	outcomes.	Lucia	Spaggiari	(Microfinanza	rating	and	also	consultant	hired	by	
SPTF	and	eMFP	 to	 lead	 the	work	on	developing	guidelines	 for	 investors	on	measuring	
social	outcomes)	provided	an	overview	and	progress	of	her	work	in	this	area	to	date.	
	
The	guidelines	look	at	answering	two	questions:	

1. Why	should	social	outcomes	be	important	for	investment	managers?	
2. How	to	do	it?	–	How	can	we	build	incentives	that	align	with	asset	owners,	asset	

managers,	and	financial	institutions	so	that	we	can	have	social	accountability?	
a. Asset	 owners:	 provide	 guidance	 to	 asset	 owners	 on	 common	 language	

and	 reasonable	 social	 outcome	 expectations	 as	well	 as	 on	mechanisms		
to	hold	funds	accountable	for	social	outcomes	(not	applicable	to	financial	
first	funds)	

b. Fund	 managers:	 define	 transparent	 and	 social	 financial	 goals	 of	 funds	
(distinguish	 social	 first	 and	 financial	 first),	 integrate	 social	 outcomes	 in	
decision-making	

c. Financial	 institutions:	 support	 the	 improvement	 of	 social	 outcome	
management	and	 incentivize	 the	use	of	social	outcome	data	 in	decision	
making	

	
Lucia	shared	some	examples	of	outcome	management	for	MFIs.	
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Barbara	 Rademaker	 (Triple	 Jump)	 shared	 briefly	 two	 case	 studies	 they	 conducted	 on	
social	outcomes	with	Barbara	Magnoni	at	EA	Consultants	with	the	aim	to	improve	data	
management	 financial	 institutions	 in	 Latin	 America.	 The	 case	 studies	 are	 available	 on	
the	Triple	 Jump	website	 for	download.	 Isolating	 social	performance	management	as	a	
stand-alone	 area	 doesn’t	 work.	 It	 has	 to	 be	 integrated	 into	 the	 other	 areas	 of	 the	
institution,	 such	 as	 risk	 management	 and	 product	 development.	 Their	 impact	 study	
showed	 that	 the	main	problem	was	 the	data	management	 (institutions	had	 too	much	
data),	they	are	working	now	in	extracting	the	most	valuable	data	and	integrating	in	into	
decision	making.	
	
Kawien	Ziedses	des	Plantes	(Oikocredit)	added	that	social	performance	is	very	important	
to	 them,	particularly	because	 they	are	a	 cooperative	and	 their	members	ask	about	 it.	
Oikocredit	does	not	have	a	theory	of	change.	Their	cooperative	members	expect	a	social	
return	and	a	financial	return	of	2%.	Their	investors	expect	a	lot	of	Oikocredit	as	well	and	
are	 in	 constant	 communication	 with	 them.	 She	 agreed	 with	 others	 that	 the	 biggest	
challenge	of	MFI	when	it	comes	to	outcomes	measurement	is	not	the	availability	but	the	
use	of	data.	To	help	MFIs	manage	the	data	they	have	in	a	lasting	way,	Oikocredit	works	
closely	with	the	staff	of	the	MFI.	They	ask	for	a	commitment	to	work	with	them	on	this	
topic	which	includes	dedicating	a	week	to	a	training	on	analyzing	data.	
	
A	draft	of	the	investor	guidelines	will	be	presented	at	the	SPTF	Annual	Meeting	in	June.	
	
	
Voice	of	the	Client	
	
MIX	
MIX	presented	the	Voice	of	the	Client	pilot	project	in	India	and	Peru	-	a	joint	initiative	by	
Hivos	 and	 MIX	 to	 strengthen	 the	 application	 of	 Client	 Protection	 Principles	 in	
microfinance	 and	 ensure	 that	 financial	 services	 are	 tailored	 to	 clients’	 needs.		 The	
initiative	 leveraged	 mobile	 technology	 for	 FSPs	 to	 reach	 out	 to	 clients	 to	 uncover	
potential	 issues	 affecting	 their	 satisfaction	 with	 the	products	 and	 services	 offered.	 It	
represents	 a	 novel	 attempt	 to	 create	 benchmarks	 based	 on	 client-level	 data	with	 the	
aim	 of	 providing	 FSPs	 and	 funders	 with	 actionable	 data	 sourced	 directly	 from	 clients	
that	can	be	leveraged	to	address	areas	of	weakness	and	improve	operations.	
	
