
1 
 

AASB Working Paper 

AASB Research Forum  

(November 2025) 

 

Service Performance Reporting: Insights from Australia and New Zealand 

 

Professor Matthew Hall – Monash University 

Dr Richard Pucci – Monash University 

Dr Sarah Adams - Australian National University 

Dr Annemarie Conrath-Hargreaves – Monash University 

Professor Ralph Kober – Monash University 

Associate Professor Paul Thambar – Monash University 

Dr Tirukumar Thiagarajah – Monash University 

Associate Professor Leona Wiegmann - ESCP Paris 

 

Executive Summary 

This research report explores the implementation and implications of service performance reporting 

(SPR) in the private not-for-profit (NFP) sector in Australia and New Zealand. The study aims to 

develop insights into the use, preparation, and assurance of SPR, focusing on the practical 

experiences associated with the mandatory implementation of New Zealand's PBE FRS 48 standard 

and the potential adoption of a comparable standard in Australia. 

Objectives and research approach 

The primary objectives of this study are: 

 

● To examine the current state of SPR in New Zealand and Australia 

● To evaluate the costs, benefits, and challenges associated with the preparation and assurance of 

SPR 

● To assess the potential impact of introducing a mandatory SPR standard for private NFPs in 

Australia 

 

This research report is based on a qualitative research design employing a combination of 

documentary analysis and interviews. For the documentary analysis, we examined a sample of 

‘Statements of Service Performance’ (SSPs) reported by private NFP entities in New Zealand, 

alongside a sample of voluntary non-financial reporting produced by private NFP entities in Australia. 

For the interview analysis, we interviewed 53 participants: 15 from New Zealand and 38 from 

Australia. Participants included donors, philanthropists, staff from philanthropic foundations and NFP 

entities, NFP board members, regulators, consultants, and auditors. 
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Key Insights from the Literature  

New Zealand's experience with mandatory implementation of PBE FRS 48 

● Participants generally supported the introduction of PBE FRS 48 in New Zealand. 

● Participants viewed the ready availability of SPR positively, although they questioned whether the 

information provided under SPR was in practice actively used by anyone to inform decision-making. 

● The principles-based nature of PBE FRS 48 was also positively received, with participants 

appreciating the flexibility it affords NFP entities to tailor the service performance information they 

provide to the needs of their specific stakeholders and to the organisation's specific capabilities. 

● NFP entities tended to take two distinct approaches to SPR. Some approached it primarily as a 

compliance exercise, aiming to meet minimum reporting requirements of the standard. These SSPs 

tended to be concise and focused predominantly on outputs. Others integrated SPR into their 

broader communication strategy, producing more comprehensive SSPs that included detailed 

information such as outcomes and testimonials. 

● Participants were generally supportive of the requirement for SPR to be audited and did not 

advocate for removing this requirement. 

● The cost of auditing SPR was raised as a significant concern, with participants noting that the 

expense influenced both the length and content of reports. Some NFP entities reported deliberately 

reducing the complexity of SPR to minimize audit fees. Participants also noted that auditors had, at 

times, requested the exclusion of outcome measures and testimonials from SSPs due to verification 

challenges. 

● Suggestions for improving the audit process included introducing limited assurance engagements 

for outcomes and deferring the audit requirement until several years after mandatory SPR 

implementation.  

 

Current perspectives on SPR in Australia 

● Participants found it challenging to identify a specific group of ‘users’ whose decision-making would 

directly benefit from SPR. Instead, participants emphasised the broader role of SPR in enhancing 

accountability and fostering public trust in the NFP sector. Importantly, the perceived value of SPR 

stemmed from the public availability of service performance information which was perceived as the 

main prospective benefit of a potential mandate for SPR.   

● Many Australian private NFP entities already engage in voluntary non-financial reporting. Large 

private NFP entities often provide detailed non-financial disclosures through dedicated Impact 

Reports or Annual Reports. The maturity of data collection systems varies widely across private 

NFP entities, with larger organizations having more advanced systems, while smaller NFP entities 

struggle under the weight of existing compliance and reporting obligations. 

● There was broad support for the notion that private NFP entities should voluntarily provide non-

financial disclosures to facilitate the evaluation of their success and reinforce their accountability. 

However, many participants also expressed, at times substantial, concerns regarding the additional 

burden that a mandatory standard could impose on private NFP entities.  

● The practical challenges associated with the preparation of voluntary non-financial information were 

particularly emphasized in relation to small- and medium-sized private NFP entities. Participants 

generally agreed that any reporting requirements should be proportional to the size of the 

organization. It was noted that many smaller private NFP entities may lack the necessary expertise, 

resources, and infrastructure to comply with the requirements of a mandated SPR standard. 
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● Participants stressed the importance of allowing private NFP entities the discretion to determine 

which service-related information to disclose and which metrics to use in measuring their service 

performance. 

● Outputs were generally viewed as relatively straightforward to prepare and assure, while there was 

a wide range of perspectives regarding the measurement and assurance of outcomes. Voluntary 

assurance engagements that covered service performance were found to be almost non-existent in 

the private NFP sector.  

● While there was in-principle support for an assurance requirement of SPR among larger private NFP 

entities, participants expressed significant reservations regarding the associated cost and lack of 

demand for such assurance engagements. Auditors highlighted the lack of clear guidance in this 

area, particularly when it came to the assurance of outcomes, noting that the resulting ambiguity 

would likely increase the complexity, risk, and cost associated with SPR assurance engagements. 

 

Based on our empirical analysis and the resulting key findings, we make 13 recommendations. Below, 

we outline the five key recommendations focused on developing a mandatory SPR standard with 

requirements that prioritise accountability rather than decision- making usefulness, with details on all 

recommendations available in Section 3 of this research report. 

Key recommendations 

• Recommendation 1: For the Australian Accounting Standards Board (AASB) to consider 

developing a mandatory SPR standard that establishes a minimal or baseline set of service 

performance disclosure requirements for private NFPs.  

• Recommendation 2: If a mandatory SPR standard is proposed, New Zealand’s PBE FRS 48 is 

considered suitable for adoption or adaptation within the Australian private NFP context.  

• Recommendation 4: A mandatory SPR standard (similar to PBE FRS 48) should apply exclusively 

to ‘Large’ private NFP entities (as defined by the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission 

(ACNC)). It is recommended that ‘Small’ and ‘Medium’ private NFP entities be exempt from such a 

standard. 

• Recommendation 10: The introduction of any mandatory external assurance requirement be 

deferred until after a post-implementation review of a mandatory SPR standard.  

• Recommendation 11: If external assurance is eventually mandated, it should take the form of a 

limited assurance engagement and only apply to ‘Large’ private NFP entities (as defined by the 

ACNC). 

 

Conclusion 

While the introduction of a mandatory SPR standard for larger private NFPs in Australia offers potential 

benefits, it is essential to carefully consider the existing reporting landscape, the diverse nature of the 

private NFP sector, and the resource constraints faced by smaller private NFP entities. A flexible and 

proportionate approach, similar to New Zealand's PBE FRS 48, is recommended to strike an appropriate 

balance between the benefits of enhancing accountability and the practical challenges associated with 

the implementation of a SPR mandate. This includes addressing mixed views from various stakeholders 

on the value and feasibility of any external assurance mandate 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Objectives of the research 

The objective of this research project is to gain insights into using, preparing and auditing service 

performance reporting (SPR) by private NFPs in Australia and New Zealand. For the purpose of this 

research, we consider SPR as the disclosure of quantitative and/or qualitative information about what 

a private NFP entity has done during a reporting period in working towards its aims and objectives. 

SPR is typically carried out by private NFP entities on a voluntary basis. Some jurisdictions, such as 

New Zealand, have recently mandated a standard on SPR for certain types of NFP entities. SPR is 

one aspect of non-financial performance reporting, which itself forms part of the broader concept of 

performance reporting. Depending on the reporting objectives, SPR may or may not include elements 

of outcome or impact reporting, which in turn may or may not involve formal outcomes measurement. 

To gain insights on using, preparing and auditing SPR, we examine the mandatory implementation of 

PBE FRS 48 Service Performance Reporting in New Zealand, and explore the potential applicability of 

a similar SPR standard in Australia. Specifically, the research project addresses the following key 

questions: 

Experiences with PBE FRS 48 in New Zealand 

● What does SPR look like in New Zealand today? 

● What have been the biggest changes experienced during the mandatory implementation of PBE 

FRS 48?  

● What have been the costs and benefits of implementing PBE FRS 48?  

● What has worked well, what hasn’t, and what should have been different (if anything)?  

● What issues (if any) have arisen in auditing SPR? 

Perspectives on SPR in Australia 

● What does SPR look like in Australia today? 

● What benefits and costs might arise in introducing a mandatory SPR standard in Australia?  

● What issues might arise in preparing mandatory SPR? 

● What types of entities should any mandatory SPR apply to? 

● Would PBE FRS 48 provide a good basis to determine the SPR information to be reported by private 

not-for-profit entities in Australia? 

● What issues might arise in assuring SPR and should assurance be mandatory?  

To answer these research questions, we used a qualitative research methodology employing a 

combination of documentary analysis and interviews. For the documentary analysis, we examined a 

sample of ‘Statements of Service Performance’ (SSP) reported by private NFP entities in New 

Zealand, and a sample of voluntary SPR produced by private NFP entities in Australia. For the 

interview analysis, we interviewed 53 participants: 15 in New Zealand and 38 in Australia. Participants 

included donors, philanthropists, staff from philanthropic foundations and NFP entities, NFP board 

members, regulators, consultants, and auditors.1  

 
1
 Full details on the methodology is contained in Section 4, and the list of participants is contained in Appendix 

5.2. 
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1.2 Context for reporting by private NFP entities in Australia 

In Australia, as in many other countries, the NFP sector is immensely important in terms of both size 

and nature (Australian Charities Report-10th edition, 2024, ACNC; Cortis. et al., 2015; Powell et al., 

2017). Australia’s NFP sector is diverse, ranging from small community groups through to large, multi-

branch organisations. It does not have a single, uniform regulatory framework for SPR but faces a set 

of reporting obligations, which do not (yet) systematically encompass a mandatory standard on SPR. 

 

(a) General purpose financial reporting 

Under Australian Accounting Standards, NFP entities that are considered a ‘reporting entity’ are 

required to prepare a General Purpose Financial Report (GPFR). Based on certain thresholds (defined 

by annual revenue), NFP entities are required to prepare general purpose financial statements in line 

with either Tier 1 (GPFR based on all Australian Accounting Standards) or Tier 2 Reduced Disclosure 

Requirements (SAC 1 and AASB 1053).2 The Reduced Disclosure Requirements comprise the full 

recognition, measurement, and presentation requirements of Tier 1 accounting standards but contains 

substantially reduced disclosure requirements. In this way, current standards acknowledge that 

smaller NFP entities typically engage in activities that are less complex, have transactions that are 

less material and face less risks (Adam & Heiling, 2024). However, they do not cover information on 

service performance. In practice, service performance information, if reported, has been voluntary, 

and typically tailored to the specific requirements of various funders or regulators. 

 

(b) Regulatory reporting requirements 

Private NFP entities in Australia may have to comply with other regulatory filings. Charities registered 

under the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission (ACNC) regime face one set of lodging 

requirements, while other not-for-profit entities may be subject to various state or federal regulators 

depending on their legal structure. These regulatory filings do not mandate service performance 

reporting.  

 

ACNC Requirements. Australian NFPs registered as charities have been regulated by the ACNC 

since 2012. To stay registered as a charity (and receive preferential tax treatments), charities must 

submit an annual financial report consistent with accounting standards and basic performance 

information in an Annual Information Statement (AIS). The financial reports may have to be audited or 

reviewed depending on the charity’s size (medium or large, as defined by annual revenue thresholds). 

The performance information includes details on their “main activities”, “locations of main activities” 

and “main beneficiaries” from pre-populated lists when submitting their annual registration documents. 

Charities are also invited to provide “a short paragraph or 2–3 dot points detailing how your charity’s 

work helped achieve its mission and main aims”, which is publicly released on the Charity Register, 

but which is not reviewed, checked or audited (ACNC 2019). As providing information about a charity’s 

performance is voluntary and there is no uniform, standardized service performance reporting 

requirement under current ACNC rules, these service  performance disclosures vary widely.  

 

Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations (ORIC). An Indigenous not-for-profit entity can 

choose to incorporate under the Corporations (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) Act 2006 (CATSI 

Act). In this case, they fall under ORIC’s jurisdiction rather than the ACNC’s unless they voluntarily 

 
2
 Statement of Accounting Concepts 1 (SAC 1) and AASB 1053 Application of Tiers of Australian Accounting 

Standards, Available at: http://aasb.gov.au 
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register as charities with the ACNC as well. ORIC’s requirements include lodging financial statements, 

along with culturally relevant governance rules (e.g., membership provisions, community-based 

dispute resolution), in line with its tier classification, which may involve a formal audit or review for the 

larger tiers. Reporting requirements are defined by the registered sized (small, medium, or large based 

on revenue, assets, and/or number of employees or members) and the gross operating income3. 

ORIC does not impose a formal service performance standard. Such disclosures remain largely 

voluntary and driven by the entity’s own priorities or funding agreements.  

 

ASIC Regulation for Companies Limited by Guarantee. Some NFP entities, especially larger or 

more complex ones, choose to register as companies limited by guarantee under the Corporations Act 

2001. If they are also charities, they will usually register with the ACNC, which generally takes 

precedence as the primary regulator for their ongoing obligations. However, if such a company limited 

by guarantee is not a registered charity, then it remains subject to the oversight of the Australian 

Securities and Investments Commission (ASIC). These entities must comply with the financial 

reporting and governance requirements of the Corporations Act, preparing accounts in accordance 

with Australian Accounting Standards if they are deemed reporting entities. Although they file 

directors’ reports and may include narrative around their mission, there is no explicit mandate under 

the Corporations Act or ASIC guidance requiring service performance reporting. Any information about 

their programs, social impact, or mission effectiveness is included at the directors’ discretion or in 

response to funder expectations. 

 

State regulators of incorporated associations. Many smaller NFP entities choose to incorporate 

under state or territory legislation as incorporated associations, rather than at the federal level. In each 

state jurisdiction, regulatory agencies such as NSW Fair Trading, Consumer Affairs Victoria, or the 

Queensland Office of Fair Trading administers the relevant legislation (e.g., the Associations 

Incorporation Act) governing how these entities are formed, operated, and wound up. These agencies 

require annual reporting on incorporated associations, which are typically scaled to their size or 

revenue, which can involve submitting simple financial statements or, for larger bodies, audited 

accounts. However, there is no standardized obligation to disclose detailed service performance 

information. Instead, the focus remains on baseline financial and governance matters, leaving any 

further service performance reporting to the association’s own initiative or to specific funder or 

contractual requirements. 

 

In summary, in Australia’s NFP environment, regulatory obligations can vary significantly depending 

on legal structure and charity status. Collectively, this creates a patchwork of different reporting 

obligations, none of which systematically mandate service performance reporting.  

 

(c) Acquittals and reporting to funders 

In addition to regulatory filings, many NFP entities are required to submit specific “acquittal” or 

accountability reports to their funding bodies (e.g., government agencies or private philanthropic 

organizations), designed to confirm that the funds received have been expended in accordance with 

the terms of the grant agreement. For example, the Community Grants Hub specifies that a non-

audited financial acquittal report must adhere to applicable Australian Accounting Standards and be 

based on proper accounts and records, verifying that the funding has been spent on the activity as per 

the agreement.4 However, the acquittal reporting process often involves customised templates that 

 
3
 https://www.oric.gov.au/for-corporations/reporting-and-stakeholders/annual-reporting/what-reports-you-need-lodge 

4
 https://www.communitygrants.gov.au/information/info-grantees/accounting-report-requirments/non-audited-financial-acquittals 
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vary significantly between funders, leading to a lack of standardisation and increased administrative 

burdens for NFP entities, as they must tailor their reporting to meet differing requirements. In this 

connection, the Productivity Commission concluded that the requirements imposed on NFP entities for 

funding purposes are often poorly designed and unduly burdensome considering the funding they 

receive (Productivity Commission, 2010). In general, acquittals require financial and non-financial 

information related to services. The absence of uniform reporting also hampers the comparability and 

consistency of reports across the sector. 

