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ABSTRACT 

 

In this work we propose a streamlined and effective method of implementing Social Added 

Value (SAV) in public tenders. In the first part we introduce the notion of SAV and why it 

should be taken into account during tenders. In the second part we propose a method to 

calculate SAV made by three different modules: “social and economic added value 

distribution”, “social and environmental transparency” and “economic health”. In the last part 

we suggest a possible use of the methodology by policy makers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

The current scenario sees an increasing withdrawal of the State in many sectors of the welfare 

it had traditionally the duty to operate such as long term continuative health assistance for 

elderly persons or kindergarten (Aronson-Neysmith 1997). This is due both to a higher level 

of debt in many countries and of the economic crisis started in 2008, which are forcing States 

to cut public expenditure (Lora-Olivera 2007). 

Since certain services are still necessary to a large amount of population, the pursuit of 

alternatives requires an active role of the State in developing alternative frameworks. In fact, 

the budget cuts experienced by the welfare state, and consequent changes in the structure of 

social services, leave the door open to new actors and solutions (Fabricant-Burghardt 1992). 

Strong encouragement is currently being given to the involvement of third sector 

organizations - including social enterprises - in such opening (Simmons 2008). Findings show 

that in many cases these social enterprises are able to create synergy with the State (Borzaga 

2002) through improved input/output ratios, commitment to meeting social objectives and 

wider stakeholder involvement (Fabricant-Burghardt 1992). 

Until the '80s, the public sector was recognized as the main keeper of social instances. This 

institutional structure started changing during the '80s: the growing demand for services of 

social value and its faster increasing differentiation on one hand, and the fiscal crisis related to 

the welfare systems on the other, has created development opportunities for not for profit 

organisation which deliver services of social utility (Borzaga 2005). However, defining these 

new types of organization simply as “not for profit” - i.e. as organizations identified only or 

primarily from the requirement of not distributing profits - is not sufficient to grasp their 

specific traits: that is why the concept of social enterprise has popularized. 

With the term “social enterprise”, we can identify "those organizations whose main 

characteristic is not the subjective distribution constraint but the combination of an 

entrepreneurial nature, with its connotations of voluntarism, autonomy, risk and drive to 

innovate, with the production of a service which benefits the communities they serve, or 

particular groups of citizens” (Borzaga 2005). 

The social economy represents 10% of all European enterprises; this means 2 million of 

companies, which represent 6% of total employment (CNEL 2010). 

For what concerns Italian legislation, the Legislative Decree 155/2006 clarifies that the 

achievement of "social enterprise" status is accessible to all private non-profit organizations 

"whose main and stable activity is finalized to the production or trade of social utility goods 



 

or services, designed to achieve objectives of general interest". The Italian legislation does not 

provide fiscal incentives for organizations that acquire the “social enterprise” status. 

Moreover, an institution that aspires to acquire the legal status of social enterprise needs to fit 

four procedural and substantive requirements: 1) constitution by public act; 2) Not for profit 

orientation; 3) Stable social utility activities 4) “Social enterprise” naming 5) obligation to 

publish an yearly social report. Table 1 shows the type and number of enterprises in Italy 

which fit the definition of Social Enterprise given by Borzaga which will be used through this 

paper. 

 

Table 1 - Total number of Social Enterprises in Italy*  

Type of enterprise Total number in Italy 

Cooperative Type A  4.345 (ISTAT 2007) 

Cooperative Type B 2.419 (ISTAT 2007) 

Cooperative of Mixed Type (A+B) 31 (ISTAT 2007) 

Consortia of cooperatives  284 (ISTAT 2007) 

Social Enterprise constituted according to law 155/06 517 (UNIONCAMERE 2009) 

Other not for profit enterprises** 2.632 (IRIS Network 2009) 

 

Note: 

* Using the definition of Social Enterprise given by Borzaga (2005).  

** They can be Joint-stock companies, limited liability companies and other forms of enterprises which decide 

in their statutes not to redistribute profits but to reinvest them in their activities. 

 

Social Enterprises are an important part of the economy in Italy as they employ approximately 

325.000 workers (UNIONCAMERE 2008) and provide essential services especially in health-

care and employment for disadvantaged people. Most of the Social Enterprises receive their 

earnings by winning tenders from the Public Sector for the provision of specific services such 

as assistance to elderly and disabled people, cleaning, gardening etc.  