The	methodology	used	for	the	project	integrated	Interactive	Voice	Response	(IVR),	call	
center	 and	 face-to-face	 methods.	 The	 project	 phases	 included:	 design	 (intro	 call	 to	
clients	 and	 questionnaire	 review),	 set	 up	 (define	 timelines,	 roles,	 responsibilities),	
orientation	 (onboard	 pilot	 managers),	 data	 capture	 (in-field	 data	 collection),	 and	
analysis	(MIX	runs	analysis	and	delivers	the	final	report)	
	
There	 were	 two	 pilots,	 one	 in	 India	 and	 one	 in	 Peru.	 Each	 had	 4	 MFIs	 survey	 their	
clients.	 5	 of	 the	 7	 Client	 Protection	 Principles	 (Smart	 Campaign)	were	 assessed	 in	 33	
questions.		
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The	general	findings	included:		
• High	level	of	satisfaction	by	clients	with	the	customer	service	of	the	MFI	
• Loan	repayment	issues	in	Peru	(in	line	with	Daniel	Rozas’	MIMOSA	presentation	on	

Day	1)	
• Mixed	results	on	loan	interest	rates	awareness	before	accepting	the	loan	
• IVR	methodology	seems	to	tend	to	less	positive	answers	to	sensitive	questions	and	

higher	perceived	condition	of	anonymity.	
	
Smart	Campaign	
Smart	conducted	research	to	better	understand	clients’	experiences	with	FSPs	and	their	
thoughts	on	what	constitutes	good	and	bad	 treatment.	The	study	was	conducted	 in	4	
markets:	Peru,	Georgia,	Pakistan,	Benin.		
The	 methodology	 used	 combined	 focus	 groups,	 individual	 interviews,	 and	 photos	
submitted	by	 clients	 on	what	 represents	 to	 them	good	 and	bad	 treatment	 (for	 about	
100	clients	per	country)	as	well	as	surveys	to	indicate	incidence	–	“has	this	happened	to	
you?”	(for	about	1,000	clients	per	country).	
	
The	key	findings	include:	

1. Clients	have	a	voice	and	want	to	express	their	opinion		
2. Clients	 face	 different	 issues	 in	 developed	 vs.	 developing	 countries	 (especially	

shaming	and	abuse)	
3. There	is	a	need	for	authentic	transparency	--	lack	of	transparency	leaves	clients	

feeling	 cheated,	 and	 when	 being	 transparent	 on	 pricing,	 providing	 APRs	 isn’t	
necessarily	 enough.	 	 Prices	 must	 be	 explained	 to	 clients	 in	 a	 way	 they	
understand.	Furthermore,	 in	Georgia	 loans	 issued	 in	US	dollars	are	a	 cause	 for	
concern.	

4. Even	if	rare,	shaming	of	clients	causes	lasting	pain	and	suffering		
5. Credit	bureaus	are	important	but	misunderstood		
6. Clients	don’t	know	about	(or	believe	in)	complaints/	recourse	mechanisms		

	
What	should	the	industry	do	to	respond?	