 

(d) Voluntary reporting 

Many private NFP entities engage in voluntary reporting to demonstrate accountability and 

communicate their achievements to stakeholders. This self-initiated disclosure includes financial and 

non-financial information in various forms, such as through storytelling (Merchant et al., 2010), by 

making social media posts (Guo & Saxton, 2014), through formal communications such as annual 

reports (Gordon et al., 2010), imagery (Yang & Northcott, 2019), personal testimonies (Yang & 

Northcott, 2019), and through accounting narratives (Connolly & Dhanani, 2006). This supplementary 

information often goes beyond what is mandated in financial statements to illustrate mission-related 

successes or social impacts, varying in style and drawing also on graphical representations. The 

practice of voluntary reporting is emergent, diverse and dynamic, including a wide range of possible 

disclosures about an entity’s activities, stakeholder engagement, and social or environmental 

outcomes (Nicholls, 2009). Although there are various tools, guides, and methodologies available for 

voluntary reporting (Cordery & Sinclair, 2013) they also differ according to philosophical positions and 

practical purposes (Chenhall et al., 2013). A diversity of disclosures has also raised concerns about 

the reliability and substance of voluntary reporting. Scholars have noted that broader forms of non-

financial reporting, such as corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosures, can be prone to 

greenwashing. This refers to activities of entities aimed at portraying them as more socially or 

environmentally responsible than they are in practice, including disclosures to positively spin an 

entities image (e.g., Lyon & Montgomery, 2015; Shi, Wu, & Zhang, 2020) and investment in projects 

with little real impact on an entities’ social or environmental performance (e.g., Li & Wu, 2020; Wu, 

Zhang, & Xie, 2020).  

 

In practice, NFP entities often tailor their voluntary reporting to funders, donors, and beneficiaries who 

have differing expectations. For example, individual donors are often influenced by personal empathy, 

familiarity with a cause, or relevant life experiences (Bennett, 2003; Wymer et al., 2014). While they 

can be influenced by financial efficiency and effectiveness measures (e.g., Bennett & Savani, 2003; 

Hyndman & McConville, 2016; Zhuang et al., 2014) individual donors also look for clear stories and 

visuals about mission achievements (He et al., 2021). Because individuals do not typically seek out 

annual reports on their own (He et al., 2021), they benefit from easily accessible narratives and 

updates, which are not always captured by legally required statements. In contrast, philanthropists, 

foundations, and institutional donors often take a more formal approach to assessing a NFP’s 

governance, financial health, and alignment with their own mission or policies (Connolly & Hyndman, 

2013; Zainon et al., 2014), requesting specific performance data to assess an NFP’s capability and 

ability to deliver “bang for their buck” (Baker et al., 2016, p. 47). Current regulatory filings rarely 

provide the level of mission-centric data that these stakeholders find most informative. Finally, 

corporate donors, who are driven by objectives such as brand visibility, public goodwill, and corporate 

social responsibility alignments (Candid Learning, 2025), typically look to voluntary reporting for 

evidence of shared values and community impact. 
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1.3 Existing standards and guidance on SPR in other jurisdictions 

Debate continues over whether service performance reporting for private NFP entities should be 

mandated and standardized. On one hand, formal regulation can potentially improve transparency, 

comparability, and the auditability of disclosures, especially when combined with supporting 

institutional systems, organizational capabilities, and robust incentives for reporting (Doni et al., 2020; 

McConville & Cordery, 2018; Soderstrom & Sun, 2007). On the other hand, critics question whether 

mandating such disclosures can stifle autonomy and lead to unintended or negligible impacts on 

reporting quality (Carungu et al., 2021; Jackson et al., 2020; McConville & Cordery, 2018; Stubbs & 

Higgins, 2018). Deliberations over standardized service performance reporting is not unique to 

Australia. Several national and international frameworks have emerged to guide NFP and public-

benefit entities in service performance reporting: 

 

1. PBE FRS 48 in New Zealand 

Enacted by the New Zealand Accounting Standards Board (NZASB) for Tier 1 and Tier 2 public 

benefit entities, PBE FRS 48 requires presenting contextual and service-focused data alongside 

financial statements. It took effect from 1 January 2022, with many NFP entities now in their second 

reporting cycle. The impetus behind PBE FRS 48 was the need for consistent, decision-useful 

information on service outcomes, beyond financial inputs and outputs.  

 

2. IPSASB’s RPG 3  

The International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board (IPSASB) has published a voluntary 

Recommended Practice Guideline (RPG) 3, titled Reporting Service Performance Information. 

Although originally designed for public sector bodies, it signalled a growing international emphasis 

on performance accountability.  

 

3. IFR4NPO Project  

Jointly managed by Humentum and CIPFA, the IFR4NPO (International Financial Reporting for 

Non-Profit Organisations) initiative aims to create international guidance for NFP accounting. While 

still in development, the project acknowledges the significance of performance reporting in addition 

to purely financial data. 

 

4. United Kingdom Charity SORP  

Charities in the UK follow a Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP), which includes a 

requirement for trustees’ annual reports to discuss achievements and performance. The Charity 

SORP is currently under review.5 

  

 
5
 See https://www.charitysorp.org/, accessed 6 May 2025.  

https://www.charitysorp.org/
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2. Findings 

2.1 New Zealand 

Overall, participants were supportive of the introduction of service performance reporting (SPR) in 

New Zealand, in particular expressing support for the principles-based nature of PBE FRS 48, which 

allowed NFP organisations flexibility in the manner in which they prepared their statement of service 

performance (SSP). Despite this broad support for SPR participants were unable to clearly identify 

specific users who would rely on the SSP, noting that large donors (with only one exception) continue 

to ask for specific information and that it was unlikely that small donors would rely on the SSP to make 

donation decisions. Concern was also raised at the cost of auditing the SSP and how the auditing 

process was resulting in a predominant focus on output reporting and curtailing some charities who 

wished to report outcomes.  

2.1.1 Analysis of examples of statements of service performance 

We analysed a sample of 58 statements of service performance from New Zealand from 2022 to 

2024. In our analysis, we included reports from the winners and runners-up of the CA Charity 

Reporting Awards, as well as reports from randomly selected organisations of various sizes (see 

section 4.1 for details on the approach).  

Variation in Reporting Depth and Length 

In comparing the “awarded” and “non-awarded” samples, we observed that the “not-awarded” reports 

were significantly less sophisticated. These reports were often highly descriptive, spanning only one or 

two pages, and presented outcomes and outputs supported by fewer than a handful of measures. In 

these reports, the primary focus appeared to be on meeting reporting requirements. 

 

The “awarded” samples show two trends. One approach involved opting for shorter versions of the 

statement or presenting a similar volume of content in a more visually engaging format. The other 

approach framed their statements with rich and detailed content, and incorporated narratives about 

achievements, quotes, or case studies.  

Differences in Presentation of Service Performance Information 

Across the analysed SSPs, there is a clear variation in the extent to which entities elaborate the 

linkage between their different performance measures and their organisational objectives. Some 

entities made a concerted effort to link their strategy, goals, outputs and outcomes. Larger entities in 

the sample tend to make the most effort in presenting their purpose and a diverse range of measures.  

 

In our sample, entities also varied in how they presented their service performance content. Some 

entities opted for a clearly demarcated statement positioned at the end of the annual report, just 

before the financial statements. Others integrated the statement more seamlessly into a narrative 

about their story and achievements within the annual report. These entities presented a narrative 

without using the terms “statement of service performance” or “service performance” at all in their 

reports.  
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Entities using pre-existing service performance information 

For some entities, there is a noticeable trend that when SPR became mandatory, they continued to 

use pre-existing service performance information in their annual reports but simply re-labelled it. For 

instance, a pre-standard annual report presented service performance information under the heading 

“Achievements”, which was re-labelled as “Statement of Service Performance” in a 2023 report. This 

suggests that these entities can comply with the standard using pre-existing service performance 

information that they already reported.  

Reporting of Comparisons 

While some statements of service performance present only the actuals for their output and outcome 

measures, many statements offer a structured comparison of actuals to prior year(s). Less often, 

statements of service performance also provided a comparison to targets. However, even if they offer 

a comparison to targets not many highlight a failure to meet targets. 

2.1.2 Insights on using SPR 

Who are the users? 

There was no general consensus among participants as to who the users of the SSP may be, with 

different participants offering different potential users including government, society at large, funders, 

other NFP organisations, and potential organisational staff. 

 

Funders are often seen as “one of the main user groups” for the SSP (NZ 2), especially for charities 

seeking diverse funding sources. However, many participants were unclear about the actual users of 

SSPs. As noted by an audit partner at a mid-tier firm: 

 

“Yeah, we had a bit of a debate about that at the external reporting board's session … I think 

the challenge was around who… would go and read this [the SSP] , or go and read the 

entities financial statements before donating $50, for example, and if that's not your audience, 

then what is, and if it's your [large] funders, well they're already dictating what they want from 

you through their contracts, so there was quite a lot of debate around that.” (NZ 2) 

 

As highlighted in the above quote and noted in several interviews it is unlikely that a small donor would 

read the SSP prior to making a donation decision (who … would go and read this [the SSP] … before 

donating $50). Furthermore large donors, such as philanthropic organizations and foundations, were 

with one exception, “dictating what they want from you through their contracts” and as such did not 

rely on the SSP. 

 

Through the participants, the research team was made aware of one large funder that accepted SSPs 

without requiring additional outcome reporting. This funder, who we interviewed, in an attempt to 

lessen the reporting costs of NFP organizations, grants funds without requiring recipients to report on 

their specific use. The funder emphasized their reliance on SSPs and highlighted their particular 

approach to requesting information requests from charities during and after funding. Noting that they 

considered themselves more progressive in accepting the SSP than other funders who still required 

NFP organizations to provide specific detailed information: 

 

“we're probably a more progressive funder in that we are trying to lessen the funder burden. 

We're trying to have a more relational engagement … There are a lot of other funders who are 
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… more conservative or traditional in that they are … groups who in a reporting sense will 

have to have receipts and accountability reports that says, yes, we spent the money exactly 

as we said, and here's all the receipts.” (NZ 4) 

 

In addition to funders, given that charities “need a licence to operate” (NZ 3), society-at-large and 

government funders were also sometimes identified as potential users. Additionally, one small charity 

noted they use SSPs to benchmark against others: “when we started doing our performance report, 

we looked at other people's reports and, or other organisations’ reports and picked out bits that we 

liked and didn't like so much” (NZ 1). 

 

Given this inability to clearly articulate users (with only one large funder accepting the SSP), users 

were seen more as a theoretical concept. For example, an advisor who is a partner at a mid-tier firm 

noted, “in reality, I don't know who ends up being the user of them [SSPs] in terms of whether those 

two groups [donors and government funding agencies] see them” (NZ 8). Despite this, there is a belief 

that many donors receive a charity’s SSP “as part of their regular reporting to the donor or grant 

agencies to say, this is our end-of-year financial statements” (NZ 13). Overall, it was seen as positive 

that SSPs are readily available to donors and other interested parties, despite the fact that it is 

questionable whether anyone was actually relying on the information in SSPs. 

What are the potential benefits to users? 

There were mixed views on the potential benefits of the SSP, with some participants noting how they 

had successfully used the SSP as part of funding applications. However, it was noted that only one 

large funder accepted the SSP without requiring additional reporting and that other funders were still 

requiring the provision of substantial amounts of additional information. 

 

The research team was only able to secure an interview with one funder, who was to all participants 

knowledge, the only funder in New Zealand that accepted the SSP and did not require additional 

reporting on specific outcomes by the NFP organisations they funded. This funder noted that the SSP 

was crucial in their decision-making during the initial grant application. In this regard, the SSP may 

serve as an assessment tool to demonstrate evidence of need and validate the scale of the 

organisation's work. In addition, the SSP may support a charity’s storytelling: 

 

“There've been some really good examples of people using their data to support their 

narrative and their storytelling, which can be quite compelling for a funder … you know, smart 

organisations are using [the SSP] in a really clever way because they're using it as an 

evidence base for why they need to do things differently” (NZ 4) 

 

Despite only being able to speak directly to one funder, some participants specifically noted a similar 

use of the SSP to attract additional funding. A staff member at a large charity stated, that “a number of 

funders have really appreciated the extra information they get about organisations applying to them for 

funding” (NZ 3). A small charity that had received awards for the quality of its SSP explicitly noted that: 

 

“There's not one single application that we go for that we don’t [include the SSP]. Or every 

time we have a meeting or discussion with a potential funder, donor, supporter, we always 

front it [the SSP] alongside our annual performance report. It’s like, this is us, this is what we 

do. It’s kind of, I guess, the window to our organization” (NZ 1) 
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The charity noted that this approach had “definitely increased our revenue as far as funding and 

donations” (NZ 1). Similarly, we heard of other instances where for small charities as a result of 

preparing a SSP they were able to demonstrate they “had quite a broad community impact [and 

consequently] ... they got better funding support” (NZ 3).  In this way, the SSP can be used to provide 

general information as a potential evidence base to funders to support the specific stories charities 

may include when requesting funding. Tentative findings suggest this link between the SSP and 

storytelling is important in securing funding. 

 

However, not all funders have embraced the SSP. As a staff member from a large charity commented, 

some funders have not used the SSP much in their decision-making, as they “are still requiring lots of 

other information as well” (NZ 3). This sentiment resonates with an advisor from a consulting firm 

specialising in services for the NFP sector who commented that “[if] you ask a funder what they want, 

they'll give you a different answer” (NZ 15). 

What type of information should be reported? 

There was no clear consensus on what information should be included in the SSP. It was assumed 

that charities could infer the types of information required by users. As noted by the partner of a mid-

tier audit firm, through frequent discussions with donors, charities may “naturally end up sort of 

knowing what they want to put in” (NZ 2). However, our interviews revealed that in preparing their 

SSP, NFP organisations typically do not directly seek users' opinions on what to include. For example, 

one large public sector entity noted it had “minimal contact with donors” (NZ 11). 

 

The NFP organisations we spoke to expressed a desire for including outcomes in the SSP to highlight 

the benefits of their services. As stated by a staff member from a small charity “we like to report on not 

just what we’re doing but the difference that that’s made to the actual family as well” (NZ 1). However, 

it was also acknowledged in interviews that “expecting all organisations to be able to do sensible 

outcome reporting is unrealistic” (NZ 3). Examples were provided of NFP organisations working in 

various areas, for example housing and mental health, where the outcomes achieved by service 

recipients depended on a whole of service approach and as such it was not practical to attribute 

outcomes to one particular organisation.  

 

The single funder we interviewed shed some light on the types of information that they found useful. 

This funder appreciated the flexible standard for SSPs, allowing charities to determine the information 

they include. This flexibility helped the funder learn about the charity: “I’m learning about the 

organisation simply on the basis of what things they've chosen to count” (NZ 4). At the same time, this 

funder noted that they relied on output data, not outcomes, in making funding decisions: 

 

“When you got into the output data and you went, oh, actually this is four people over four 

weeks for four hours per week or something. It totalled about, you know, whatever the number 

of hours were for four people. And that's when you go, hang on a minute, the scale of this is 

not significant enough to really warrant funding. So, output data enables us to think about the 

scale and then the potential of that impact over time. It also allows us to see the trends, which 

is really important, and we do look at where things are declining and where things are 

increasing.” (NZ 4) 

 

This quote demonstrates that output information and comparative data helped this funder determine 

the scale of the entity, its decision whether or not to fund, and appropriate funding levels. Surprisingly, 

outcome information is treated differently by this funder. While outcome information helps to 
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understand if the strategies and objectives of the charity align with those of the funder, it is less 

important overall: 

 

“I suppose that's because the application form is asking those questions. We are asking 

people directly to talk about how what they do aligns to our strategy. And so we're actively 

looking for that information through their narrative. SSP is giving us something else. It's giving 

us an evidence base of data that supports that.” (NZ 4) 

 

In relation to whether it was appropriate for the SSP to include case studies, testimonials or highlights 

there was again no clear consensus. The preparers we interviewed included testimonials and stories 

as part of their SSP noting that hearing the benefits of the services provided by their charities from 

recipients, “really shows the difference [the charity is making] when you’ve actually got those stories” 

(NZ 1). Preparers believed testimonials and case studies were appreciated by funders. However, the 

one funder we interviewed did not consider case studies as being appropriate or important. They 

viewed the SSP as consisting solely of “the things you can count.” (NZ 4) 

 

However, in relation to the auditing of the SSP, auditors often expressed concern at the inclusion of 

outcomes and testimonials in the SSP and as such many NFP organisations in New Zealand do not 

include such details in the SSP (see below for additional details). 