The Public Sector externalizes these services to Social Enterprises in order to have a less 

costly and more efficient delivery of the services (Battistella 2001, Borzaga 2002) but also 

because there is the idea that Social Enterprises have a higher Social Added Value than other 

types of enterprises. 

“Added value can be defined as the extra benefit created by an organisation that delivers a 

positive outcome (for people, the environment, the community or the local economy) in the 

process of creating goods or delivering services for which a client or customer pays” (NEF 

2005). 



 

A fundamental issue with Social Added Value (SAV) is that it’s very difficult to be measured 

in an objective way and at the moment no universal method to calculate SAV is used. 

The lack of a standard calculation method represents both a problem and an opportunity for 

Social Enterprises. On one hand, it’s a problem for those Social Enterprises that produce SAV 

for the community and the environment but are unable to communicate it in an objective way 

to Local Authorities, funds, community etc., and thus do not materially benefit from this.  

On the other hand it’s an opportunity for those Social Enterprises that, in spite of their legal 

status, don’t actually produce SAV or don’t produce it as much as they could but benefit all 

the same by the “idea” that Social Enterprises produce more SAV than other forms of 

enterprises.  

The problem of measuring SAV is also related to competition. Competition to Social 

Enterprises can be made by the for-profit enterprises which can offer services at a lower price 

than the Social Enterprise not having to comply to a social objective; but it can  also be 

among for-profit enterprises which produce more SAV and others that produce less.  

The authors’ idea is that any form of enterprise produces SAV even if at different levels.  It is 

therefore important for local authorities concerned with social issues to try to take into 

account Social Added Value when externalizing services, thus not relying on the assumption 

that a particular form of enterprise produces more Social Added Value than another.  

Another reason to take into account SAV in tenders is that most of the tenders in Italy use the 

system of the lowest price. This has several negative implications both for the firm’s point of 

view and for the local authorities issuing the tender. In fact in order to offer the lowest price 

and win the tender the firm could reduce quality standards, the remuneration of its human 

resources etc. which have a negative impact on the SAV produced. Giving to the enterprises 

the possibility to access to a short-list decided on the basis of SAV calculation would make 

possible to reduce this detrimental behaviour and reduce also concurrency among low SAV 

enterprises and high SAV enterprises. In order to take into account SAV in tenders, where 

neutrality of proceedings and compliance with competition rules appear as an essential 

precondition, SAV should be objectively measured as there should be no space of doubt on 

the measures and for recrimination by other tender participants.  In the following chapters we 

will expose the measuring method of the SAV we have specifically elaborated for tenders, we 

will then show the results of a case study applied on social cooperatives and tenders in the 

Tuscany Region in Italy and the expected effects for firms, public authorities and the society 

as a whole of applying the calculation methodology for awarding contracts through tenders.        

 



 

 

2. THE CALCULATION METHOD 

 

In order to use a measure of the SAV in tenders we had to develop a method of calculation 

which responds to the following criteria: low cost, objective, applicable to different kinds of 

organizations and which gives to the policy maker the possibility to influence social and 

environmental needs through tenders. If on the one hand it is true that social added value 

comprises elements that are as relevant as difficult to measure such as intangible assets, on the 

other hand it is also true that a not completely objective method would not be appropriate in 

the case of competitive tenders, where the objectivity of proceedings and compliance with 

competition rules appear as a fundamental prerequisite. 

In our methodology we considered SAV in a holistic way. SAV is generated by the activities 

of the enterprise (be that a Social Enterprise or a for-profit enterprise), by it’s means of 

production, the policies the enterprise adopts etc. Therefore we didn’t focus on calculating 

shadow prices1 or in thinking of all possible impacts of the enterprise on the environment, the 

community, the workers and their families but just on the features which enable the creation 

of the SAV indicated above. We therefore shifted from measuring impact to measuring input 

and process. Moreover it’s also important that the vehicle with which the SAV is produced (in 

our case the enterprise) is healthy and sustainable and distributes the economic added value 

(EAV) to all relevant stakeholders. 

Therefore the calculation method we developed consists of three main modules: “social and 

economic added value distribution”, “social and environmental transparency” and “economic 

health”. The modular configuration is needed to efficiently combine objectivity, 

comprehensiveness and rigor of evaluation in the measurement of performances.  