1. Reframe	Transparency		
2. Demonstrate	Empathy	and	Flexibility		even	if	incidence	is	low	
3. Develop	 Platforms	 to	 Hear	 and	 Respond	 to	 Client	 Voice	 	 -	 use	 mechanism	

embedded	in	institutions	operations	as	much	as	possible	
	
Next	steps	for	Smart	Campaign:	

1. Smart	 is	 already	 incorporating	 the	 findings	 into	 Standards	 2.0	 (e.g.,	 better	
indicators/standards	for	group	lending	

2. Step	up	work	on	grievance	redress	
3. Create	 platforms	 for	 Client	 Voices	 –	 improve	mechanisms	 through	which	MFIs	

can	 inform	 on	 a	 more	 regular	 basis	 with	 their	 clients	 on	 their	 roles	 and	
responsibilities	 (client	 facing	 campaigns),	 ensure	 there	 are	 mechanisms	 for	
clients	 to	 be	 able	 to	 communicate	 with	 the	MFI	 and	 listen	 to	 clients	 to	 learn	
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more	 about	 client	 protection	 progress,	 benefits	 and	 challenges	 (expand	 IVR	
surveys,	use	client	speak	videos,	client	voice	research	in	new	markets)	

	
Harmonizing	Efforts	and	Sharing	Learnings	in	Impact	Investment		
In	 response	 to	 investor	 working	 group	 members’	 demand	 from	 the	 meeting	 in	
Luxembourg	 in	 2015	 as	well	 as	 questions	 raised	 by	 other	 impact	 investors	 about	 the	
alignment	 and	 overlap	 between	 the	 indicators	 in	 the	 Universal	 Standards/SPI4	 with	
indicators	in	IRIS	and	in	the	GIIRS	rating,	SPTF	partnered	with	the	IRIS	(GIIN)	and	GIIRS	(B	
Lab)	teams	to	develop	a	mapping	of	the	current	level	of	alignment	of	indicators.	
	
GIIRS	–	Flory	Wilson	(B	Lab)	mentioned	that	the	B	Impact	Assessment	(BIA)	Microfinance	
Addendum	is	the	part	of	GIIRS	that	applies	to	MFIs	and	hence	where	the	overlap	with	
SPI4	indicators	is	relevant.	The	baseline	mapping	conducted	by	the	SPTF	and	GIIRS	
revealed	that	of	the	67	indicators	in	the	microfinance	industry	addendum,	88%	of	them	
matched	concepts	assessed	by	the	SPI4	(this	includes	exact	matches	as	well	as	partial	
matches,	where	the	same	concept	is	evaluated	but	the	language	used	to	ask	about	the	
concept	differs	somewhat).	
The	challenge	in	alignment	of	the	two	sets	of	indicators	is	that	the	subjective	nature	of	
questions	 in	 GIIRS	 makes	 objective	 self-reporting	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 deep	 third-party	
validation	nearly	impossible.	
	
IRIS	 –	 Kelly	 McCarthy	 (GIIN)	 explained	 that	 IRIS	 looks	 at	 collaborating	 with	 existing	
initiatives	as	much	as	possible.	IRIS	updates	their	catalogue	every	2	years.	In	2015,	the	
IRIS	 and	 SPTF	 teams	 worked	 together	 to	 understand	 the	 existing	 level	 of	 overlap	
between	IRIS	metrics	relevant	for	financial	inclusion	and	the	SPI4	metrics.		
IRIS	includes	metrics	for	investors	with	varying	impact	objectives	who	often	operate	in	
multiple	sectors.	As	such,	for	this	alignment,	the	IRIS	and	SPTF	teams	worked	to	define	
the	subset	of	IRIS	metrics	that	are	applicable	to	financial	services	providers.	Within	this	
subset,	56%	of	IRIS	metrics	align	to	indicators	in	the	SPI4	tool.	This	significant	overlap	
amongst	the	two	sets	of	metrics	indicates	strong	consensus	on	the	key	topics	that	relate	
to	impact	investors	focused	on	the	issue	of	responsible	financial	services.	The	most	
extensive	areas	of	overlap	include	human	resource	management,	consumer	protection	
practices,	and	environmental	responsibility.		
	