2.1.3 Insights on preparing SPR  

Our conversations with charities illustrated their appreciation of the principles-based nature of the 

standard, which allowed them to tell their own story. The two charities we interviewed varied in size 

from small (NZ Tier 3) to one that operates globally and receives substantial amounts of funding (Tier 

1). Both charities had received awards for their SPR and were early adopters of reporting service 

performance, presenting information on service performance prior to it being mandated. The 

“exceptionally principles-based” approach of PBE FRS 48, in which the standard-setter “didn't want to 

specify with huge preciseness about what people should report” (NZ 3), was seen as being extremely 

positive as it allowed charities of different size and function to adapt their SSP to match their particular 

circumstances, which could be quite different from other charities. 

 

However, this principles-based approach contrasts with some charities’ requests for specific models to 

follow, which would seemingly make compliance with the standard easier. 

 

“One issue which I think you need to be very cognisant of is this cry for specificity and give us 

the models and give us the examples, when really the answer is actually it's about you 

answering those core questions rather than following a specific model.” (NZ 3 Preparer) 

 

Interestingly, the general sentiment among auditors was also against making the standard more 

prescriptive. For example, one auditor questioned what a more prescriptive standard would entail and 

outlined some negative consequences of such an approach: 

 

“I'm actually in favour of the flexible approach. Why do I say that? Because I feel that at the 

moment, the way it is worded, it allows for all sectors and all types and sizes of organisations 

of varying complexities and varying dollar amounts or varying sizes for the data being able to 

report. Because the standard at the moment, to me, is more like a principles-based [one]. So 

for me, prescriptive would be what? Thou shalt report on two quality measures or two quantity 

measures, something like that? Now, I would think that it would be harder for a standard setter 
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to be prescriptive in a wide space like that because every organisation is quite unique and 

different.” (NZ 13 Auditor) 

 

In line with this sentiment in favour of a principles-based approach, there was a general feeling among 

the charities and advisors involved in the preparation of the SSP that the standard should not be made 

more rigid than it currently is. If anything, it seems that the standard could be even shorter. As one 

advisor who worked as a senior manager at a mid-tier accounting firm noted, “in some ways it could 

actually achieve its objectives better if it sharpened up on some of the wording” (NZ 6). Even including 

definitions of outputs and outcomes was often viewed as problematic by auditors, such as this partner 

who worked at a mid-tier firm, who does not view the distinction as helpful: “I call it ‘results’: when you 

start wordsmithing it, you start losing the plot” (NZ 13). 

 

There are some consequences of the principles-based approach to the standard, however. 

Particularly, there was a strong sense among participants that many charities had contrasting 

perspectives on how they view SPR in this context. 

Compliance vs. Strategic Communication 

Participants noted that the principles-based approach of PBE FRS 48 and the flexibility this provided 

charities in terms of how they prepare their SSP resulted in a dichotomy between those viewing the 

SSP as a compliance exercise and those viewing it as part of their broader communication strategy, 

and potentially even an opportunity to attract additional funding.  

 

Participants noted that the decision was typically based on a consideration of the benefits versus costs 

of preparing a compliance focused SSP versus a more strategically focused one. As noted by an 

advisor that assisted charities with the preparation of their SSP the costs of preparation are often 

weighed against what a charity would otherwise spend its money on. This decision to do the basics for 

compliance is also related to the issue of funding: 

 

“Consider it as a cost-benefit situation, what are the benefits of having a glossy versus, etc, 

etc. If they're a government-funded one, they don't need any glossy [reports], they just want to 

do the basics” (NZ 6) 

 

Similarly an audit partner of a mid-tier firm stated they always commenced an engagement by 

discussing with a charity what they were trying to achieve with their SSP: 

 

“That's what I always talk to them about. Are you looking to essentially tick a box and comply 

with legislation? … At a minimum, the legislation required them to do it. Some of those entities 

have other mechanisms of marketing and fundraising and find they have already enough 

funding coming in and feel like they don't need to go and do it another way. Others saw it as a 

great opportunity to use it as a marketing tool, as sort of a shopfront, if you like, to showcase 

their entity.” (NZ 2 Auditor) 

 

As indicated in the above quotes a compliance approach was not seen as being negative, as it often 

made sense for the charity to only comply with the minimum requirements of PBE FRS 48 as to do 

otherwise would potentially incur additional costs for no benefit. Those viewing the SSP as a 

compliance exercise tend to understandably produce relatively concise reports, including mostly 

output-related information in an attempt to reduce their reporting cost. 
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While acknowledging that the costs of moving from output reporting to outcome reporting may be 

significant, the preparer from a large charity saw this more as a one-off implementation cost as 

charities learn about the standard and potentially install new systems and internal controls surrounding 

the data collection of service performance information. For example, for the charity they worked for 

which was clear on the reason for their existence, their theory of change6, and their KPIs, the SSP 

“just becomes an aggregation or a summation of some of those key numbers at the end of the year, 

those key information sources that you're being reported through management to governance anyway” 

(NZ 3). Similarly, for a small charity, the introduction of the standard did not change much of what they 

did in terms of SPR. However, they had a pre-established deep engagement with funders and feel a 

strong need to provide them with information about how they have made a difference. For charities 

such as this one, the standard was not onerous, and they already included comparative data based on 

feedback as part of their reporting process.  

 

Charities that view the SSP as a strategic communication device tend to produce lengthier reports that 

combine multiple types of information, namely outputs, outcomes and testimonials or case studies. For 

example, the small charity we interviewed that provides its SSP to current and potential funders 

includes a range of information, including not only what they have done but measures of the effect of 

their activities on beneficiaries supplemented with case studies. This charity makes a glossy report 

that looks “very readable and very attractive” (NZ 1), which has been recognised with several awards. 

This approach highlights that viewing the SSP as a strategic communication device appears to be 

based on its potential to attract funding.  

The auditability effect 

Participants identified that there is often tension in the auditor-client relationship, partly due to the 

highly principles-based nature of PBE FRS 48. According to our discussions with charities and 

auditors, a predominant concern among charities surrounds the audit aspect. Ultimately, “the data has 

got to be verifiable, and you don’t want to create a $20,000 audit bill” (NZ 6). One participant, who was 

involved in the standard-setting process and has a prominent role at a large charity, noted that the 

audit concern was always considered: 

“We always knew that we ran the risk of the auditors killing the golden goose of good 

reporting. And I think that's something which unfortunately with the larger entities has a little 

bit come home to roost. So the main complaint that we've had with larger entities, once they 

got their heads around that and actually saw there was value in this reporting, has been 

dealing with their auditors who are very good at auditing metrics and are not so good at 

auditing things which are more descriptive or non-metrical in nature … In some cases, in 

some of the worst cases, auditors have just flat out told clients they can't report various things 

in their service performance. And it's more from them not being easily auditable than it is from 

actually being something that should not be reported.” (NZ 3) 

 

The above quote highlights how in some instances auditors asked charities to exclude outcome 

measures from the SSP as they were “not easily auditable”. Similarly auditors asked charities to 

remove case studies or testimonials from the SSP as they cannot be audited as they are “not 

numbers”. As some auditors noted during interviews, it comes down to a cost-benefit decision as 

 
6
 A theory of change outlines how and why the services, programs, policy and/or interventions of a NFP are 

expected to lead to specific outcomes and impacts.  
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inclusion of these items would increase the cost of the audit. Auditors were also concerned with 

meeting the requirements of the auditing standards (see below for detailed discussion). 

 

A consequence of rejecting difficult-to-verify information is the splitting of information between the 

front-end of annual reports (which is not audited) and the audited SSP, which may be viewed as a 

practical solution. For example, one charity decided to include snippets of some case studies they 

conducted with beneficiaries in its SSP and did not face questions from the auditor (NZ 1). However, 

in general, our interview data reveals that charities tended to encounter resistance from auditors 

regarding the inclusion of case studies in the SSP. 

 

The tension between charities and auditors does not apply universally due to the variability in what 

different audit firms may accept. For one small charity (Tier 3), which views the SSP as a strategic 

communication device, the auditors asked to see documentation and the internal process behind the 

production of the information included in the SSP. In terms of reporting outcomes, this charity uses 

Google Forms as ‘outcome forms,’ completed by their own workers, to extensively track how they are 

helping beneficiaries. 

 

“In this last year, they've certainly been checking, I guess, just to make sure that when we are 

reporting things, that we are reporting them correctly as well, and accurately. So they were 

asking questions around our processes, which I explained to them around the Google Forms. 

So, they're happy with that.” (NZ 1) 

 

In this way, the reporting of outcomes, while potentially more difficult to verify compared to outputs, 

may still be verifiable if a charity is keen to report. However, this needs to be accompanied by the 

auditors’ pragmatic acceptance of different types of evidence (in this case, even evidence entered by 

the staff at a charity). 

The SPR journey 

While the flexible, principles-based approach taken in NZ allows for variability in the level of reporting, 

this was seen as being beneficial in terms of encouraging charities to engage with SPR. The broad 

nature of PBE FRS 48 was seen as facilitating charities to come on board who were initially reluctant 

to engage with SPR. Consequently many participants viewed the principles-based approach adopted 

in the standard as facilitating a journey where SPR by charities will mature over time with more 

charities using it as a strategic communication and consequently providing greater levels of detail on 

their performance. 

2.1.4 Insights on auditing SPR 

Interviews revealed the pivotal role played by auditing in the SSP reporting landscape in New Zealand. 

Accordingly, this section outlines not only the issues faced by auditors when auditing the SSP, but 

also the reporting implications associated with the efforts involved in producing a verifiable SSP. The 

key themes identified in interviews related to the audit fees and issues associated with verification to 

achieve the required level of reasonable assurance.  

The impact of the audit fee 

The central role that the audit fee plays is noted by an advisor from a mid-tier accounting firm who 

assists charities in preparing the SSP: 
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“The first discussion with the client is, look, all these good measures you're talking about, are 

we going to be able to get them in state that they can be audited? And part of that discussion 

is, the more measures that you've got … the more this, no doubt, is going to add to your audit 

fee.” (NZ 8) 

 

This quote clearly identifies the association between the length of the SSP and the resultant audit fee 

that a charity must pay. The importance of the audit fee is clearly articulated by noting that it is the 

“first discussion with the client”. Another audit partner elaborated on how such discussions would 

result in charities, especially smaller ones, changing their SSP: 

 

“Rightly or wrongly, when a relatively small organisation might have presented a very lengthy 

report and when they sort of discovered their audit fee might essentially double, they would 

rethink and reshape.” (NZ 2) 

 

Similarly, an advisor who assisted charities in preparing their SSPs noted that faced with the prospect 

of high audit fees, charities would reduce the length of the report (NZ 6). Another advisor reflected on 

instances of the auditor explicitly asking charities to reduce the length of their SSP so as to minimise 

the cost of the audit: 

  

“We've also seen auditors pushing back and trying to get clients to slim down what they've put 

in there because from their point of view it's more work, obviously, to audit more measures. So 

it does feel like there is a push from some audit firms to say, look, just keep it really simple, 

small number of measures because that's simpler for us and cheaper.” (NZ 8) 

 

As noted in the above quotes a charity’s wish to minimise its audit fee results in charities adopting a 

compliance approach reporting a limited number of output measures that could be easily verifiable 

even though the charity may have initially wished to report on a more extensive list of measures 

including potentially outcome measures. This reduction in measures and the complexity of these 

measures makes the auditing of the SSP “simpler” and therefore “cheaper”. As such it is clear that 

discussions surrounding the audit fee play a central role in charities’ decisions as to what to report and 

how much to report. 

The verification of outputs, outcomes and narratives 

Our interview data points to a perceived preference by some auditors towards the reporting of output-

related numeric information on the basis of verifiability. An audit partner of a mid-tier firm noted based 

on initial discussions between the charity and auditors regarding the first draft of an SSP that some 

charities “might have scaled back some of the measures around what was actually verifiable” (NZ 2). 

This was reiterated by a consultant who assists charities preparing SSPs who categorically stated 

there were instances in which charities wanted to report on outcomes but the auditors have not 

allowed it. 

 

“What ended up happening is the auditors, because they are afraid of the regulator, they took 

out a lot of that. To me, that's the value add, some of the outcome impact reporting. They took 

a lot of that out. And so that's why you ended up with a product that isn't necessarily meeting 

the requirements of some users.” (NZ 5) 

 

It was also noted by an advisor that helps charities prepare SSPs that the systems used by some 

charities decrease the verifiability of the outcome measures they report. 
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“Their data sources are things like, you know, particularly these live systems where numbers 

have been updated all the time. They're not fixed. You can't go back and run a report as at a 

point in time. Those have caused real issues because the auditors come in here, you know, 

three or four months after year end. They're trying to replicate the numbers that are appearing 

in there and they just can't get them close. So there have been some real issues.” (NZ 8) 

 

This above quote specifically reflects on the live nature of a particular charity’s reporting system and 

how this meant that when it was time to conduct the audit several months after year end there was no 

easy manner in which the auditor could verify that the reported number was the actual number at the 

year end. As such the charity could not report the number as the auditor could not verify it. 

 

An audit partner of a mid-tier firm specifically reflected on this issue of verifiability, attributing a 

reluctance for the inclusion of outcome measures by auditors to the different obligation levels between 

the accounting standard for SPR and the auditing standard related to SPR. The partner reflected that 

charities under the accounting standard “don’t really have the same level of obligation” (NZ 2) as 

auditors do under the auditing standards in which they need to provide reasonable assurance. As 

such, the partner reflected on how in auditing a charity's SSP they are playing a balancing role in 

trying to align the auditing and accounting standards to provide an appropriate level of assurance 

without costing the charity too much in audit fees. 

 

“So I'm trying to have those two standards aligning across accounting and audit, to give a 

level of assurance out to the public, but not overdo it, essentially, in terms of that cost benefit.” 

(NZ 2) 

 

Yet by no means do all auditors place a strong emphasis on the reporting of outputs rather than 

outcomes by charities. Our interview data illustrates how some auditors have utilised pragmatic ways 

to audit outcome information. In theory, it can be straightforward to audit outcome information if the 

entity’s systems are set up well, which in the view of one audit partner may include surveys managed 

by external parties, which are far easier to verify in terms of the metrics produced by the charity.  

 

At the same time, there are other pragmatic ways to verify outcome type information. For example, 

one auditor allowed a charity to infer its outcomes in terms of improving the lives of beneficiaries 

through the reporting of output information on the number of meals provided to beneficiaries: 

 

“If you can say, hey, look, you know, we have delivered 500 meals in the last month to this 

group of people. And that has meant that people who would otherwise have been hungry have 

been fed or, you know, you know, I mean, sometimes you can say, well, we don't need to get 

any more audit evidence for that. That's pretty much, you know, fait accompli, arguably sort of 

thing, right. So we have allowed them to draw that dotted line between outputs and what an 

outcome might be without measuring, you know, putting specific measurements, if you like on 

the outcome.” (NZ 10) 

 

The effect of the auditor on the information reported in an SSP may also be observed on the topic of 

testimonials and whether to include those. According to one advisor from a mid-tier accounting firm, 

they had initially heard that testimonials were a good thing to include in an SSP and as a result they 

recommended that charities include some. However, then one of the charities received strong 

pushback from the auditors who believe that it was hard to verify a testimonial and since then the 
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consultant has not recommended testimonials, which according to them, are rarely included in SSPs 

due to this reason of auditors perception that testimonials are hard to verify. An audit partner of a mid-

tier firm provides further insight: 

 

“I feel a bit harsh, you know, because I understand why people want to include that 

[testimonials] in there. But in my view, that's not and that's one, unless you only do one thing, 

that's what you, you know, I'm in my balance sheet, I'm not highlighting one transaction, right? 