The use of multiple modules enables us to focus the attention on the constituting aspects of 

social added value (quantitative and qualitative, tangible and intangible, economic and socio-

environmental, etc.). 

 

 

2.1 Income distribution Module 

 

The first module which we called “Income distribution” has a quantitative connotation and 

                                                
1 E.g. The well known SROI (Social Return on Investment) methodology attributes shadow prices which are 

decided by the research team and is not enough objective in the case of a tender competition. 



 

includes the reclassification of the income statement of the considered business in order to 

calculate the added value created by the organization and to emphasize its distribution to 

relevant stakeholders, using a method which is consistent with the work of the Italian research 

group “Gruppo di Studi sul Bilancio Sociale”2 (2002) . To this end, an appropriate set of 

stakeholders is identified, together with an appropriate set of indicators/distribution channels 

of the added value for each of them. 

Consequently, the use of this methodology requires special attention in response to the 

characteristics of the organizations under review and its respective field of activity. This 

module, while being fully compatible with the latest trends in social accountings, could be 

further enhanced with innovative tools during next stages of the research3.  

While social enterprises are established for purposes other than profit, an assessment of the 

financial sphere retains an important role: the proper tools of management control systems are 

therefore needed to measure an organization's ability to achieve economic balance 

management, a requirement which in the long run can not be ignored. Moreover the social 

objectives of an organization are reachable only if there is a sufficient level of economic 

vitality: this is true for the associations and foundations, but even more for social enterprises 

that are primarily businesses. 

In measuring the economic performance of the "post-capitalistic" enterprise, the most 

significant tool is probably represented by the added value (AV), whose production on the 

one hand, and distribution, on the other, are two fundamental aspects of the company's wealth 

(Montrone 2001). Added Value is the result of a "social reading" of the traditional income 

statement. 

Following Bagnoli (2010), with reference to a cooperative enterprise, "the reclassification of 

the income statements in order to quantify the Social-Economic Added Value (SEAV) 

actually produced and the associated beneficiaries passes through the comparison between the 

produced value and the consumed value. Tables 2.1 and 2.2 relate to the determination and 

distribution of Social-Economic Added Value in the case of a standard enterprise. 

The resulting added value is used to reward the participation in the production process by all 

those subjects involved in the enterprise system. After calculating net global added value, it is 

                                                
2 http://www.gruppobilanciosociale.org/ 
3 Indeed, prospects for a future research could include comparison of social added value created by social 

enterprise and traditional company. To provide a service at a lower price is a benefit for the community but may 

reduce the social added value: this contrast, with its theoretical and practical implications, has to be analysed 

with attention. 



 

possible to define the share ratios of its distribution to stakeholders: workers, community and 

public administration, creditors and investors. In other words, each of these groups of 

stakeholders obtains a certain percentage of social added value. 

 

 

Table 2.1 – Calculation of total social added value 
 

  REVENUES  € 

     

- COST OF SALES € 

     

= OPERATE INCOME  € 

     

+ Personnel costs € 

+ Amortization € 

     

= TYPICAL SOCIAL ADDED VALUE € 

     

+ Financial incomes € 

+ Extraordinary income and charges  € 

+ Financial corrections € 

     

= GLOBAL NET SOCIAL ADDED VALUE € 
 

 

Table 2.2 – Distribution of social economic added value to stakeholders 
 

% PERSONNEL REMUNERATION % THRESHOLD POINTS 
 - Not employed staff    
 - Employees    
     
% COMMUNITY     
 - Taxes    
 - Donations    
     
% CREDIT CAPITAL REMUNERATION    
 - Interests on short-term capital    
 - Interests on long-term capital    



 

     
% VENTURE CAPITAL REMUNERATION    
 - Dividends    
     
% ENTERPRISE REMUNERATION    
 - Changes in reserves     
 - Amortization    
     
100% GOBAL NET ADDED VALUE    
Total Points:  

 
Source: Gruppo di studio sul bilancio sociale 2001. 

 

Thus, once the percentage of SEAV has been calculated, it is possible to evaluate the 

relevance of each group of stakeholders in the distribution process of SEAV by the enterprise. 