Kelly	 clarified	 that	 IRIS	 metrics	 catalogue	 is	 very	 broad	 and	 only	 about	 half	 of	 it	 is	
relevant	 to	 financial	 inclusion,	 and	 even	with	 financial	 inclusion	 it	 applies	 not	 just	 to	
MFIs	but	also	 to	SMEs	and	other	 type	of	 institutions.	 In	 the	 IRIS	catalog,	every	metric	
page	shows	the	reference	to	its	relevant	initiative.	
Some	 of	 the	 main	 benefits	 of	 this	 alignment	 include	 reducing	 confusion	 among	
stakeholders/all	 talking	the	same	 language,	 reducing	reporting	burden	on	MFIs,	ability	
to	benchmark,	increased	transparency.	
	
As	 next	 steps,	 both	 the	 IRIS	 and	 the	 SPTF	 teams	 will	 continue	 to	 work	 together	 on	
understanding	and	improving	the	level	of	alignment	of	their	indicators.	
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Anna	Kanze	 (Grassroots)	 shared	 their	experience	using	GIIRS	and	SPI4.	Caroline	Vance	
(Deutsche	 Bank)	 also	 shared	 their	 experience	 using	 IRIS	 and	 the	 SPI4	 ALINUS.	 Both	
mentioned	a	benefit	of	GIIRS	being	able	to	assess	the	whole	portfolio	and	a	benefit	of	
SPI4	being	closer	to	the	language	spoken	by	MFIs.	Ximena	Escobar	de	Nogales	(Bamboo	
Finance)	 shared	 their	 experience	 and	 rationale	 for	 using	 IRIS	 and	 conducting	 GIIRS	
assessments.	 She	 asked	 Flory	 whether	 the	 value	 of	 GIIRS	 is	 more	 relevant	 for	 asset	
owners	 than	 for	 MFIs.	 Flory	 mentioned	 that	 part	 of	 the	 value	 for	 the	 MFIs	 is	 going	
through	 the	 process	 of	 conducting	 the	 rating	 and	 the	 feedback/reports	 they	 receive	
after	it.	
	
As	 some	MIVs	 are	 considering	 dropping	 their	 own	 tools	 to	 adopt	 the	 SPI4	 tool,	 Dina	
asked	about	the	role	that	SPI4	could	play	with	the	other	tools.	Flory	mentioned	that	 if	
there	is	enough	interest/demand,	GIIRS	could	build	a	template	to	incorporate	the	SPI4	
filled	 in	 questionnaires/data.	 Cecile	 mentioned	 that	 SPI4	 can	 also	 learn	 from	 the	
feedback	received	by	IRIS	and	GIIRS	to	increase	alignment.	The	next	version	of	the	SPI4	
for	the	organizational	data	(best	match	with	 IRIS)	can	further	 incorporate	 IRIS	metrics.	
Also,	the	SPI4	can	integrate	data	from	the	MIX	and	could	explore	integrating	data	from	
other	 tools,	 e.g.,	 GIIRS.	 Cerise	 also	 has	 an	 agreement	 with	 the	 raters	 to	 verify	 the	
information	submitted	by	SPI4	users.	
	
Cecile	added	that	 the	 feedback	 from	the	 field	 is	very	positive	 in	 terms	of	harmonizing	
efforts	and	resources	and	how	that	reduces	their	reporting	burden.	
	
To	 the	 comments	 of	 Kathy	 Guis	 from	 Kiva	 and	 Assad	 Mahmood	 from	 Sima	 Funds	
questioning	 the	pace	of	harmonization	of	our	 industry	and	calling	 for	 simplification	of	
the	way	we	assess	social	performance,	Ximena	responded	that	building	consensus	in	an	
industry	takes	time	and	we	are	going	in	the	right	direction.	It	would	be	nice	to	be	able	to	
go	 faster,	 but	 when	 looking	 at	 other	 industries,	 building	 consensus	 takes	 time.	 Dina	
added	 that	 the	 industry	 has	 never	 been	 as	 close	 as	 now	 to	 have	 a	 common	 social	
statement.	The	SPI4	is	there,	it	is	up	to	us	to	use	it	more	broadly	so	that	it	can	become	
the	industry	social	statement.	
	