You know, I'm trying to give a snapshot. So, again, my advice to them, my personal view is 

that that's really in your annual report, you may want to have a couple of specific stories. But 

that is not a statement of service performance in my view, right? You know, if you've had 100 

people on a course, and you've somehow got some feedback on those 100 people, that's, you 

know, that 90% of people rated at five out of five, then I can include that in there. But what one 

person, the other 95 may have thought it was rubbish or whatever.” (NZ 10) 

 

The above quote highlights that the SSP may be viewed by auditors in a similar way as financial 

statements, in providing a high-level summary of performance rather than emphasizing specific 

aspects like testimonials or case studies. This point also links to the above discussion on the 

movement of case study information to the front-end of annual reports in some cases, a sentiment 

also supported by the comments of another audit partner when reflecting on how they handle clients 

who wish to present data that cannot be verified or stories they believe are not supported by the 

quantifiable data. 

 

“So I talk to them and say, okay, if you really want to talk about these things, can you think 

about putting it somewhere else, either on your website, where I don't give an opinion on, or 

some other place, maybe in a brochure, that, you know, is not somewhere close to my audit 

opinion. So you can talk about all of these things without affecting the, you know, the real 

picture.” (NZ13) 

 

However, this same audit partner noted that they had a clear preference for testimonials and case 

studies that are combined with other contextual information and quantitative measurements, rather 

than presented on a stand-alone basis, so long as the data all told a consistent story.  

 

“if it's a testimonial or a case study, it may reflect one point of view only, because it's only one 

case study. But …when I look at the performance reporting, I look at the overall picture. So if 

there's a testimonial in there, or if there's a case study in there, it needs to be wrapped around 

a lot of contextual information and some other supporting outcomes or some other sort of 

reporting on the widgets to say, you know, this was the overall outcome, this is the case 

study…to support the overall outcome.” 

 

The above quote highlights that this audit partner takes a holistic approach to assess the overall 

picture being presented in the SSP to ensure that the testimonial aligns with what the quantified output 

and/or outcome measures are revealing about the performance of the charities. If the testimonial is 

consistent with the numeric data then this audit partner will not only allow it to be reported, but 

encourage charities to do so. Interestingly, this audit partner had previously in his career worked in the 

Office of the Auditor General, noting that service performance reporting regime is “quite mature in the 

New Zealand public sector” (NZ 13) due to public sector organisations having now done it for “over 10 

years”. 

 



20 
 

The contrasting examples presented above of one audit partner not allowing testimonials to be 

included in the SSP, whereas another one encourages them highlights the variability in auditing 

perspectives, yet it also reiterates the pervasive role of auditing and auditors in the eventual contents 

of an SSP. In the words of one audit partner, “there's quite a wide range in terms of auditors and what 

they're willing to accept and what they're not” (NZ 2). 

 

Despite the extensive focus on the problems associated with auditing outcomes and testimonials, it 

was also acknowledged there are sometimes problems associated with auditing output information, 

much of which relates to the underlying systems used by charities to collect such information, which 

may not allow auditors to run checks of what the number was at on a particular date, and where the 

systems are not consistent across the charities’ various sites. Yet auditors have deployed pragmatic 

ways of verifying output data. For example, as expressed by an audit partner of a mid-tier firm, on the 

surface, auditing an output number on a spreadsheet may be challenging as “if it's just an Excel 

spreadsheet that says 200 people came to [an event], how do we know you haven't just made that 

number up?” However, they continue on to explain that there are other ways to verify such numbers 

through estimation techniques and having “another independent person to confirm” (NZ 10). 

 

Some participants noted that the audit verifiability requirements could perversely be resulting in some 

charities reporting less details than prior to the implementation of PBE FRS 48. As expressed by one 

audit partner, due to the audit requirements, “I think we're [auditors] sort of pushing people more 

towards the shorter end if anything, which I do think they [the XRB] need to look at” (NZ 2).  However, 

the audit partner went on to note as indicated previously that charities could move information to the 

front end of the report which is not audited. This implies that the unintended push to shorter output 

focused SSPs was not necessarily a problem and charities could report whatever they wished in the 

un-audited parts of annual reports. 

The value of audited Statements of Service Performance 

Despite the difficulties and consequences associated with the different audit firms having different 

interpretations of the auditing standards, particularly in regards to the requirements regarding the 

verifiability of measures required to meet reasonable assurance, participants were supportive of 

requiring the SSP to be audited and did not suggest removing this requirement. 

 

The audit process was appreciated by the one funder interviewed who commented that the audit 

provides them with a level of confidence that they would otherwise not receive from charities 

presenting them with an application form. Noting, however, that this funder only relied on quantified 

output data in their decision making and did not use outcome measures or testimonials in their 

decision making process. As such the issues associated with some audit firms not allowing 

testimonials or outcome measures would not have impacted this funder. 

 

Similar to this funder, preparers who exhibit a strategic communication approach towards the SSP 

also seem to believe that auditing the SSP is a good thing as they believe that “for a funder, it 

probably just gives them a little bit more reassurance” (NZ 1). The auditor for this charity allowed them 

to report outcome measures and testimonials. It would be interesting to see if charities who 

experienced auditors pushing back on them wishing to report outcomes and testimonials shared 

similar views on the audit process. However, we are unable to determine this due to not interviewing 

any such charities. 
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Even though participants were supportive of the requirement to audit SSPs, two suggestions were put 

forth regarding potentially improving the audit requirement. An advisor recommended having limited 

assurance of outcomes to mitigate the problem of auditors not being able to verify outcomes. The 

advisor felt that by having limited assurance of outcome measures auditors would be more likely to 

accept outcome measures as part of the SSP. A preparer suggested that “if we were to have our time 

again” (NZ 3) they would recommend a staggered introduction process whereby the audit requirement 

would be non-mandatory in the first year. This they believed would have the benefit of allowing 

charities more time to get their systems up to speed as they would be learning from the initial 

preparation of an SSP, plus it would encourage charities and auditors to work collaboratively with 

auditors providing advice to clients without the pressure associated with an audit and/or receiving a 

qualified audit opinion. 

 

2.2 Australia 

Participants in Australia emphasized an accountability rather than decision usefulness role for SPR. 

Specifically, they identify a broader role of SPR in potentially enhancing accountability and public trust 

in the NFP sector as a whole through greater public availability of service performance information. 

Similar to New Zealand, participants found it challenging to identify a specific group of ‘users’ whose 

decision-making would directly benefit from SPR, and also raised concerns about the costs and 

practical challenges of any mandatory SPR standard, particularly for small and medium-sized private 

NFP entities. In line with the approach in PBE FRS 48, participants stressed the importance of 

allowing NFP entities discretion to determine which service performance information to disclose. 

Finally, the value of assurance was contested, with significant reservations about the cost and lack of 

demand for assurance, as well as significant concerns from auditors regarding the complexity, risk and 

cost of any SPR assurance engagements. 

2.2.1 Analysis of examples of voluntary reporting of service performance information 

We collected a sample of 30 annual or impact reports from Australian private NFP entities. The 

sample includes reports from the Social Impact Measurement Network of Australia (SIMNA) Award 

winners and runners-up (2022–2024), as well as recipients of the Australasian Reporting Awards 

(NFP sector) in 2023 and 2024. 

Variation in Reporting Depth and Length 

Based on the reports collected, there is significant variation in how Australian NFP entities currently 

approach reporting service performance-related information. The reports vary widely in length — from 

as short as 8 pages to as long as 300 pages—despite all being recognised as high-quality reports. 

Differences in Presentation of Service Performance Information 

Only two organisations explicitly used the term “service performance” in their reports. More commonly, 

organisations highlighted key indicators at the front of the report in highly visual formats. These 

indicators were mostly output-focused, with a few organisations presenting both outputs and outcomes 

in a progressive, structured manner. 

 

Most reports used visual tools such as graphs and icons to present performance trends, typically 

showing changes over multiple years. However, comparisons to targets were rare—only one entity 

presented a comparison between actual performance and targets, though it did not explain how those 

targets were determined. A smaller number of reports relied more heavily on descriptive narrative 

formats. 
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Common Trends across Reports 

The reports demonstrate that although SPR is not yet mandatory in Australia, those seen as award 

winning are already engaging extensively in this type of reporting activity. In most annual reports 

collected, at least 90% of the content is dedicated to describing services and related activities, 

demonstrating the actual results achieved through various programs, while financial information is 

typically condensed into a few pages—sometimes just two. 

 

Case studies appear in nearly every report. Some organisations structure their reporting around 

strategic areas, each introduced by a case study, often supplemented with images or a few highlighted 

output measures. 

 

As with our observations in New Zealand, few organisations report on unmet targets. In cases where 

performance declined from the previous year, most organisations offered an explanation. 

Wide variation in Knowledge of Outcome/Impact Measurement 

Australian private NFP entities appear to be at varying stages in their understanding of and 

implementation of outcome and impact measurement. Some organisations demonstrate advanced 

practices, separating their impact reports from their annual reports, and provide a comprehensive 

explanation and vivid illustration of their theory of change. They elaborate their outcome measures to 

align with their proposed theory of change. They even segment their impact measurement by time 

horizon (short-term, medium-term, and long-term). A more common approach shown in our examples 

is to blend outputs and outcomes, without clearly distinguishing between the two, and limited attempts 

are made to elaborate the logic of metric selection. 

Absence of assurance 

Among the sample reviewed, no private NFP entities had service performance information that was 

subject to external assurance. 

2.2.2 Insights on using SPR 

Who are the users? 

There was generally a sense of apprehension when it came to identifying a specific user group for 

SPR among the participants in Australia. This mirrored the view of participants in New Zealand who 

questioned whether any user group would actively use the information contained in the SPR for 

decision making. In Australia, auditors interviewed, in particular, brought into question the users of 

SPR, particularly with regards to the complexity users potentially face in interpreting these 

reports. Caution was also raised by participants regarding the value of SPR because most funders 

already receive this information from NFP entities as part of their reporting process. As noted by a 

senior audit partner who is also on the board of several charities, the sector has enough information 

available for now (for example, on the ACNC): 

 

“You can find enough … on ACNC to satisfy yourself that it's a well-run charity, but you're not 

going to have the service performance metrics in there, but I don't know whether many people 

are going to go looking for it...” (AUS 3) 
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Regulators were seen as potential users of SPR, who could act on behalf of donors in ensuring that 

funds were spent on their intended purpose. A senior auditor who also serves as a policy advisor 

explained: 

 

“who are the users is the first question. Are there any is probably even a better question. Quite 

often, you can argue that there aren't any. Because who's going to read these long 

documents? I mean, I might read it because I'm technically minded and I want to read it…Who 

else reads it? Do the donors read it? Nah, not a chance…to me, users are mainly regulators 

standing in the shoes of donors.” (AUS 2) 

 

Like the perspectives shared by the New Zealand participants, the quote above illustrated the 

scepticism shared by participants regarding the value of SPR to smaller donors, who were seen to 

provide their funds for purpose, that is that the funds are “actually going somewhere” (AUS 32). 

Participants indicated that they voluntarily produced service performance information to provide 

feedback to their own staff and Boards. As one participant stated: 

 

“we do it for our staff … so that we have a reflection point in time that pulls as much together 

around our impact and outcome delivery as possible so that people can actually see that what 

they're doing every day makes a difference … particularly for the parts of the organisation that 

are working in the more intangible or harder types of change.” (AUS 37) 

 

NFP staff were seen to work in the sector because these individuals are predominantly driven by their 

values to create positive change. Beyond the staff, board members were seen to benefit from existing 

voluntary reporting of service performance information within the NFP entity. As a senior advisor in the 

sector noted, service performance information was considered to be a “piece of board information … 

to know what’s going on as a board member” (AUS 14). The board needs to know whether the 

organisation is in fact “doing good, or … just assuming [they are] doing good …” (AUS 26). More 

generally, service performance information was also seen as possibly fulfilling accountability to the 

community. Given that there is “more expectation … from the community” (AUS 12), NFP entities 

“need to be able to account … to those who might not have been involved to … understand what has 

occurred [with the NFP]” (AUS 18). 

What are the potential benefits to users? 

Overall, participants' views on the potential benefits of SPR for users were mixed, echoing the views of 

participants in New Zealand. In Australia, the responses ranged from participants who did not see the 

value of these statements at all and others who could appreciate some limited potential benefits. One 

of the funders interviewed questioned the motivation for the SPR as follows: 

 

“what's the actual motivation behind investing in more measurement evaluation or service 

performance reporting …? Is the foundation trying to essentially prove to some extent the 

value that it's adding through its funding…? …Or is the motivation largely [for] … their 

stakeholders like board members or trustees, or even the general public, because … they 

need a social licence to operate, they're checking the boxes…? … Or thirdly, is the motivation 

really to answer questions like…what's gone well and why? What hasn't gone well and why? 

What can we learn from it so that we can design our programmes even more effectively going 

forward?” (AUS 36) 
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The quote above captured the themes that participants identified regarding the potential benefits of 

SPR. The funder above went on to say that while the SPR from Empower Children Australia (a 

fictitious vignette used for our field work) did not give him enough information, it was one that could be 

used as a “reference document … for a follow-up conversation with the charity … once every six 

months … and dig into it in more detail” (AUS 36).  

 

As noted above, there were also potential benefits for staff and the board where service performance 

information could be used as a “reflection point” (AUS 37), to be used “internally … to show here’s the 

impact that we made … here’s the difference this program made on the community” (AUS 1). 

Importantly, though, these benefits can be met through voluntary reporting of service performance 

information within NFPs, such as to employees and board members, rather than through mandated 

SPR.  

 

Contrastingly, other participants were not as optimistic about the potential benefits of SPR. As noted 

by a participant who headed philanthropy and fundraising, the SPR would not be a reflective exercise 

for her organisation: 

 

“It wouldn't be a self-reflective exercise for us. I don't think it would be an opportunity for us to 

promote our good work to a broad audience because I mean, perhaps it could be if it sits on 

our website and ACNC and then donors or supporters can access it. But again, considering 

the limitations of the form, I'm not sure.” (AUS 25) 

 

According to another funder, it would be “creating vast amounts of pointless bullsh*t for people to fill 

out and put together” (AUS 16). He was put off by the idea of using a “nonsensical number” to 

communicate “ambiguous components such as children’s welfare and peer relationships”. Similarly, a 

senior auditor did not see the benefit: 

 

“I don't think there's any way this should be mandatory. I don't see any benefit. I don't see any 

stakeholders who would have any use in using it. And I think the burden on not-for-profits to 

have this audited, for one, to prepare it themselves and then to have it audited for basically no 

good outcome… I wouldn't want to see it become mandatory and I certainly wouldn't want to 

see it become audited … I think it's three-pronged. It's the time it's going to take them, the fact 

that they don't have the skills and they don't have an end user who would benefit from having 

this information.” (AUS 10) 

 

The quotes above highlight the polarising views shared on the potential benefits of the SPR or the lack 

thereof. In essence, the benefits of SPR may not be realised without clearly identifying the users and 

the motivations underpinning the use of these reports. 

What type of information should be reported? 

Overall, given a lack of clearly identified potential users of SPR, there was no clear consensus on the 

types of information that should be included in the SPR. Participant responses were mixed when 

commenting on the SPR vignette that was presented to them in the interviews. The vignette contained 

the objective of the fictional organisation, outputs, outcomes, highlights and a testimonial from a 

beneficiary. Mirroring the view of the participants in New Zealand, particularly the preparers, the 

Australian participants who liked the SPR thought that it provided a good picture of the NFP. As 

shared by a senior audit partner and board member: 
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“So, I think it combines the four parts that I typically think about when you think about not-for-

profit reporting, … the activities and outputs, the outcomes, the stories through the testimonial 

and through the highlights. So, I think that's a good balance.” (AUS 3) 

 

While the key elements were seen to be present in the SPR, more depth was needed to facilitate a 

better understanding of the NFP and its impact. Some participants regarded outputs as being useful. 