In other terms, on the one hand, one enterprise could prioritize the distribution of SEAV to its 

workers trough the adoption of higher direct (wages) or indirect (social security contributions) 

retributions, while, on the other hand, other organizations could prefer to remunerate its 

investors. Moreover, using the same assessment mechanism we could find out that a certain 

enterprise has a higher attitude at contributing to its community trough donations or fiscal 

contributions instead of distributing higher dividends to its shareholders.  

In this module the policymaker can identify a threshold for each of the six indicators over 

which the enterprise is awarded one point for a total of five points in the module. 

   

 

2.2 Social and Environmental module 

 

Evaluating the performance of the economic dimension is necessary but not sufficient. In 

order to effectively evaluate the success of a social enterprise there is the need, as we stated in 

the introductory part of this work, to adopt a multidimensional approach, capable of taking 

into account both the economic and the social dimension. The social dimension refers to the 

level at which the organization can answer to social needs. In the case of a Social Enterprise, 

the purpose for which it has been established and in whose perspective should be managed is 

answering to one or more social needs; however also a more traditional for profit enterprise 

could answer to social needs without having them as it’s primary purpose. As a result, all the 

quantitative or qualitative analysis that can shed light on the social efficiency of an 

organization fall in this area, although the social effectiveness is generally intangible and 

difficult to measure (Kanter-Moss-Summers 1987).  



 

The “Social and environmental” module is a checklist of social and environmental factors that 

should enable the assessment of the performance of the business. This module points out the 

good social and environmental practices initiated by the enterprise and the degree of attention 

it has towards its stakeholders from an accountability point of view4. The checklist is 

presented in table 2.3 and takes into account: the publication of a social report, the presence of 

socio-environmental certifications, policies for selecting ethical and environmentally 

conscious suppliers, the reintegration of disadvantaged workers, the presence of policies for 

safety on the workplace, etc. 

The construction of this list implies the correspondence of each item to one or more effects 

that are considered to be of fundamental importance in creating social added value. The 

indicators, grouped for two sectors of relevance, “Employment and training” and “Social and 

environmental transparency” are presented in the table 2.3. 

 
Table 2.3 – Social and environmental responsibility checklist 

Employment and training  

  Threshold Points 

% of Disadvantaged workers over total workers (+) %   

% of permanent workers over total workers  (+) %   

% of training costs over total personnel costs (+) %   

Injury rate over total number of workers (-)  %   

% of cost for benefits over total personnel cost (*) (+) %   

Presence of written guidelines on work safety approved by 

the governing body (**) (+) 
Y/N 

  

% of legal disputes with employees over total employees (-)  %   

A) Total Points   

B) Weight (0-1)   

C) Total weighted points for Employment and 

training (A*B)  

 

Social and environmental transparency  

  Threshold Points 

Annual social account report (+) Y/N   

Voluntary socio-environmental certifications: (+)    

Work safety and social E.g. OHSAS 18001, SA 8000, ISO N°   

                                                
4 For accountability we intend to be accountable for their actions towards the stakeholders 



 

responsibility 26000, AA 1000. 

Environment E.g. EMAS, ISO14000. N°   

Quality standards E.g. ISO 9000. N°   

Presence of a written environmental policy approved by the 

governing body (+) 
Y/N 

  

Presence of a written supplier selection policy approved by 

the governing body (**) (+) 
Y/N 

  

Presence of a written costumer exclusion policy approved by 

the governing body (**) (+) 
Y/N 

  

D) Total Points   

E) Weight (0-1)  

F)Total weighted points for Social and 

Environmental transparency (D*E) 
 

Total points in the module (C+F)  

 

(*) E.g.: transportation, childcare, meals, food coupons, discounts and reductions in the purchase of goods 

and services. 

(**) Contractor should define criteria that need to be considered as mandatory requirements. 

 

 

For both sectors easily measurable and verifiable indicators have been identified. Some 

indicators are percentages and other are discrete numbers. For each indicator the policy maker 

will identify a threshold (e.g. 5% of employees are part of disadvantaged category) over 

which they can be awarded 1 point. Once completed the checklist it will be possible to sum 

the points obtained by the enterprise on the two areas “job and training” and “Social and 

environmental transparency” giving weights to the two categories of indicators. The policy 

maker has therefore the possibility to decide both the value of the indicator the enterprise has 

to reach to gain 1 point in that indicator and also how much all the points in one category e.g. 