Isabelle	Barres	added	 the	 importance	of	being	as	 simple	as	possible	and	collaborating	
with	each	other,	but	also	we	need	to	do	a	better	 job	at	showing	progress	of	what	we	
achieve	 to	 the	 world.	 For	 example,	 Smart	 usually	 communicates	 the	 number	 of	
endorsers	and	the	number	of	 institutions	that	are	certified,	but	not	all	the	ones	 in	the	
middle.	 And	 communicating	 all	 the	 work	 in	 progress	 is	 important	 to	 continue	 to	
motivate	others	to	engage.	
		
To	 add	 to	 the	 harmonization	 of	 efforts,	 SPTF	 is	 collaborating	with	 Symbiotics	 in	 their	
2016	 MIV	 survey	 (10th	 anniversary	 of	 the	 survey)	 to	 introduce	 some	 new	 social	
indicators	 in	 the	 questionnaire.	 The	 survey	 will	 be	 launched	 in	 April,	 results	 will	 be	
available	 in	 September	 and	 we	 encourage	 all	 MIVs	 to	 complete	 it	 so	 that	 we	 can	
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continue	 to	 gather	 data,	 develop	 a	 base	 for	 new	 data	 on	 non	 financial	 objectives.	
Furthermore,	it	being	the	10th	anniversary	of	the	survey,	the	2016	report	will	be	able	to	
show	trends	with	10	years	of	data.	
	
Social	Impact	Bonds	and	Pay	For	Success	Models		
	
Jennifer	Signori	(Bridges	Ventures)	gave	an	overview	of	how	Social	Impact	Bonds	(SIBs)	
work	and	the	experience	of	Bridges	Ventures	with	this	model.	
SIBs	are	still	relatively	small	–	the	average	size	is	$5M	
In	 the	 UK,	 SIBs	 have	 been	 used	 to	 fund	 programs	 in	 youth	 employment,	 children	
services,	 homelessness	 and	 health	 and	 social	 care.	 	 In	 a	 basic	 SBI	 model,	 funds	 are	
invested	to	pay	for	the	services	of	a	given	service	provider	and	investors	are	paid	on	the	
success	 of	 the	 provider	 in	 achieving	 pre-determined	 outcomes,	 such	 as	 #	 of	 youth	
employed,	#	of	homeless	housed,	etc..	The	payer	is	typically	a	public/	government	entity	
that	enjoy	financial	savings	as	a	result	of	the	positive	outcomes	achieved.	
Bridges	has	supported	14	contracts	being	delivered	by	22	impact-driven	organizations	in	
the	 UK.	 They	 have	 played	 the	 role	 of	 investor	 but	 also	 providing	 education	 to	 other	
actors.	
The	 structure	of	 SIBs	 can	 take	many	different	 forms	depending	on	 the	market.	When	
determining	the	payment,	typically	outputs	are	compared	to	a	control	group.	
The	flow	of	funds	tends	to	have	a	large	debt	component.	
	
Bridges	Ventures’	learnings:	
One	of	the	keys	is	aligning	incentives	of	the	different	actors	involved.		
There	 is	 a	 big	 role	 to	 be	 played	 around	 coordination,	 SIBs	 bring	 together	 actors	 that	
would	otherwise	not	necessarily	be	involved	with	each	other.	
What	in	their	experience	has	worked	well	is	being	as	clear	as	possible	with	the	goals	to	
be	achieved	and	to	give	service	providers	an	incentive	to	over-deliver.	
	
Björn	Strüwer	(Roots	of	Impact)	provided	an	overview	of	Social	Impact	Incentives	(SIINC)	
–	 a	model	 that	 brings	 together	 investors,	 social	 enterprises	 and	 an	 “outcome	 payer”	
(who	pays	for	impact	achieved).	
	