For example, the financial controller of an NFP thought that “... donors are getting more output 

focused when they do their grants” (AUS 29). A senior regulator and auditor shared his view that NFP 

entities had to be “first and foremost … clear about outputs” (AUS 30). Another participant who was a 

senior regulator stated that “these output measures … are sort of interesting, but, you know, it's just a 

question of whether they can be biased ..” (AUS 19). The view that outputs could be cherry-picked to 

make the NFP entities appear to be performing well was not widely shared but was raised by several 

participants. They also felt that outputs alone did not convey a holistic picture of the NFP’s 

performance.  

 

According to a philanthropist, “getting the physical numbers … outputs” was great, as it provided 

context, but she needed to know what those outputs were “actually translating to on the ground” (AUS 

33). Similarly, several participants thought that the outputs without the outcomes did not convey the 

complete performance of NFP entities. However, participants noted the challenges inherent in 

measuring outcomes. As noted by one of the senior regulators, “the entity's outcomes I find much 

more interesting and so … would want to know there's a pretty good methodology sitting behind these, 

both the target but also the actual achievement … (AUS 19). The need to understand how outcomes 

were measured was shared by several participants, particularly the auditors and regulators. There was 

a concern that NFP entities faced the challenge of ensuring their impact measurement is “more 

valuable and meaningful” (AUS 25). Another senior regulator and auditor stressed that while he was 

not opposed to outcomes, the challenge was in “being able to express [outcomes] in a way [that 

captures] the more … immediate and short-term impact” (AUS 30), which would be a better way of 

measuring and communicating NFP outcomes.  

 

Participants also stressed the need for the NFP to be able to communicate their performance story. 

Several participants appreciated the testimonial and highlights that were presented, as those “actual 

real-life stories are really good” (AUS 33). The concise nature of the highlights was praised, but some 

of the ratios were questioned as they could be perceived to be selected to portray the NFP 

favourably.  

2.2.3 Insights on preparing SPR  

The interviews revealed a range of perspectives regarding the preparation of service performance 

information in Australia. While there was broad support for NFP entities to voluntarily provide non-

financial disclosures, often referred to as ‘impact reporting’, to enhance the evaluation of their success 

and ensure accountability to a range of stakeholders and society at large, many participants raised 

concerns about the additional burden a mandate to prepare SPRs would place on NFP entities. The 

practical challenges of preparing voluntary non-financial information were particularly emphasised in 

relation to small- and medium-sized NFP entities. When it came to evaluating the readiness of NFP 

entities to prepare mandated SPRs, participants generally agreed that any reporting requirements 

should be proportional to the size of the organisation. Notably, there was no interest in comparing and 

contrasting potential future SPRs across different NFP entities. The latter mirrors findings in New 

Zealand, where NFP entities appreciated the principles-based nature of PBE FRS 48 but also 

expressed concerns about comparability due to the wide variability in how entities interpreted and 

applied the standard. 
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Evaluation of Success in NFP entities through Voluntary Non-Financial Disclosures 

Participants emphasised that the success of NFP entities is measured primarily by the extent to which 

they achieve their objectives and missions rather than on the basis of financial performance. One 

participant noted that voluntary non-financial disclosures that measure the success of NFP entities 

“play a very special part in how NFP entities tell their story to stakeholders [...] if you had the ideal 

situation, [non-financial reporting] should take precedence over financial reporting [...] because the 

stakeholders who are interested in NFP entities are interested in them delivering against their 

objectives” (AUS 2). In this way, non-financial reporting was viewed as essential for NFP entities to 

effectively communicate their impact beyond financial disclosures, whereby voluntary disclosures were 

largely driven by a commitment to offer “transparency to the community” (AUS 37). Participants also 

stressed that non-financial information should be accessible to the broader public for accountability 

purposes as NFP entities had to “justify” their service delivery (AUS 15). Similarly, in New Zealand, 

NFP entities that viewed SPR as a strategic communication tool generally produced more detailed 

reports, often including case studies and outcome measures, for the purpose of attracting funders and 

building trust with stakeholders. Representatives of large NFP entities with advanced non-financial 

reporting systems and rich experience in voluntary non-financial disclosures argued that the NFP 

sector should adopt the same rigorous approach to social value as it did to financial value if it was to 

become more professional, with one preparer of a very large NFP asserting that NFP entities “have to 

have the same view of social value” as they have of financial value (AUS 26). Another preparer further 

illustrated this point: “You wouldn’t have someone build a bridge and just be like ‘oh, I tried my best’ 

(AUS 21).  

 

In this way, voluntary non-financial disclosures were seen as particularly vital for the evaluation of 

NFP’s success, with financial statements alone viewed as failing to capture the full extent of NFP 

entities’ contributions to specific communities and society at large. One participant emphasised that 

“the social impact [of NFP entities] is generally much greater than what the financial statements are 

saying” (AUS 13). Indeed, failure to measure and report on impact through non-financial disclosures 

was argued to potentially damage the credibility of NFP entities, making it harder to attract donors and 

secure grants. As one preparer explained: “If you don’t have your impact data and you can’t readily 

show and explain that, then that’s costing you in donations coming in. It could cost you in reputation” 

(AUS 1). Along the same lines, participants generally agreed that the voluntary measurement of non-

financial metrics is critical for NFP entities’ financial stability and long-term sustainability, with some 

NFP entities’ funding already directly tied to the achievement of specific non-financial targets. As one 

participant described, “we get remunerated on or are allowed to recognise income based on whether 

we’ve met the activity targets” (AUS 32). In New Zealand, similar cost-benefit decisions influenced the 

scope and style of SPPs, with some NFP entities opting for minimal compliance-focused reports, 

especially where government funding reduced the need for strategic storytelling.  

 

Notably, some NFP representatives deliberately chose to limit their voluntary disclosure of 

(non)financial information to the requirements by the ACNC to avoid potential “misconceptions about 

income and expenses because the general public probably can’t read between the lines with the 

organisation being a NFP” (AUS 23). However, these NFP entities often still chose to provide selected 

non-financial disclosures through “easily digestible and easy to interpret” information (AUS 23). These 

NFP entities prepared non-financial disclosures voluntarily as a tool to increase societal “visibility” to 

their non-financial performance and “extend their reach” (AUS 11). In this way, participants often 

described the preparation of voluntary non-financial reports as a “telling of a strategic story” that 

combined “components of marketing and [raising] awareness, [...] other components of transparency, 

and the truth of what is going on”, allowing stakeholders and society at large “to jump past the set of 
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financials” and see the ‘real’ impact of the NFP (AUS 26). This storytelling function of SPR strongly 

echoes the approach taken by some NFP entities in New Zealand, particularly smaller ones, who used 

visually attractive reports to demonstrate impact.  

Status Quo of Data Collection Systems  

The interviews revealed that many NFP entities, especially large-sized NFP entities, already have 

voluntary non-financial reporting systems in place. Particularly large-sized NFP entities often also 

provide detailed non-financial disclosures voluntarily through dedicated ‘Impact Reports’ or as part of 

their Annual Reports. Indeed, over the past three to five years, the prevalence of Impact Reports was 

perceived to have accelerated significantly. As a funder noted: “It used to just be ‘here’s our Annual 

Report’ and now there’s an Impact Report and an Annual Report” (AUS 33). Some NFP entities had 

even appointed a Head of Impact to establish internal processes and oversee the consolidation of 

meaningful output metrics across the organisation. Non-financial disclosures in Impact Reports or 

Annual Reports were generally regarded as an effective way of engaging external stakeholders and 

fostering positive perceptions. For instance, one participant highlighted that such reports serve to 

“make donors or the public feel happy” by appealing to their “emotions” (AUS 20). For NFP entities 

transitioning to larger organisational governance structures often meant upgrading manually collected 

service performance data in spreadsheets to specialised software, which improved confidence in the 

reliability of the data. This data was deemed essential for securing external funding: “At the start, we 

had volunteers [...] enter the data [...] into spreadsheets and it was a nightmare. Last year, we went 

with [software] and now we are much more confident that we have good solid system, but there’s a 

real cost [...]. We’ve not been able to access that [data] previously because of the cost, but now we 

see it as essential. It’s essential data that we need to support any [funding] submissions that we make” 

(AUS 24). Similarly, in New Zealand, both small and large NFP entities noted that while outcome-

focused reporting could incur initial setup costs for data systems and controls, these were often one-

off investments. In addition, sophisticated non-financial reporting systems were often associated with 

higher cost and would thus correlate to the size of the NFP. As a result, the maturity of data collection 

and analysis systems used to provide non-financial information varies widely across NFP entities.  

 

In detail, participants noted significant disparities in reporting capabilities between large, medium and 

small NFP entities. While some large NFP entities often collect extensive data, their challenge in 

preparing non-financial disclosures lies in filtering out “the meaningful level of data that you don’t have 

to spend hours trying to digest and you can still get a clear picture of the activity and outcomes” (AUS 

3). By contrast, small to medium NFP entities frequently struggle with data collection, data analysis, 

and the communication of findings, limiting their ability to engage effectively in the voluntary 

preparation of non-financial reporting. As one participant remarked, there’s “a big gap between the 

NFP entities that have the resourcing and the funding to do it [SPR] well [...] and the small grassroot 

ones, [which end up] just dropping out” (AUS 21). Such sentiments were echoed by other participants, 

who questioned how the preparation of SPR under a mandatory standard would add value to NFP 

entities, their stakeholders, and society at large, especially when compared to the current state of 

voluntary non-financial disclosures, potentially presenting “a resource burden with unsure benefits” 

(AUS 22). New Zealand participants similarly pointed to a disparity in readiness to prepare SPR 

between large and small NFP entities, with smaller entities tending toward output-only reporting 

focused on compliance, while larger entities used SPR as a strategic opportunity.  

Preparation of Non-financial Information to Satisfy Existing Disclosure Requirements 
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Participants explained that specific non-financial disclosure requirements were often prescribed by 

funders, including government departments, public authorities, foundations, or private donors, as one 

preparer specified: “Most [funders] are very clear, very explicit about what they are looking for in their 

granting guidelines and strategy” (AUS 25). Another preparer further clarified that some funders were 

looking for more output-focused metrics, whilst others were more interested in outcomes, with 

“measurement being quite targeted” towards the “interests of the funder” (AUS 26).  In response, most 

performance measurement systems in NFP entities were initially customized to the specific objectives 

of each NFP and then adapted according to the specific disclosure requirements of major funders. For 

instance, yet another preparer explained that their NFP had to provide “service performance specifics 

requested by various different organisations” (AUS 4).  

 

In addition to most NFP entities “prepar[ing] impact reports for individual funders, that will be very 

specific in terms of what that agreement says they have to do” (AUS 17), the reporting expectations of 

external funders were increasing in sophistication, placing additional strain on NFP entities. For 

example, one participant observed that reporting requirements were “getting more and more 

sophisticated” and that many NFP entities were “not feel[ing] equipped to do everything that      it is 

that they want” (AUS 21). This concern was very pronounced when it came to government grants, 

which many participants associated with seemingly ever-expanding financial and non-financial 

disclosure requirements. Some participants noted that the increasing overhead cost associated with 

grant acquittals in particular were making it particularly hard for NFP entities to secure government 

funding. As an auditor explained: “government grants have specific reporting [requirements] that the 

grantee has to address and has to provide information on [...] it’s very specific and it is getting harder 

and harder to get these grants because the government requires so much reporting” (AUS 13). In 

addition, participants also noted that financial and non-financial reporting obligations strongly differed 

based on the field in which NFP entities provided services. For instance, with regards to fields such as 

childcare and aged care, participants commented that these service providers had to report on a 

number of predetermined non-financial metrics. In relation to aged care, one auditor from a 

government department explained: “There’s quarterly financial reporting, which also extends to some 

outputs. And then there's also quarterly quality indicator surveys where they go around and assess 

residents’ quality of life [...] and report back to the government. Then there's also annualised versions 

that include significant management accounting requirements that we ask, like customised reports we 

require” (AUS 30). In New Zealand, similar pressures were also observed, with some entities 

emphasising that government-funded NFP entities often chose to meet only basic compliance 

obligations because more extensive disclosures were not seen as providing additional benefits. As 

such, SPRs appeared to often be tailored towards financial and non-financial reporting requirements 

specified by both public and private funders as well as by government departments, with some NFP 

entities struggling to provide the necessary disclosures. This further resembles New Zealand’s 

experience, where funder relationships influenced how much effort NFP entities put into their SPRs, 

with some reporting only outputs while others went further, incorporating outcomes and testimonials 

depending on their funders’ expectations. 

Concerns over the Burden of Mandatory SPR 

Participants expressed concerns that many NFP entities may lack the expertise, resources, and 

systems to comply with the requirements of a mandated SPR standard. As one preparer 

acknowledged: “The idea is great [...] but internally we are quite stretched just to do the day-to-day 

[reporting] and get audited. If you don’t have good people inside your organisation or they’re under-

resourced, they [the NFP entities] are going to struggle” (AUS 1). Similarly, another preparer noted 

that “the capability gap [between NFP entities and corporates] continues to widen. [...] so that when 
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the Board is pushing for better information, better reporting, because of the lack of capability, it costs a 

lot more because you haven’t got the right systems” (AUS 3). In this vein, participants cautioned that 

mandated SPR would be associated with increased cost and the need to acquire specific expertise as 

the mandate was likely to go beyond what the established systems of many NFP entities could 

provide. As an auditor outlined, NFP entities “haven’t actually set up the system processes to be able 

to capture the data to be able to measure [...] and report on” their non-financial performance (AUS 8). 

For some NFP entities, which still conduct manual data collection for daily (financial) transactions such 

as timesheet processes, the proposal to prepare SPR was seen as “a bit of a stretch” (AUS 14), 

requiring “a huge amount of effort on behalf of the organisation and [...] would be at a significant cost if 

it became mandated” (AUS 32). This concern over costs and systems resembles concerns raised 

amongst participants from New Zealand, where the shift from output to outcome measures was noted 

to carry high implementation costs. 

 

When expressing concerns about the burden that mandatory SPR would impose on NFP entities, 

participants carefully distinguished between small- and medium-sized NFP entities and their larger 

counterparts. As an auditor noted: “there is definitely a correlation between the skills of management 

and the size of the NFP in terms of revenue” (AUS 17). Some participants further noted that the quality 

of information “is very much responsive to entity size”, explaining that “very, very small entities hav[e] 

direct access to all relevant information”, while large NFP entities allocate significant resources to 

governance. By contrast, growing NFP entities with “multiple entities and multiple locations” 

experience a greater decline in quality due to inadequate data collection systems and challenges of 

“introducing dispersed delivery” (AUS 30). Notably, representatives of large NFP entities with rich 

experience in preparing non-financial disclosures who had previously emphasised that social value 

and financial value should be treated the same, cautioned that whilst they thought it was, in general, “a 

great idea [...] having audited confidence” around non-financial disclosures, they were also “torn” 

about a SPR mandate because, as one preparer expressed it, “when the rubber hits the road, when 

you are a small organisation and you don’t have the resources, [..] then it is going to be really 

onerous” (AUS 29). This sentiment was echoed by other preparers whose non-financial reporting 

systems were not as advanced, with one preparer commenting: “I think that’s really useful information 

[...] but I am not proposing that we go down the path of mandated reporting because of the significant 

impact it would have on NFP entities.” (AUS 32).  