“work and training” are weighted (from 0 to 1) face to the ones in the other category “Social 

and environmental transparency”. The reason for giving weights to the category is to provide 

the policy maker with the possibility to give more importance to one of the two categories 

according to its policy agenda. The total points which can be given to this module are 7 as 

there are 14 indicators which can be awarded 1 point, after applying a weight (from 0 to 1) to 

the two categories of “Employment and training” and “Social and environmental 



 

transparency” which have 7 indicators each5. In the Appendix is presented a practical example 

of the calculation method. 

 

 

2.3 Economic Health 

  

The third module aims to measure the economic health and performance of considered 

organizations. In fact, if it is true that social enterprise has not making profits as its primary 

objective, it is equally true that in order to pursuit of environmental or social purposes through 

the strategy of business is necessary to ensure at least the equality of costs and revenues. Even 

if with a social objective we are still speaking of a business, and therefore we can’t ignore, at 

least in the long run, the importance of reaching the break even point. From the perspective of 

who is issuing the contract, a good level of health/viability can assure that the services are 

delivered or completed without interruptions. 

To measure the health of an enterprise we use a simple method which relies on three well 

known financial indexes quickly and uniquely calculated from the balance sheet. Table 2.4 

shows the list of included indicators. 

 

Table 2.4 – Health and economic performances of the considered organization 

 

  Threshold Points 

ROE (Return on 

equity) 

Measure of the rate of return on the 

shareholders’ equity. 

  

ROI (Return on 

investments) 
Measure of the rate of return on the total capital. 

  

Financial 

independency 

Index 

Relative proportion of shareholders' equity and 

debt used to finance a company's assets. 

  

Total Points:  

 

 

                                                
5 Total sum of weights is 1. 



 

 

Like for the other module, the policy maker can set a threshold to the values of the 3 indexes 

over which 1 point can be awarded. After that all points can be summed up for a total of 3 

points in this module.  

 

  

3. A POSSIBLE APPLICATION OF THE METHODOLOGY BY THE POLICY 

MAKER  

 

The policy maker can easily apply the methodology in several ways. In figure 1 we resume all 

the modules  

The policy maker can decide the threshold of the indexes and indicators in the different 

modules as well as the weights of the two categories of module 2 in order to award points. 

According to the value of its indicators and indexes each enterprise (being that a social or a 

for profit enterprise) will have a n1, n2 and n3 number of points in each module and a total 

number of  N=(n1+n2+n3) points.  

This method is particularly indicated to be used in the pre-accession phase of the tenders to 

build shortlists to which only enterprises whit a certain number of points, decided by the 

policy maker, can get in. For transparency reasons, the policy maker should state the 

thresholds in advance making them explicit in the pre-accession phase of the tenders so that 

the enterprises, as the system is quite simple, will be able to understand in advance how many 

points they are going to be awarded and if they can get into the short list.  

The policy maker could decide the thresholds for each tender, or for the tenders of the 

following years. In the latter case the enterprises will know in advance that for the following 

years it will be possible to take part in tenders only if having a certain number of points in 

each module. This will force them to comply to certain standards or to adopt behaviours 

which will give them more points in order to access the short list.   

The policy maker could also decide that to the tender can take part only those enterprises 

having more of certain number of points in each module, or in total, or the first n number of 

enterprises which have more points (for example the first 10 enterprises with more points). 

This option could be appropriate to reward enterprises for the SAV they produce. Once the 

enterprises can take part to the tender according to the rules set by the policy maker the 

selection criteria of the offers will be that of the lowest bid, which means from all the 

shortlisted enterprises only the one offering the lowest price for the service will win. 



 

Inspectors will then scrutinize the winner in order to verify its effective eligibility and 

compliance to all stated requisites; in case a winning enterprise hasn’t given true data, it could 

be fined or excluded by future tenders. 

Using this calculation method makes it possible to avoid that selecting enterprises only for the 

lowest bid will have a negative impact on the workers or on the social value created by the 

enterprise. Moreover, the need to comply to standards and requirements avoids the problem of 

unfair competition based on price made by low social added value enterprises, being them 

Social Enterprises or for-profit enterprises. This on the long run also reduces the relative cost 

for the enterprise of complying to standards and requirements as it will give them more 

chances to win tenders.   

