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Abstract

This study evaluates the Social Return on Investment (SROI) of a value chain development
project involving agroforestry crops in Uttaradit Province. Employing an evaluation research
design, data were collected through structured interviews with 15 purposively selected
stakeholders. The SROI analysis was conducted based on data obtained during the
implementation of the project. The findings indicate that every 1-baht investment generated a
social return of 5.01 baht. These returns reflect significant positive impacts, including increased
income from value-added agricultural products, improved community health, strengthened
local learning organizations, and enhanced soil quality. The benefits encompass both direct and
indirect contributions to the economy, society, and environment. The study concludes that the
project yields substantial social value and recommends continued budgetary support for scaling
similar initiatives.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
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Table 1.  Indicators and Financial Proxy for SROI Evaluation

Social Outcomes

Indicators

Financial Proxy

Method of obtaining

information

1. Social Outcomes Impact on Economic

1.1 Incremental
revenue from
market price
(Product sell)

1.2 The cost of
purchasing produce
has increased.

Farmers/Proportion of
farmers who reported
increased income
(Individual)

Produce purchasers (Local
procuce collectors) who
reported purchasing produce
at higher prices (Individual)

Incremental
revenue from
market price

(Fair price)

(Kreda, 2019)
Cost of purchasing
produce (Kreda,
2019)

Interviews with 15
farmers

Interviews with 3 Local

procuce collectors

2. Social Outcomes Impact on Social

2.1 Healthier of

Increased food safety (Baht)

Average meal

Interviews with 15

people in the expenses per farmers
community person

(Miller and

Ofrim, 2016)
2.2 More Farmers/Proportion of Registration fees Interviews with 15

community-based
learning

farmers who reported having
increased knowledge from
sustainable collaborative
learning. (Individual)

and training travel
expenses
(Kreda, 2019)

farmers

3. Social Outcomes Impact on Environment

3.1 Improved soil
quality

Farmers/Proportion of
farmers who reported using
chemical
fertilizers/chemicals
decreased. (Individual)
Farmers/proportion of
farmers who reported that
they had improved their soil
to meet the standards
increased. (Individual)

Chemical fertilizer
costs
(Kreda, 2019)

Soil maintenance
costs
(Kreda, 2019)

Interviews with 15
farmers

Interviews with 15
farmers
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MnmTleTsimUssiukaseumadseuieaiwinsldnuA Tl ssuuununs
Fmingasind Tnetiiadeorindi (nput) ilunFeseidsiunuildfimainnldlunsduiu
TA597159 59099 5,597,175 Ui Geanunsonusléiiu 2 Ussan fe duyuiidudaitu
Usenoudie sulssanaildSuaiuayuannsgnssgaufnu Inenaans Idsuazuinnssu
Unlglunsaniufanssudng g Tulasans 91uu 1,521,600 UM FUaWUUDANEATNT 1N
MIFUATLAINYAINT WU INYAINTINTUIRUNLINAMU $91IU 2,720,000 Um Tan gunsal
uaziesasile nmsdunuaiinussnsuazinidelulassmsiiveussidiu SROI wuin fimsiinan
gunsnluasaTesiiomldlunsdiiunng fdnnuisdu 234,000 v uazdunuitlidusitu
Usgnaudny nauagesdanud annsdunealinuasnauasinidelasinisiifunisssdu
SROI WU finsthesdanudanmsuimsdanisau uasrnnsiiiiulasinisidedu @ luedn
snUsegndldlulasamsid fswnuiedu 1,121,575 vm dnamsinsei seasdeausingds
Table 2 uay Table 3 &ai

Table 2.  Calculating Present Value (PV) of the Project (in Thai Baht)

Items Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Incremental 4,807,009.50  4,807,009.50 4,807,009.50 4,807,009.50  4,807,009.50 4,807,009.50
revenue from
market price
(Fair price)
Increase in -142,500.00 -142,500.00 -142,500.00 -142,500.00 -142,500.00 -142,500.00
the cost of
purchasing
produce
Reduction in 18,000.00 18,000.00 18,000.00 18,000.00 18,000.00 18,000.00
registration
fees and
training
travel
expenses
Reduction in 769,365.00 769,365.00 769,365.00 769,365.00 769,365.00 769,365.00
Chemical
fertilizer
costs
Increase in -729,750.00 -729,750.00 -729,750.00 -729,750.00 -729,750.00 -729,750.00
soil
maintenance
costs
Reduction in 361,350.00 361,350.00 361,350.00 361,350.00 361,350.00 361,350.00
average meal
expenses per
person
Total 5,083,47450  5,083,47450 5,083,47450 5,083,47450 5,083,474.50 5,083,474.50

Present value  5,083,474.50 4911,569.57  A4,745,477.84  4,585,002.74  4,429,954.34 4,280,149.12
of each year
Total Present Value (PV) 28,035,628.12

Note: Discount rate 3.5% from fixed deposit 12 month of Bank of Thailand 2023
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Table 3.  Summary of SROI Evaluation Results

Inputs Value Social Outcomes Value Base Case Scenario SROI
lterms Amout Financial Amout Financial Amout ltems Amout 6y
(Baht) Value (Baht) Proxy (Baht) (Baht) (1)
Budget from 1,521,600  Incremental 5,060,010  More 90,000 Dead- 1,698,400.50 5.01
the Ministry revenue from community weight
of Higher market price -based
Education, (Product sell) learning
Science,
Research and
Innovation
Materials and 234,000  The cost of (150,000)  Improved 198,075 Attri- 230,460
Equipment purchasing soil quality bution
produce has
increased.
Farmer’s 2,720,000 Healthier 1,806,750  Displace- (7,500)
investment of people ment
inthe
community
Time/Know- 1,121,575
ledge
5,597,175 4,910,010 (2) 2,094,825 (3) 1,921,360.50 (5)

1)

7,004,835 [(4) =(2) + (3)]
Total Present Value = 28,035,628.12 (6)

Note: Discount rate of 3.5% from the 12-month fixed deposit rate of the Bank of Thailand in 2022.
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waHAR (Output) mufin1antsld uenanmiu amui yariteglugUvesntu T Tanadns
msdanudifiyadmnisduegudaunsntululdlunsussidiunane uwumedsauain
nsasuYedlaTINIT Ussnaude 2 §iin fe 1) inwesnsiisgldnisvenanaaduiiuan
MAMAIARATTIEAY 337,334 U andiuwnuasnITidifulasinn Adudiidnlddm
W@ 91191 15 579 ﬁnﬁuga@iwawaé’wéwﬁmmﬁLﬁm%uﬁqmamzmumqﬁmmwﬁaﬁ
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2) funun155UTenananiigedu (Unexpected Outcome) vl Negative Outcome v0E]
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mqﬁwmmwﬁaﬁLﬁ'mﬁwiuﬁué}’umumﬁu%amawﬁmﬁmsﬁuﬁwmmﬁu 150,000 UM B4
FIUYARIVINAGNEN A AL (waaiuiﬂsuaqmmu) 14 2 §a3nTadiyadiiniu 4,910,010
v wiiosnndununsfugenananiiget iy Negative Outcome wastfiiduldduds
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SROI = yaA1UBINadNsN19dIAY — Yyar1uadnadnsnediauiilasinisliléne (6)
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Figure 2.  SROI Results from the Value Chain Development Project in Agroforestry Gardens,
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