 

Larger NFP entities were observed to have greater financial resources, enabling them to employ 

specialized professionals with the necessary expertise to provide information on service delivery in 

relation to their objectives. As a result, larger NFP entities appear well-positioned to collect data 

efficiently and effectively, with analytical systems in place to comply with a potential mandatory SPR 

standard. By contrast, many small- and medium-sized NFP entities struggle to maintain even financial 

reporting systems. Participants therefore cautioned that these smaller NFP entities often lack the 

capacity, expertise, and financial resources to comply with additional non-financial reporting 

requirements. As an auditor explained: “Most NFP entities would struggle to prepare any information 

outside the financial reports that they currently prepare…I just don’t think many would have any 

capacity to do that [prepare service performance reports]” (AUS 5). In New Zealand, where smaller 

NFP entities faced similar capability limitations, participants that had strong funder relationships or 

existing stakeholder engagement practices found that the SPR mandate and associated requirements 

did not add much burden as disclosures were often aligned with pre-existing communication of 

information. Preparers echoed this concern, emphasising that the introduction of a mandatory SPR 

standard “would need a long lead time” to allow NFP entities “to work out a system in which to decide 

what your metrics are going to be” as well as “a way of recording that wasn’t onerous” (AUS 32).  
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The voluntary nature of many NFP Boards emerged as another key challenge, with time constraints 

and lack of training acting as barriers to provide voluntary SPR reporting. As outlined by a preparer: 

“The main issue for NFP entities is the lack of training of the Board members, who have really 

important legal responsibilities [...] and time, it takes a lot of time and effort to prepare” (AUS 9). The 

lack of non-financial reporting expertise in small and medium sized NFP entities was also emphasised 

by another preparer who provided insight into their NFP: “The operations manager has an allied health 

background as a social worker [...] I don’t think [they] have had training on how to do reporting or even 

how to write a manager's report [...] so we had suggested that they do professional development for 

report writing and some additional governance training” (AUS 11). In response, participants 

emphasised the need for government intervention to “inject sufficient capital into the [NFP] sector to 

be able to allow that sector to build the [necessary] capacity”, with investment including training on 

“how do we collect data and [...] then the analysis of that data” as well as “giving them the equipment 

to be able to do it” (AUS 14). Besides providing NFP entities with funding to grow their non-financial 

reporting expertise and discounted access to software, some participants also suggested that 

“guidance and support materials [be] made available” to NFP entities (AUS 12). 

 

The readiness of NFP entities to comply with a potential SPR mandate was closely linked to their size 

and the systems they had in place for capturing service performance data. In addition, readiness was 

evaluated to depend on “how much guidance the AASB” was going to provide in the sense of “NFP 

entities need to have ‘X’ outputs, and they need to be linked to their mission [i.e., objective] and 

values” (AUS 22). Given these concerns, participants stressed the importance of any potential SPR 

mandate needing to adopt a proportional approach, expressing a clear preference for lower reporting 

requirements for smaller NFP entities to prevent a cost-benefit imbalance. When discussing 

proportionality in greater detail, participants clarified that, while closely tied to the size of NFP entities, 

the concept was “not just based on cost and money” but also linked to NFP entities’ “level of 

responsibility” within a broader societal context and the services they provide (AUS 18). SPR reporting 

should thus also be proportional to a NFP’s objectives, which sometimes might mean reporting on “the 

ultimate outcome at the end point of a causal chain” (AUS 18) and, in other cases, might mean non-

financial disclosures are limited to output reporting “in a reasonably simple way” (AUS 12). As such, 

any reporting requirements should be proportionate to the size and objective of NFP entities, with the 

selected “measures being proportionate to materiality in terms of [transaction] volume” (AUS 30). That 

is, NFP entities should not be required to provide output/outcome measurements if this was not 

relevant to the objective of the respective NFP. In addition, NFP entities should not be required to 

report on targets because, as one preparer explained, some NFP entities “can’t control demand” 

because of the field they provided service in, with target-setting in fields such as domestic violence 

and childhood poverty “not being an acceptable” (AUS 23).  

Content of SPR  

Participants stressed the importance of allowing NFP entities to determine what service-related 

information to report on and which metrics to use to measure their non-financial performance: “That’s 

the whole point. It is up to the NFP to determine what’s right for their context” (AUS 12). However, 

some participants cautioned that any mandatory SPR standard would need “to be very, very clear in 

defining the concepts [such as output and outcome] [...] and would need [to provide] lots of practical 

examples [...] that actually show people” how to prepare SPR (AUS 27). In addition, when it came to 

small and medium-sized NFP entities, some participants, particularly preparers and auditors, 

suggested that “having a suite of metrics that [the NFP] could draw from would be useful” (AUS 3). 

Others specified that “a template for examples of outcome measurement” would add particular value 
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for smaller NFP entities (AUS 20). This tension between the need for flexibility on the one hand and 

the desire for prescriptive guidance on the other hand resembles tensions that emerged in New 

Zealand. While many New Zealand participants valued the freedom of the principle-based design of 

PBE FRS 48, some preparers asked for examples to guide them in interpreting concepts such as 

outputs and outcomes. When discussing large NFP entities, participants critiqued calls for 

comparability under mandated SPR. Instead, they viewed heterogeneity in metrics and lack of 

comparability between NFP entities resulting from a principles-based approach as unproblematic, 

since any reporting mandate was “by definition, not going to be able to achieve consistency when it 

comes to measuring and reporting on impact” (AUS 7). This view closely aligns with perspectives that 

emerged from participants in New Zealand, where both preparers and auditors cautioned against the 

feasibility of prescribing standardised metrics due to the diversity of organisational types, services, and 

user needs.  

 

It is in the context of this diversity amongst NFP entities that some participants questioned the broader 

idea of mandating SPR. They pointed out that selecting output and outcome metrics, particularly those 

related to an NFP’s objective such as resilience, confidence, sense of belonging, was “difficult” to 

measure and “open to manipulation” (AUS 15). Some preparers raised additional concerns regarding 

cases in which NFP entities “haven’t aligned their purpose, audience, and necessary rigour [...] in 

sampling techniques” (AUS 26), making outputs and outcomes harder to measure and interpret. 

Others remarked that the field in which NFP entities offered services also influenced their ability to 

provide meaningful metrics in a timely manner. For example, one preparer noted that fields such as 

mental health care move “like an oil tanker”, making it particularly difficult to measure outcomes (AUS 

29). Similarly, in New Zealand, concerns about ambiguous definitions of outputs and outcomes also 

arose, with some participants arguing that any attempt to strictly differentiate the two led to confusion 

and could detract from the broader goal of meaningful reporting.  

 

To address the outlined challenges, various participants proposed introducing “a statement around 

how metrics were decided on” to prevent the perception that NFP entities were using SPR for “cherry 

picking”; that is, selectively highlighting key metrics that demonstrated strong performance and high 

impact rather than providing an objective performance assessment (AUS 10). Participants expressed 

a particular interest in how SPR data was prepared, including the design and selection of metrics, the 

measurement processes used to collect data, and how the retrieved information had been validated. 

As one funder explained, NFP entities should be required to demonstrate the underlying measurement 

processes for each metric through, “at the very least, a reference and a description [...] in the 

footnote”, ideally supported by research (AUS 16). Other participants advocated for time-bound 

metrics that would track outputs and outcomes of NFP entities over a specified timeframe, allowing 

“comparisons to the previous years” and to a baseline year, thereby reducing the risk of NFP entities 

“manipulating” data (AUS 31).  

2.2.4 Insights on auditing SPR 

While NFP entities are usually required to have their financial statements audited, assurance over 

impact/social performance is currently rare according to the participants. Many NFP entities 

(particularly large ones) are making concerted and voluntary efforts to assess, evaluate or measure 

the impact of their programs, and are constantly trying to improve their approach. Auditors we spoke 

to stated that these ‘impact reports’ are often reported publicly, they are rarely assured. The 

participants we spoke to from larger organisations who produced impact reports suggested that 

usually data, measurements and evidence that were used within impact reports were checked by 

someone inside the organisation who was independent of the data collection (such as a reporting and 

evaluations team), and were scrutinised by the board prior to publication (e.g. AUS 28, AUS 29).  
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Our interviews showed that separate to this, NFP entities receiving government funding are often 

required to produce an extensive array of grant acquittals which are assured by external auditors. 

Usually these acquittals track the expenditure of grant funding, and rarely cover assurance of 

outcomes or achievements . Philanthropic funders that we spoke with usually don’t seek formal 

acquittal of funds in this way, and often prefer not to fund any measurement, evaluation or assurance. 

Instead, philanthropic funders prefer that their funds go directly to programs and rely more on 

relational ways of verifying how their money has helped. 

 

Auditors also spoke about the general lack of capacity, resources and familiarity with accounting 

requirements among many NFP entities (especially small to medium sized entities). NFP entities 

reported already feeling under-resourced and struggling with current reporting and acquittal 

requirements. For example, the CFO of one NFP reported they “struggled” with requirements and that 

“internally we're quite stretched just to do day-to-day and get audited” (AUS 1). This was also echoed 

by auditors, who stated that their work was complicated by the lack of ability and experience among 

senior managers and boards of NFP entities: 

 

“They know that they have reporting obligations. They don't necessarily know what they are. 

And in terms of having any knowledge whatsoever of an accounting standard, basically most 

of the committees have next to none. We might be lucky to have someone who had 

knowledge [but] they probably haven't worked in the financial reporting space.  They've 

generally got next to none” (AUS 5, specialist NFP financial auditor) 

 

The above quote, for example, from an experienced and specialised NFP auditor suggests that 

capabilities and resources were often inadequate to meet the needs of required financial audit, and 

that, by implication, boards and senior managers may be ill-equipped to meet the demands of SPR 

assurance also.  

Potential benefits of SPR assurance  

Overall, our analysis indicates that while there is in-principle support for assurance of SPR, there were 

many reservations about the cost and lack of demand for this assurance. Assurance was seen to 

increase credibility and reliability of SPR; one private funder from a family office, for example, stated 

that “I think some kind of at least basic audit of [SPR] would be good [because] anyone can throw 

numbers into a report and make it look shiny” (AUS 33). Several participants pointed to parts of the 

NFP sector which they feared had higher levels of misbehaviour and fraud which would most benefit 

from additional scrutiny to build public trust and confidence in the NFP overall: “it's better for everyone 

if there's not cheats in the system” (AUS 29, Financial Controller of a NFP). In this way, assurance 

was linked to overall public confidence and more donations (AUS 8). Assurance was even seen as 

important to temper a ‘false sense of security’ that comes when outcomes are expressed as numbers 

(AUS 20: a monitoring and evaluations expert). Despite this support, nearly all subsequently 

expressed reservations about whether the benefit of assurance would outweigh the cost, consistent 

with the concerns over cost of SPR.  

 

Despite the general in-principle support for assurance, participants were unsure of who would read or 

make decisions on the basis of assurance over SPR. A sector expert on NFP financial reporting 

provided the example of a charity that continued to receive funding despite a succession of qualified 

audit opinions over years as evidence that assurance was rarely read or used in decision-making 

(AUS 14). Auditors of financial statement audits acknowledged that they were unsure if anyone ever 
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read their audit opinions, and they certainly were never asked questions about them. The quote below, 

for example, from an auditor showed their reservations about assurance of SPR being of no benefit or 

‘no good outcome’.  

 

 “I don't think there's any way this should be mandatory. I don't see any benefit. I don't see any 

stakeholders who would have any use in using it. And I think the burden on not-for-profits to 

have this audited, for one, to prepare it themselves and then to have it audited for basically no 

good outcome, I can't see this is of any benefit and I wouldn't want to see it become 

mandatory and I certainly wouldn't want to see it become audited” (AUS 5, specialist NFP 

financial auditor) 

 

Moreover, the reporting requirements back to government were seen as already onerous (including 

from within those funding bodies in government; e.g. AUS 30) and included audited acquittals . 

Further, while some philanthropic donors may express interest in seeing assurance, they were not 

always willing to pay for it according to NFP entities. 

Assurance of outputs, outcomes and targets 

Consistent with the views expressed in the New Zealand interviews, outputs were generally seen as 

fairly easy and straightforward to assure with either sampling, reviewing documentation, or 

assessment of internal controls. In contrast, there was a wide range of views on the assurance of 

outcomes. Most participants agreed it would be fairly simple to assure the accuracy of reported 

quantitative measures of outcomes (such as confirming the reported numbers matched the output of a 

survey). However, most auditors expressed concerns that this level of assurance would be insufficient, 

and raised a wide variety of issues with assurance of outcomes: 

● Should, and how could, auditors assess the connection between the specified outcomes and the 

objective of that organisation?  

● Should the auditor assess whether the measures used for outcomes are reasonable, match the 

stated outcomes, represent best-practice or use generally-accepted metrics for a particular issue, 

especially if they are not familiar with a particular service area (e.g. child safety)? 

● How should the auditor treat the issues of attribution of outcomes to particular 

programs/interventions, and how should they assess the boundaries of the entity's outcomes? 

● Should they, and how could they assess the objectivity of the measurement from the staff or 

organisation itself? How reasonable is any expectation of objectivity? 

● On what basis should the auditor assess the completeness of the outcomes, and their measures? 

For example, what should happen if the auditor determines that the metrics only ‘cover’ a small part 

of the organisation’s activities, outcomes, or objective? What processes should take place to pick 

up anything that has been omitted from a SPR? 

● Associated with this, what does materiality mean in this context - what is the threshold where a 

program, outcome or measure can be fairly excluded from a report? 

● How should the auditor approach outcome measures that are multi-period in nature? For example, 

if an intervention is only expected to create change in 5-10 years, how should this be reported or 

assured? 

● What expectations are there around consistency of measures over time? Are auditors required to 

confirm or check the choice of metrics prior to measurement beginning, and what happens when an 

organisation chooses a different metric to evaluate their performance in different periods when they 

vary the programs they offer? 

● What is the conceptual difference between outputs and outcomes, and how important is the auditor’s 

role in differentiating them? 
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● Should the auditor be making assertions about the efficiency and effectiveness of the organisation?  

 

Auditors pointed out the absence of clear guidance on these issues, and thus they would need to 

exercise substantial judgement which would increase the complexity, risk and therefore cost of an 

engagement. With many NFP entities not able to pay large sums for assurance, there were concerns it 

could become a ‘tick and flick’ exercise that lacked meaning and was offered only by assurors willing 

to sign off on assurance with minimal work done.  

 

The assurance of targets was viewed in a similar manner as outcomes. It would be straightforward to 

assure the same numbers are presented as targets over time, or are used internally as in reports. But 

questions were raised about whether auditors should concern themselves with whether these targets 

were reasonable given the service provided, too conservative (and thus easy to beat), consistent with 

the aims of comparable organisations or with the theory/scientific evidence of a particular area. 

Overall, while targets and outcomes may be useful pieces of information, the assurance of them 

provoked many concerns.  

Assurance of highlights and testimonials 

Highlights and testimonials were seen as more subjective, and thus more problematic, for auditors. 

There were mixed views on the value of the highlights, and their potential to be “cherry picked” (AUS 

10) raised concerns for many (auditors and other stakeholders). However, several auditors saw the 

highlights as analogous to management commentary in financial statements and thus suggested this 

information may be assured or at least reviewed.  

 

Consistent with the NZ auditors we spoke with, Australian auditors were similarly concerned about 

assurance of testimonials which were seen as very subjective, particularly around the selection of 

which subject to profile. Auditors did suggest they could confirm the veracity of testimonials directly 

with participants, but that this may raise ethical issues (e.g. speaking with children or vulnerable 

people). Most auditors agreed they would likely exclude testimonials from any assurance, again 

similar to the experience in NZ.  

Costs and risks of assurance  

In our interviews, we asked auditors to estimate the pricing of an SPR assurance engagement. 

Responses varied widely - from negligible cost via inclusion in a financial audit through to 100% of the 

cost of a financial audit. Auditors suggested that costs would escalate quickly for complex NFP entities 

with diverse program areas and services, and those operating overseas. Higher costs were also linked 

to the state of systems and internal controls in the NFP, as well as how much judgement would be 

required by the auditor especially in the absence of specific audit standards or guidelines and would 

be particularly high in early years due to the learning curve required of auditors to move into this new 

area. This echoes the New Zealand findings of audit fees increasing due to the complexity of the 

assurance engagement.  

 

The cost of assurance was by far the biggest concern for our participants, and this concern was 

voiced universally across the interviews by those who had experience working in or with NFP entities. 

One monitoring and evaluation specialist, who had experience working with many NFP entities on 

their grant acquittals and reporting, stated that: 
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“I don't think the [NFP sector] is there yet. I think that this will hold them back rather than bring 

them forward. I think the lack of capacity is still so severe. In principle I can see the value in it. 