 

Figure 3.1 - The three modules 

 



 

We applied the methodology to a group of 46 Italian cooperatives that had taken part to at 

least one call for tenders in the year 2009. In the table A8 in the appendix are indicated the 

different points achieved by the 46 enterprises in the 3 modules. In this case study, in order to 

set the threshold, we imagined a policy maker concerned with remuneration of human 

resources and of the return of the economic activity on the community, without any specific 

preference between “Employment and training” and “Social and environmental transparency” 

and concerned with the economic sustainability of the enterprise. Therefore the thresholds for 

module 1 have been set at 80% of remuneration for the personnel and 10% for the community 

(taxes and donations); no threshold and no points have been set or awarded for the others 

stakeholders. For module 2, the thresholds have been set at the average value of the indicators 

of the 46 enterprises and weights for the “Employment and formation” and “Social and 

environmental transparency” have been both set at 0,5. For the economic health module the 

thresholds where set at 14,10% for the Financial independency index (the average of the 

values presented by the 46 enterprises), at 10% for ROI and ROE.  

The results are illustrated Figure 3.2. Based on this calculation the policy maker can choose 

on which criteria to select the enterprises that could enter the short-list and submit their offer. 

For example he/she could decide to select only the enterprises which score 4 point or more, or 

to give other criteria (for example to have a minimum of 1 point in each category and a total 

equal to, or over, 4 points).  

There are therefore several possibilities for the policy maker to address social priorities and 

follow it’s political agenda using this method.  

 

 

 



 

Figure 3.2 - Total points awarded and points awarded for each module for 46 Social Cooperatives in Tuscany 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

 

Thanks to this method, which can be refined and adapted to the specific situations of each 

country, policy makers can directly influence the behaviour of the enterprises through the 

definitions of the requirements to enter in the shortlists.  

At the enterprise level this system, even if at the beginning could represent a burden - for 

example the cost of obtaining certain certifications - on the long run would select only the 

enterprises with the higher SAV and would reduce the competition done by enterprises with a 

low SAV.  

This in turn would have a positive effect on society as enterprises would be more concerned 

with social and environmental issues and not only with economic performance, being 

rewarded by winning more tenders. The presented method aims at introducing a viable system 

of incentives for the adoption of social and environmental responsibility criteria by enterprises 

interested in participating in tender competitions. 

Citizen participation in defining some of the thresholds or weights or defining priorities (work 

and formation instead of environment) could be activated through consultations in order to tie 

social will with policies which affect, directly and indirectly, the community. 

Future research could enhance the system and further develop it, for example by providing a 

guide to policy makers of each country where the system is applied in order to put thresholds 

which are consistent with the local entrepreneurial context (e.g. to high thresholds would 

reduce too much the enterprises participation to the tender). . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

APPENDIX 

 

 

Table A1 – Calculation of Social added value: the example of enterprise #1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  REVENUES                                                                     € 782.686,00 

      

- COST OF SALES € 730.810,00 

      

= OPERATE INCOME € 51.876,00 

      

+ Personnel costs € 645.703,00 

+ Amortization € 930,00 

      

= TYPICAL SOCIAL ADDED VALUE € 698.509,00 

      

+ Financial incomes € 81,00 

+ Extraordinary income and charges  -€ 302,00 

+ Financial corrections € 0,00 

      

= GLOBAL NET SOCIAL ADDED VALUE € 698.288,00 



 

Table A2 – Distribution of Social added value to stakeholders: the example of enterprise 

#1. 

 

 

   Threshold Points 

Personnel remuneration € 645.703,00 92,47% 80% 1 

Not employed staff       

Employees       

        

Community € 13.867,00 1,99% 10% 0 

Donations       

Taxes       

        

Credit capital remuneration € 7.485,00 1,07% n.a. 0 

Interests on short-term capital       

Interests on long-term capital       

        

Venture capital remuneration € 0,00 0,00% n.a. 0 

Dividends       

        

Enterprise remuneration € 31.233,00 4,47% n.a. 0 

Changes in reserves        

Amortization       

        

GLOBAL NET SOCIAL ADDED 

VALUE 
€ 698.288,00 100,00%  1 

 



 

Figure A3 – Socio-environmental checklist: the example of enterprise #1. 