The	 difference	 with	 a	 social	 impact	 bond	 is	 that	 the	 payments	 go	 directly	 to	 the	
business.	In	this	sense	it	 is	a	bit	more	entrepreneurial.	The	shared	risk	is	not	only	with	
the	investor	but	also	with	the	entrepreneur	to	accomplish	the	targets.	
	
The	key	 is	 to	have	aligned	 incentives	–	both	 investors	 and	 social	 enterprises	 are	both	
committed	to	impact	performance.	
	
There	are	$130B	in	US	Aid,	the	challenge	is	how	to	use	these	funds	in	the	most	effective	
way	possible.		
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Louise	Moretto	mentioned	that	 in	the	beginning	of	SIBs	 in	the	US,	there	was	a	“safety	
cushion”	 to	 help	 guarantee	 the	 risk	 being	 taken,	 with	 some	 principal	 guarantees	
provided	 by	 payers	 (Rockefeller	 Foundation,	 Bloomberg	 Philanthropies	 etc.).	 Jennifer	
added	that	as	the	sector	and	 industry	evolves,	 this	safety/guarantee	 is	expected	to	go	
down.	The	simpler	the	structure	in	her	opinion,	the	more	straight	forward	and	scalable	
the	model.	
	
Service	providers	 so	 far	 tend	 to	be	non	profits	who	use	 the	SIB	as	an	alternative	 to	a	
grant.	
	
Conclusions:	
Jurgen	 closed	 the	 meeting	 by	 mentioning	 the	 fantastic	 coordination	 of	 the	 sector	 in	
many	 of	 the	 initiatives	 discussed	 today,	 particularly	 in	 harmonizing	 investor	 due	
diligence	and	monitoring	social	performance.	Another	central	topic	discussed	in	the	last	
few	days	was	the	importance	of	finding	a	way	to	continue	to	keep	pricing	transparency	
in	 the	agenda.	Dina	added	 the	 importance	 for	 increased	endorsement	and	use	of	 the	
reasonable	covenants,	and	the	need	to	increase	in	communication	with	asset	owners	to	
align	incentives	(and	using	the	PIIF	as	a	platform	to	reach	out	to	them).	We	have	done	
great	 progress	 on	 developing	 outcome	 indicators	 and	 guidelines/methodology	 for	
investors	to	use	them.	Laura	added	that	the	SPTF	will	share	with	all	meeting	participants	
a	 proposal	 to	 pilot	 test	 the	 indicators	 being	 developed	 (both	 with	 financial	 service	
providers	 in	 the	 field	 and	 with	 investor	 involved).	 Dina	 reminded	 the	 group	 of	 the	
existence	 of	 financial	 return	 data	 (as	 the	 one	 discussed	 in	 the	 GIIN	 report)	 in	 the	
Symbiotics	 surveys.	 Leticia	 encouraged	 all	 investors	 to	 participate	 in	 the	 2016	 MIV	
Survey	conducted	by	Symbiotics.	Laura	and	Jurgen	added	that	the	group	will	meet	again	
at	the	SPTF	Annual	Meeting	in	Morocco	May	30-June	2.	Laura	asked	the	group	if	at	the	
annual	meeting,	they	would	like	to	join	the	outcomes	working	group	discussion,	or	have	
a	separate/their	own	discussion	on	outcomes.	Proparco	mentioned	they	are	interested	
in	supporting	the	rating	agency	model	for	pricing	transparency	but	that	the	proposition	
on	 everybody’s	 role	 should	 be	 refined	 and	 next	 steps	 on	 this	 discussion	 should	 be	
spelled	out.	Jurgen	mentioned	that	we	should	try	to	have	1-2	discussion	rounds	before	
the	June	meeting	and	also	that	it	is	clear	that	this	topic	will	be	an	important	element	of	
the	agenda	of	the	group.	Dina	encouraged	all	investors	to	test	the	SPI4	ALINUS	–	and	if	
possible	 to	do	 so	within	 the	next	 30	days	 so	 that	 feedback	 received	by	Cerise	 can	be	
incorporated	into	the	revised	version	of	the	tool	to	be	launched	in	June.	
	
	