I can understand why it's being thought about and it's not something that I am in principle 

against. It's that I think that we're having a conversation about something that is like a pretty 

high-level governance kind of thing, where we've got a sector in an industry that has daily 

struggles that I don't see this addressing. I think there's a disconnect between the purpose of 

the project and what that would actually mean in the ground. It's not that I think it's bad to 

standardise or increase rigour.” (AUS 21; Monitoring and Evaluation specialist) 

 

The primary issue is that NFP entities are extremely resource constrained and often struggle to find 

the funds to cover statutory financial audit, let alone any additional forms of assurance. Government 

grants and donor funds are seen as increasingly competitive and increasingly restricted. One NFP 

CFO, for example, felt that “we as a sector are always required to do more with less” (AUS 28). 

Further, NFP entities already face a high regulatory burden to comply with government reporting and 

acquittal demands for funding of programs that are often highly prescriptive and resource-intensive. 

Many participants were concerned that assurance would just be yet another compliance cost NFP 

entities would have to bear, and may come at the cost of reduced front-line or program spending. 

Further, mandatory assurance risks being disproportionate or regressive by representing a greater 

burden to smaller NFP entities compared to larger ones. 

 

A related issue is that the cost of assurance would be categorised as an overhead expense, which is 

very problematic for many NFP entities. An audit partner, reflecting on whether assurance should be 

required of SPR, stated that:  

 

“I think [assurance] would be taking funds away from not-for-profits being able to deliver their 

service and their core mission. And it's putting more to overhead costs. As a partner of an 

accounting firm, I should be going, yes, we should do this because we're going to generate 

more fees by doing this. But then, as a good citizen, I'm like, no, deliver the values of what the 

not-for-profit needs to deliver and don't be giving fees to professional service firms.” (AUS 13; 

Audit Partner) 

 

The audit partner quoted above suggests that (despite the potential income stream SPR may provide 

their business), they feared the cost of assurance may have two negative impacts for NFP entities: 

requiring money to be taken from front-line program expenditure, and also may inflate overhead costs. 

This is important because NFP entities are increasingly scrutinised for their spending on non-program 

expenses, and struggle to find funding that will cover ‘overheads’ like administration and compliance. 

Bearing the cost of SPR assurance would further inflate the amount of overheads and risk the 

perception that a NFP is seen as inefficient which can have substantial impacts on donor relations and 

access to funding.  

 

A further layer to this issue arises around the realities of the systems, controls and practices in place 

at NFP entities to measure outcomes (outside those required by government) are often limited. This is 

similar to the findings from New Zealand, where verificatory processes were reportedly limited by the 

rudimentary systems in place in some organisations. The CFO of a fairly large NFP that produces 

lengthy impact statements described the process of producing the report as ‘archaic’ because data 

was “manual and a bit messy” and that it required “a number of pairs of hands and a bunch of time” 

(AUS 28). Our participants from NFP entities were well aware of the limitations of their internal 

systems, yet were often too resource-constrained to substantially improve them. Mandatory assurance 
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risks exacerbating this paradox: where money allocated to assure SPR is ultimately diverted away 

from being able to spend on improving those systems that the auditor will identify as inadequate.  

 

A final risk (which echoes the experience of SPR assurance in New Zealand) was also suggested by 

several participants and relates to the assurance of outcomes. These participants feared that the effort 

to improve the credibility of outcomes disclosures via assurance may inadvertently lead to fewer 

outcomes being reported. The uncertainties around how to assure outcomes may lead to increased 

use of auditor judgement, audit risk and thus cost for an SPR engagement. If a NFP seeks to reduce 

their assurance cost, or an auditor seeks to reduce their exposure to risk, this may see a shift away 

from outcomes towards outputs in SPR as they are easier and cheaper to assure. Ultimately this may 

signal a shift away from more meaningful disclosures on outcomes due to the costs of assurance. 

Assurance level and timing 

A wide variety of views were presented by auditors about the level of assurance possible on SPR - 

with review, limited or reasonable presented as possibilities. Generally, most felt that a review or 

limited assurance would be most appropriate, and that while reasonable assurance is possible it would 

require the development of specific assurance guidance or standards (as was done in New Zealand), 

and that it was likely to be very costly. Moreover, nearly all of the auditors we spoke with were unsure 

if the potential benefit of reasonable assurance of SPR would outweigh the potential costs. Similar to 

New Zealand, limited assurance was widely seen as more appropriate. 

 

In terms of timing, most participants agreed that SPR could be assured alongside the audit of financial 

statements, and most auditors thought it possible that their engagement could be expanded to include 

both. Some participants suggested that given the potential costs of assurance, it may be prudent to 

consider assurance only periodically (i.e. every 3-5 years), particularly with smaller organisations. 
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3. Conclusions and Recommendations 

We summarise our Conclusions and Recommendations around three questions: 

 

1. Is there a need for a mandatory SPR standard in Australia? 

2. What service performance information to report, by who, when and where? 

3. Should external assurance of SPR be mandatory? 

3.1 Is there a need for a mandatory SPR standard in Australia? 

Our empirical analysis of documentary and interview data from both New Zealand and Australia 

suggests that a clearly defined set of ‘users’ who rely on SPR to inform decision-making has yet to 

emerge. While the primary intended user group of SPR are presumed to be private resource providers 

such as donors, philanthropists, and institutional donors, these stakeholders already have access to a 

wide range of information about the work and performance of private NFP entities from alternative 

information sources. For example, the 2024 Productivity Commission Philanthropy Inquiry noted:  

 

“People obtain information about charities from a variety of sources, including word of mouth 

from friends, family or social media, or through charity marketing and communication 

campaigns. Sources of information about work that charities undertake include annual reports, 

charity websites, impact evaluations and comparison websites.” (Productivity Commission, 

2024, p. 320).  

 

Despite the implementation and use of PBE FRS 48 in New Zealand for several years, our findings 

from New Zealand indicate that a specific, identifiable user group for SPR  has not emerged or been 

identified. While multiple potential user groups such as government agencies and private resource 

providers have been discussed as potential beneficiaries of SPR, participants frequently struggled to 

identify actual users who have engaged with or benefited from the SPR in practice. Similarly, our 

findings from Australia also do not provide evidence of a defined or actual user group for SPR, 

reinforcing questions about the potential decision-usefulness of SPR for intended users. 

 

Institutional donors continue to rely primarily on their own application frameworks and reporting 

requirements, with funding decisions often being made based on long-standing relationships 

developed with NFP entities. Although institutional donors may request information that aligns with 

SPR as captured under New Zealand’s PBE FRS 48, they typically obtain this information directly from 

NFP entities rather than through SPR disclosures. As reported by the Productivity Commission (2024, 

p. 320), institutional donors tend to rely on special purpose information: ‘People making large 

donations or charitable bequests may seek specialist advice, directly approach a charity for more 

information, or invite a charity to submit a funding application.’ Similarly, when NFP entities carry out 

services on behalf of government agencies, the reporting requirements are usually specified in 

contractual service agreements, which often include tailored financial and non-financial service 

performance metrics.  

 

Our interviews provided no evidence that regular, everyday donors would use or rely on SPR. 

Donations by regular, everyday donors are primarily motivated by affiliation with a cause and personal 

connections, rather than by information provided through formal disclosures such as those required by 

SPR. This aligns with the 2024 Productivity Commission Inquiry (2024, p. 328) which concluded that ‘it 

is unclear that a significant proportion of people would change the way they give or give more than 

they otherwise would if presented with information on charity effectiveness.’ While it is possible that a 
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small subset of intended users might find SPR useful for decision-making purposes, our findings 

provide no indication that mandated SPR would play a significant role in decision-making across the 

broader NFP sector. This limited use is not surprising when considering the complexity and multi-

faceted nature of giving behaviour exhibited by resource providers and the wide range of information 

sources about NFP entities that is already publicly available. Finally, there is no evidence from our 

participants to suggest that service recipients would engage with or rely on SPR in any form.  

 

Although the analysis does not provide support for a decision-making rationale in favour of SPR, there 

was broad agreement among participants that private NFP entities, particularly larger ones, should 

already possess relevant and meaningful service performance information. In most cases, reporting 

on this information publicly would not require substantial changes to existing practices. In New 

Zealand, the availability of SSPs was viewed positively, even though there was little evidence that 

stakeholders were actively using this information to inform their decisions. Similarly, in Australia, 

participants expressed support for SPR to be available to the broader public as a means for private 

NFP entities to justify their service delivery and to discharge their accountability for stewardship of 

public resources. This finding is consistent with existing research, which shows that access to 

information about NFP entities can enhance trust in the NFP sector, even if the provided information is 

not widely read or directly relied upon by stakeholders to inform their decisions (Guo et al., 2023).  

 

Overall, the findings from our research suggest that evidence on the decision-usefulness of SPR is 

scant. More specifically, it indicates that there is not a strong likelihood of users drawing on and 

referring to specific service performance information to inform their judgements about the performance 

of specific private NFP entities. Yet the findings also indicate that greater public availability of service 

performance information, even if not relied upon explicitly by users, can potentially generate greater 

confidence and trust in the accountability of the private NFP sector as a whole. As such, the potential 

for greater availability of service performance information to improve accountability and public trust in 

the private NFP sector provides a reasonable justification for the introduction of a minimal or baseline 

set of mandatory SPR requirements for private NFPs in Australia.  

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: For the AASB to consider developing a mandatory SPR standard that 

establishes a minimal or baseline set of service performance disclosure requirements for private 

NFPs.  

3.2 What service performance information to report, by who, when and where? 

Our analysis indicates that service performance information should be tailored to the mission and 

operating model of each specific private NFP entity. Flexibility in reporting service performance 

information is both highly valued and necessary in the NFP sector, given the diversity of organisational 

objectives and reporting capacities. More advanced forms of outcome and/or impact reporting are 

often resource intensive, and many private NFP entities lack the capacity or dedicated resources to 

undertake this type of reporting. Evidence from New Zealand highlights the importance of not 

mandating specific disclosures such as ‘outcomes’ or ‘impact’ as a key factor for the perceived 

practicality and success of the standard. Preparers and auditors in New Zealand view the principles-

based approach of PBE FRS 48 favourably because it does not prescribe particular types of 

disclosures. These findings are consistent with prior research suggesting that evaluation of NFP 

service delivery should be context-specific and linked to the operating model of NFP entities (Ebrahim 

and Rangan, 2014).  
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Moreover, our analysis indicates that SPR is unlikely to serve as a useful basis for comparing 

performance across NFP entities. Performance evaluation of NFP entities is typically carried out with 

reference to an entity’s objectives and goals, rather than relative to other, peer NFP entities. The 2024 

Productivity Commission Inquiry similarly concluded that developing sector-wide effectiveness metrics 

is impractical, noting that such measures tend to be overly narrow in their focus and fail to reflect the 

diversity of the NFP sector. There is also little evidence of demand for private NFPs to report 

comparisons to planned performance. Comparisons tended to raise more questions than answers, for 

example, asking how targets were set. Participants are also aware of the potential for perverse 

behaviour, e.g., setting ‘easier’ targets to show performance in a better light. Similarly, under PBE FRS 

48 in New Zealand, reporting comparisons to targets is voluntary and participants did not suggest it 

should become a requirement. Currently in Australia reporting of service performance information 

either involves the production of separate, standalone reports or the inclusion of information as part of 

the annual report. Increasingly, service performance information is displayed on websites (including 

interactive and drill-down capabilities) rather than through a static report. Similarly, potentially ‘users’ 

of SPR would often first consult websites or the ACNC register hence requiring service performance 

information to be reported in an annual report might reduce its potential ease of access and thus 

benefit.  

 

Many private NFP entities currently voluntarily report SPR that can be quite extensive. Yet our 

analysis indicates that a SPR standard geared towards enhanced accountability does not need to 

attempt to standardise best practice reporting. Evidence from New Zealand highlights that a flexible 

approach to SPR allows NFP entities to focus SPR information for strategic communication purposes 

where it is seen as valuable. There is tremendous diversity in the sophistication of current NFP service 

performance reporting and related systems in Australia including approaches that focus on evaluation 

of programs through the major change they create rather than a more accounting-style measurement 

approach focused on predetermined objectives. Entities that currently provide sophisticated SPR are 

typically larger NFP entities with dedicated teams that have typically developed SPR over many years 

and often with external consultants or advisors. Such approaches would be unworkable for many 

smaller sized NFP entities given costs, capabilities and expertise. Also, NFP entities with more 

advanced SPR do so because there are clear benefits given their set of stakeholders. Overall, the 

NFP sector is characterised by a variety of reporting approaches tailored to the specific context of 

different types of NFP entities with different missions, resources and capabilities.   

 

The use of SPR to enhance accountability and trust in the private NFP sector suggests that the most 

benefit would arise from requiring minimal or baseline general purpose SPR where an entity is not 

currently providing any publicly available disclosures (or in only a very rudimentary manner). Here 

stakeholders would likely benefit from relatively basic SPR to complement existing general purpose 

financial reports and the wide variety of other information about private NFP entities that is already 

available. In contrast, where entities already voluntarily disclose service performance information, they 

could relatively easily draw on that voluntary reporting to meet any basic SPR reporting requirement. 

Such an approach gives due consideration to the already existing complex reporting environment for 

private NFP entities, and the clear costs, capabilities and expertise involved in producing mandatory 

SPR, especially for smaller sized private NFP entities.  

 

In this context of potentially introducing a mandatory SPR standard, the flexible and principle-based 

model of PBE FRS 48 is well-suited for the Australian context. A key insight from the NZ experience, 

which resonates with insights from Australian interviews, is the flexibility for NFP entities to tell their 
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own performance story and to do so in a relatively minimal fashion if that is what is considered 

appropriate given the context of a specific NFP entity. PBE FRS 48 is helpful in that it requires NFP 

entities to report on their service performance without mandating a particular type of SPR that they 

need to follow. Across both Australia and New Zealand, participants highlighted the value of being 

meaningfully and directly assisted with any mandatory compliance obligations through educational and 

capacity building initiatives. To support private NFP entities in their understanding of a SPR standard’s 

core concepts and technical content, such initiatives could provide a suite of foundational educational 

materials, online interactive training materials, and organise workshops and roadshows. 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 2: If a mandatory SPR standard is proposed, New Zealand’s PBE FRS 48 is 

considered suitable for adoption or adaptation within the Australian private NFP context.  

Recommendation 3: If a mandatory SPR standard for private NFPs is proposed, it should adopt an 

approach consistent with PBE FRS 48 regarding: 

a. What to report (paragraphs 15 and 20 of PBE FRS 48) 

b. Comparisons to the prior reporting period (paragraph 37 of PBE FRS 48) 

c. Changes in what an entity reports (paragraph 40 of PBE FRS 48) 

d. Disclosure of how an entity chose what to report (paragraph 44 of PBE FRS 48) 

Recommendation 4: A mandatory SPR standard (similar to PBE FRS 48) should apply exclusively to 

‘Large’ private NFP entities (as defined by the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission). It 

is recommended that ‘Small’ and ‘Medium’ private NFP entities be exempt from such a standard. 

Recommendation 5: If a mandatory SPR standard is proposed, it should not require a private NFP 

entity to report against budgeted, planned performance or other targets.  

Recommendation 6: If a mandatory SPR standard is proposed, it should encourage (but not require) 

a private NFP entity to relate their service performance information to what they have learned during 

the reporting period (including any shortcomings) and outline any planned changes in actions and/or 

activities.  

Recommendation 7: If a mandatory SPR standard for private NFPs is proposed, consider alternative 

reporting locations for service performance information; for example: 

a. Entities required to submit an Annual Information Statement to the ACNC could report their SPR 

as part of that statement. 

b. Entities not required to submit an Annual Information Statement could report their SPR as part 

of their GPFR or as a standalone report.  

Recommendation 8: If a mandatory SPR standard for private NFPs is proposed, AASB could consult 

with government and philanthropic funders to establish if SPR information could be used to replace 

current funding acquittal requirements to reduce regulatory burden. 