 

 

Employment and training (MAX 7 points) Threshold    TOTAL Weight 

0,00% Disadvantaged workers over total workers (+) 12,17% 0  2 0,5 

76,74% Permanent workers over total workers  (+) 62,89% 1    

0,30% Percentage of training costs over total personnel costs (+) 18,92% 0  SCORE  

6,98% Injury rate over total number of workers (-) 1,87% 1  1  

n.a. Benefits cost percentage over total personnel cost (*) (+) n.a. 0    

n.a. 
Presence of written guidelines on work safety approved by 

the governing body (**) (+) 
n.a. 0 

   

0,00% 
Percentage of legal disputes with employees over total 

employees (-) 
1,71% 0 

   

Social and environmental transparency (MAX 7 points) Threshold    TOTAL Weight 

0 Annual social account report (+) 1 0  1 0,5 

  Voluntary socio-environmental certifications: (+)      

0 
Work safety and social 

responsibility 

E.g. OHSAS 18001, SA 8000, ISO 

26000, AA 1000. 
1 0 

 
SCORE 

 

0 Environment E.g. EMAS, ISO14000. 1 0  0,5  

1 Quality standards E.g. ISO 9000. 1 1    

n.a. 
Presence of a written environmental policy approved by the 

governing body (+) 
1 0 

 
Final Score 

n.a. 
Presence of a written supplier selection policy approved by 

the governing body (**) (+) 
1 0 

 
1,5 

n.a. 
Presence of a written costumer exclusion policy approved 

by the governing body (**) (+) 
1 0 

   

        

(*) E.g.: transportation, childcare, meals, food coupons, discounts and 

reductions in the purchase of goods and services.  
 

   

(**) Contractor should define criteria that need to be considered as 

mandatory requirements.  
 

   

 



 

Table A4 – Calculation of Social added value: the example of enterprise #18. 

 REVENUES                                                                     € 164.038,00 

      

- COST OF SALES € 157.241,00 

      

= OPERATE INCOME                                    € 6.797,00 

      

+ Personnel costs € 34.421,00 

+ Amortization € 2.005,00 

      

= TYPICAL SOCIAL ADDED VALUE € 43.223,00 

      

+ Financial incomes € 11,00 

+ Extraordinary income and charges  -€ 166,00 

+ Financial corrections € 0,00 

      

= GLOBAL NET SOCIAL ADDED VALUE € 43.068,00 



 

Table A5 – Distribution of Social added value to stakeholders: the example of enterprise 

#18. 

 

 

   Threshold  Points 

Personnel remuneration € 34.421,00 79,92% 80%  0 

Not employed staff        

Employees        

         

Community € 3.250,00 7,55% 10%  0 

Donations        

Taxes        

         

Credit capital remuneration € 451,00 1,05% n.a.  0 

Interests on short-term capital        

Interests on long-term capital        

         

Venture capital remuneration € 0,00 0,00% n.a.  0 

Dividends        

         

Enterprise remuneration € 4.946,00 11,48% n.a.  0 

Changes in reserves         

Amortization        

         

GLOBAL NET SOCIAL ADDED 

VALUE 
€ 43.068,00 100,00%  

 
0 

 

 

 



 

Figure A6 – Socio-environmental checklist: the example of enterprise #18. 

Employment and training (MAX 7 points) Threshold    TOTAL Weight 

0,00% Disadvantaged workers over total workers (+) 12,17% 0  3 0,5 

89,72% Permanent workers over total workers  (+) 62,89% 1    

0,11% 
Percentage of training costs over total personnel 

costs (+) 
18,92% 0 

 
SCORE 

 

2,80% Injury rate over total number of workers (-) 1,87% 1  1,5  

n.a. 
Benefits cost percentage over total personnel cost 

(*) (+) 
n.a. 0 

   

n.a. 
Presence of written guidelines on work safety 

approved by the governing body (**) (+) 
n.a. 0 

   

3,74% 
Percentage of legal disputes with employees over 

total employees (-) 
1,71% 1 

   

Social and environmental transparency (MAX 7 points) Threshold    TOTAL Weight 

0 Annual social account report (+) 1 0  2 0,5 

  Voluntary socio-environmental certifications: (+)      

2 
Work safety and 

social responsibility 

E.g. OHSAS 18001, SA 8000, 

ISO 26000, AA 1000. 
1 1 

 
SCORE 

 

1 Environment E.g. EMAS, ISO14000. 1 0  1  

1 Quality standards E.g. ISO 9000. 1 1    

n.a. 
Presence of a written environmental policy 

approved by the governing body (+) 
1 0 

 
Final Score 

n.a. 
Presence of a written supplier selection policy 

approved by the governing body (**) (+) 
1 0 

 
2,5 

n.a. 
Presence of a written costumer exclusion policy 

approved by the governing body (**) (+) 
1 0 

   

        

(*) E.g.: transportation, childcare, meals, food coupons, 

discounts and reductions in the purchase of goods and 

services.      

(**) Contractor should define criteria that need to be 

considered as mandatory requirements.      



 

Table A7 – Economic health indexes for enterprise #1 and #18. 

 

 

 

Financial 
independency 

index 
ROE ROI SCORE 

Enterprise #1 13,71% 47,98% 11,26%  

Enterprise #2 36,88% 6,28% 4,84%  

Threshold 14,10% 10% 10%  

Points for #1 0 1 1 2 

Points for #2 1 0 0 1 

 

 

 



 

Table A8 – Scores table for each enterprise in each module 

Enterprise 
Number

Points awarded for 
personnel 

remuneration 
(threshold 80%)

Points awarded 
for community 
(threshold 10%) 

Points awarded 
for 

credit/capital 
remuneration 

(no points)

Points 
awarded for 

venture capital 
remuneration 

(no points)

Points awarded 
for venture 
enterprise 

remuneration 
(no points)

Total 
Module 1

Points awarded 
for work and 

formation 
(weight 0,5)*

Points awarded 
for social and 
environmental 
transparencey 

(weight 0,5)
Total Module 

2

Points awarded 
for Financial 
Independecy 

Index 
(threshold 
14,10%) 

Points 
awarded for 

ROE 
(threshold 

10%)

Points 
awarded for 

ROI 
(threshold 

10%)
Total 

Module 3
Total 1+2+3 

modules
1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 1,5 0 1 1 2 4,5
2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 1 2,5 1 0 0 1 4,5
3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 0 0 0 0 3
4 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 3

5 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 0 0 0 0 3
6 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 1 2,5 0 1 0 1 4,5
7 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 0 0 0 0 3
8 1 0 0 0 0 1 2,5 0 2,5 0 1 0 1 4,5
9 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 4

10 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0,5 2,5 0 0 0 0 3,5
11 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1,5 2,5 0 0 0 0 3,5
12 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 1 1 0 2 5
13 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 1 2,5 1 1 0 2 5,5

14 1 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 1,5 2 1 1 0 2 5
15 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1,5 2,5 0 1 0 1 4,5
16 1 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 1,5 2 0 0 0 0 3
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,5 0,5 2 0 1 1 2 4
18 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1,5 2,5 1 0 0 1 4,5
19 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 1 0 0 1 4
20 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 1,5 1 0 0 1 3,5
21 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 0 0 0 0 3
22 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 4
23 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 4

24 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0,5 2,5 1 0 0 1 4,5
25 0 1 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 1 0 0 1 4
26 1 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 1 1,5 1 0 0 1 3,5
27 0 1 0 0 0 1 1,5 0 1,5 0 1 0 1 3,5
28 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 1 1 3 5
29 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 1,5 1 1 1 3 5,5
30 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0,5 2 1 0 0 1 4
31 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1,5 2,5 1 1 0 2 5,5
32 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 1,5 1 1 1 3 5,5
33 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 4

34 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
35 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 1,5 1 0 0 1 3,5
36 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 4
37 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 3
38 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 1 2,5 1 0 0 1 4,5
39 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2
40 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0,5 2,5 0 0 0 0 3,5
41 0 1 0 0 0 1 1,5 0 1,5 1 1 1 3 5,5
42 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0,5 2,5 0 0 0 0 3,5

43 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 1,5 0 0 0 0 2,5
44 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 1,5 0 0 0 0 1,5
45 1 0 0 0 0 1 1,5 0 1,5 0 0 0 0 2,5
46 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2
47 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 2

Module 1 :distribution of Social Economic Added Value to Stakeholders
Module 2: Social and 

Environmental Module 3: Economic Health

 
*The thresholds in the part “Employment and training” have been set at the average value of each indicator. 
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