Recommendation 9: If a mandatory SPR standard for private NFPs is proposed, AASB could support 

implementation through education and capacity-building initiatives and material to support entities to 

develop competencies to prepare SPR information, and improve private NFP entities’ understanding 

of technical content and core concepts, and ensure a reasonable timeframe is allowed for first 

implementation of a mandatory standard (e.g., 2 years). 
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3.3 Should external assurance of SPR be mandatory? 

Our analysis indicates that in New Zealand a variety of difficulties in auditing SPR have arisen, 

including the extra costs of assurance, and the concern that the audit of SPR could constrain the 

information reported to that which auditors are comfortable auditing. Our finding regarding the extra 

cost of assurance is consistent with recently published research that found a significant increase in 

audit fees of New Zealand charities associated with the requirements to prepare a Statement of 

Service Performance (Chen & Scott, 2025).  These difficulties have the potential to exclude from SPR 

some quantified outcome measures and the more ‘subjective’ service performance information, e.g., 

the more contextual and narrative information. Yet overall, in New Zealand there is general support for 

an audit requirement and no suggestion that it should be removed. Suggested improvements to audit 

requirements include having limited assurance over any outcomes that entities report and a staggered 

introduction process where any audit requirement is only mandatory after several years of reporting.  

 

In Australia views were much more mixed on whether assurance of SPR should be mandatory. The 

biggest issue arising was that it was critical that SPR assurance not simply be adding another layer to 

the already substantial regulatory burden that NFP entities must shoulder with ever-dwindling funds for 

overhead expenses. Further, it should be made clear what the implications of a qualified audit would 

be - could this lead to a removal of DGR status, or NFP registration? Participants also emphasised the 

importance of proportionality in the application of any assurance standards. In particular, most 

participants who had experience working with smaller NFP entities agreed that there would be minimal 

benefits of assurance, alongside a cost that they would be unable to bear. It was generally seen that 

mandatory assurance should only be considered for the largest of private NFP entities, if at all. For 

smaller organisations, more value could be added through efforts to improve the financial literacy and 

capabilities of boards and managers through support, training and education. 

 

The clear costs and unclear benefits of mandatory external assurance provide reasons to consider 

alternative approaches to mandatory external assurance of SPR. In particular, participants in Australia 

indicated that the production of existing voluntary SPR often involves checking of data and evidence 

by staff within the NFP that are independent of the process, as well as any reports being scrutinized 

and approved by the Board prior to publication. In addition, many NFP entities that receive 

government or philanthropic funding are already subject to reporting that involves extensive scrutiny. 

Given this context, an alternative assurance approach more akin to an internal audit could have more 

accountability for the content of SPR (compared to no such approach) but without the burden and 

costs of external assurance. 

 

Analysis in New Zealand also identified a variety of areas where further guidance is needed for 

auditors in how to carry out an audit of SPR. Similarly, Australian participants with experience of 

auditing asserted that standard-setters would need to provide specific guidance or standards to 

support the assurance of SPR, without which auditors feared they would need to exercise high levels 

of judgement. Alongside this, there is a need for examples, training and education to support auditors 

transition to new knowledge areas, and clearly show NFP entities what they would be audited on. 

Further, it was generally accepted that if assurance of SPR was made mandatory, it would need a 

“mature view of timeline implementation” of at least 2-3 years, with rushed adoption likely to lack 

meaning and ultimately become a ‘tick box’ exercise. 
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Recommendations 

Recommendation 10: The introduction of any mandatory external assurance requirement be deferred 

until after a post-implementation review of a mandatory SPR standard. 

Recommendation 11: If external assurance is eventually mandated, it should take the form of a 

limited assurance engagement and only apply to ‘Large’ private NFP entities (as defined by the 

ACNC).  

Recommendation 12: Consider a range of alternatives to annual external assurance for each private 

NFP entity, such as: 

a. an internal assurance approach such as a statement of the processes and controls involved in 

collecting and reporting SPR information, alongside a sign-off by the Board of the private NFP.  

b. only requiring external assurance every 3 years rather than on an annual basis.  

c. consider randomly selecting a subset of private NFP entities for external assurance in a specific 

year.   

d. consider applying external assurance to a subset of private NFP entities in the first instance - 

for example, entities in a particular sector and/or geographic area  

Recommendation 13: If mandatory external assurance is required, consider requiring disclosure of 

the separate costs of financial statement assurance and SPR assurance to better inform post-

implementation review of the cost and benefits of assurance of SPR. 
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4. Methodology 

We used a qualitative research methodology employing a combination of documentary analysis and 

interviews in Australia and New Zealand. The research project was conducted in line with the ethics 

guidelines of Monash University and received ethics approval (Project ID: 45130). 

4.1 Documentary analysis 

We examined a sample of ‘Statements of Service Performance’ reported by private not-for-profit 

entities in New Zealand. We collected a total of 58 annual reports from 26 New Zealand organisations 

from 2022, 2023 and 2024, if already published at the time of data collection. To understand potential 

best practices, the sample includes reports from the 16 winners and runners-up of the various 

categories of the CA ANZ Charity Reporting Awards.7 To understand how best practice differs from 

the broader cohort, we also selected non-award-winning organisations listed in the New Zealand 

Charity Registry.8 We selected organisations spanning all tiers according to the New Zealand size 

classification.9  

 

In Australia, we collected a sample of 25 annual or impact reports from 14 Australian not-for-profit 

entities. The sample includes reports from SIMNA Award winners and runners-up (2022–2024), as 

well as recipients of the Australasian Reporting Awards (NFP sector) in 2023 and 2024. The sample 

included nine organisations considered ‘large’ and five organisations considered as ‘medium’ 

according to the ACNC charity size classification.10 

 

We conducted a comparative analysis of these reports, focusing mainly on how reports of one 

organisation changed from one year to the next, how outputs and outcomes were presented, how 

outcomes were linked to outputs, and the role of visuals and narratives. Sampling stopped when data 

saturation was reached, meaning additional reports no longer provided new impressions or insights.  

 

The insights from the review of SSPs in New Zealand also informed the basis for the vignette used in 

the interviews in Australia (see section 5.5). 

4.2 Interviews  

We used semi-structured interviews with stakeholders in New Zealand and Australia to explore our 

research objectives. Participants included donors, philanthropists, staff in foundations and private NFP 

entities, regulators, consultants, and auditors. Using interviews allows for understanding what 

someone knows (i.e. knowledge), what they like or dislike (i.e. their preferences and values), and what 

they are thinking (i.e. their attitudes and beliefs) (Tuckman, 1994). Mobilising a semi-structured 

approach to interviews gave us the flexibility to discover insights that may not have previously been 

considered relevant to the study while guiding the interview in the direction of the interests of our study 

(Gill et al., 2008). 

 
7
2023:https://www.charteredaccountantsanz.com/news-and-analysis/news/new-zealand-charity-reporting-awards;  

2024:https://www.charteredaccountantsanz.com/news-and-analysis/news/new-zealand-for-purpose-reporting-
awards 
8
 https://register.charities.govt.nz/CharitiesRegister/Search 

9
 New Zealand has four size tiers for public benefit entities based on annual expenses. Tier 4: under $125k in 

annual expenses, Tier 3: between $125k and $2m in annual expenses, Tier 2: between $2m and $30m in annual 
expenses, Tier 1: above $30m in annual expenses. 
10

 The ACNC classifies charities into three categories based on annual revenue. Small charities: revenue under 

$500k, Medium charities: revenue of $500k or more but under $3m, Large charities: revenue of $3m or more.  

https://www.charteredaccountantsanz.com/news-and-analysis/news/new-zealand-charity-reporting-awards
https://www.charteredaccountantsanz.com/news-and-analysis/news/new-zealand-for-purpose-reporting-awards
https://www.charteredaccountantsanz.com/news-and-analysis/news/new-zealand-for-purpose-reporting-awards
https://register.charities.govt.nz/CharitiesRegister/Search
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For the interview analysis, we interviewed 53 participants: 15 from New Zealand (October 2024-March 

2025; see Appendix 5.2 for a list of participants) and 38 from Australia (January-March 2025; see 

Appendix 5.2 for a list of participants).11 The average interview duration was 55 minutes. Almost all 

interviews were conducted online via a videoconference tool; two interviews were conducted in 

person. Participants were recruited by email and through the snowballing technique, meaning that 

participants referred us to other relevant participants (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981; Noy, 2008). All 

interviews were audio-recorded with participants’ consent and were later transcribed for analysis.  

 

In New Zealand, the main focus of the interviews was to understand the changes participants 

experienced through the mandatory implementation of PBE FRS 48, the reporting processes adopted 

by NFP organisations, including the challenges, cost and benefits, issues related to auditing and 

assurance of SPR, issues with specific requirements of PBE FRS 48, and matters pertaining to the 

standard-setting process (see Appendix 5.3 for a list of the interview questions). In Australia, the 

interviews focused on the participants’ experience in the NFP sector, their experience in using, 

preparing and/or auditing voluntary service performance information, including the different terms and 

approaches used for that kind of reporting, costs and benefits and challenges (see Appendix 5.4 for a 

list of the interview questions).  

 

Each participant was asked questions based on a predefined interview protocol and various follow-up 

questions whenever interesting comments were expressed or when responses lacked sufficient detail 

to thoroughly understand their perspective. Different interview protocols were used for different kinds 

of participants, for example, for participants with more experience as preparers, users, auditors and/or 

consultants. For example, staff from private NFP entities discussed their organisation’s report, 

including how it is produced, what information is selected, its purpose, impact, and whether it is 

assured. Donors, philanthropists and staff in foundations were asked about their engagement with 

private NFP entities, how they choose them, what information they seek, and how they assess 

performance. Auditors reflected on their experience with auditing, especially in assuring service 

performance or social impact, the challenges compared to financial audits, and their relationship with 

private NFP entities, including assessing needs and SPR-related costs. The interview protocols 

contained in Appendices 5.3 and 5.4 relate to the questions we asked for participants with experience 

preparing service performance information. 

 

In addition to questions directed at their prior experience, we asked participants in Australia questions 

related to a vignette concerning a hypothetical private NFP called Empower Children AUS (see 

section 5.5). A vignette is “a technique used in structured and depth interviews as well as focus 

groups, providing sketches of fictional (or fictionalised) scenarios” (Bloor & Wood, 2006, p. 183), 

presented in the form of texts, images or videos (Hughes & Huby, 2004), and can be a productive way 

for obtaining additional insights and perspectives during interviews (Wiegmann et al. 2025). 

Participants are guided through the vignette(s), where open-ended questions are employed to prompt 

participants’ sense-making and stimulate discussions (Hughes & Huby, 2004). Our study uses a 

hypothetical NFP named Empower Children AUS to help understand how participants view statements 

of service performance. The vignette was broken down into five parts representing elements that we 

found often presented in statements of service performance in New Zealand: a brief statement of the 

organisation’s objectives, quantitative metrics of outputs, quantitative metrics of outcomes, 

 
11

 In the participant lists, participants are described qualitatively to provide a more informative representation of 

their roles compared to the classifications of 'preparer,' 'auditor,' or ‘user’ given that many participants have 
experience across multiple roles. 
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explanations of the linkage of outcomes to outputs and a testimonial. In line with the New Zealand 

statements of service performance analysed, we included only two metrics for each service as well as 

for the outcomes to explore participants’ perceptions of whether the information is sufficient. Values 

were presented as absolute numbers and percentages and chosen to depict positive and negative 

developments compared to the current year’s targets and the prior year’s actuals. The qualitative 

explanations (i.e. objectives and highlights) were kept brief to understand participants’ perceptions of 

the contextualisation of the metrics provided. A testimonial was included as evidence of the 

organisation's achieved impact.  

4.3 Data analysis 

The research team read the transcripts of the interviews and performed a thematic content analysis to 

identify patterns within and across our different participants in their ways of seeing and experiencing 

service performance reporting. An inductive coding approach allowed themes to emerge from the 

data. After initial coding, the researchers met to cross-check and discuss the preliminary themes. A 

second coding round followed this to corroborate and/or refine the initial themes. Lastly, the 

researchers met to develop a thematic structure to form the basis of the findings section.  

 

For Australian participants, the analysis of interview transcripts did not distinguish between data 

gathered in response to questions about their prior experience and those concerning the vignette. The 

purpose of the vignette was to further stimulate discussion on various SPR-related aspects, and thus 

this portion of the data was not intended to be analysed or presented independently of the other parts 

of the interview. Consequently, the data collected from questions related to the vignette were helpful in 

generating richer insights on SPR-related matters such as the selection of metrics and assurance. 

 

In our research, the primary objective during interviews was to gain a deep understanding of 

participants' experiences and views on SPR. To do so, we asked extensive questions on participants' 

experiences      with SPR from a variety of perspectives, and employed follow-up questions to ensure 

elaboration and clarity of insights. This approach allowed us to gather comprehensive and nuanced 

data from a diverse set of participants’ experiences with using, preparing and/or auditing SPR. After 

the interviews, we conducted a thorough analysis of the dataset, reflecting on participants' responses 

in context. This ensured that our recommendations were based on a holistic and well-rounded 

understanding of the information we analysed. 

4.4 Limitations 

While the research design aimed to capture a broad range of perspectives on service performance 

reporting, some limitations should be acknowledged.  

 

First, the sampling of our interview participants intentionally aimed at selecting a wide range of 

individuals to capture a diversity of views across the NFP sector rather than attempting to capture the 

average or a statistically representative perspective. The selection of organisations for the statements 

of service performance document analysis also focused predominantly on award-winning entities, 

which may not reflect the average quality or approach of NFP reporting practices. 

 

Second, while the vignette approach enabled a consistent basis for comparison across participants 

and helped surface perceptions in a non-threatening manner, the simplified, one-page vignette 

inevitably abstracts from the full complexity of some real-world statements of service performance. 

That said, the vignette was deliberately designed to closely mirror many typical features found in 
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actual statements of service performance in New Zealand and is, therefore, broadly representative of 

current practice. Nonetheless, more detailed and comprehensive statements of service performance 

exist, and participants’ responses to the vignette may differ from how they engage with fuller reports in 

practice.  
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5. Appendices 
5.1 Examples of statements of service performance 
5.1.1 From New Zealand  
Figure 1: Aktive (Tier 2 New Zealand) 
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Figure 2: Bays Community Housing Trust (Tier 3 New Zealand) 
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Figure 3: Bellyful (Tier 3 New Zealand) 
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Figure 4: Garden to Table Trust (Tier 3 New Zealand) 
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Figure 5: Grandparents Raising Grandchildren Trust New Zealand (Tier 3 New Zealand)
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Figure 6: Para Kore Marae (Tier 3 New Zealand) 
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Figure 7: Pet Refuge New Zealand Charitable Trust (Tier 3 New Zealand) 
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Figure 8: The Royal New Zealand Ballet (Tier 2 New Zealand) 
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5.1.2 From Australia 

Figure 1: The Salvation Army (2023 Annual Report) (Large NFP under ACNC category) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: The Smith Family (2023 Annual Report) (Large NFP under ACNC category) 
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Figure 3: The Relationship Australia Victoria (2023/24 Annual Report) (Large NFP under ACNC category) 

 
 

 
Figure 4: Milk Crate Theatre (2023 Impact Report) (Medium NFP under ACNC category) 
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Figure 5: UnitingCare Queensland (2024 Annual Report) (Large NFP under ACNC category) 

 

 
 
Figure 6: Guide Dog Victoria (2024 Annual Report) (Large NFP under ACNC category) 
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Figure 7: The One Box (2023 Annual Report) (Medium NFP under ACNC category) 
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5.2 Overview participants  

5.2.1 New Zealand 

No. Participant description Interview Channel Duration 

1 Manager NFP Online 0:52:38 

2 Senior Partner and Policy Advisor Online 0:52:45 

3 Board Chair NFP Online 0:52:38 

4 Assessment Team Lead Foundation Online 0:49:37 

5 Chief Advisor, Public Sector Online 0:58:29 

6 Senior Manager (Business Advisory Services) 
Advisory Firm 

Online 0:46:01 

7 Audit Director/Head of Accounting & Manager, 
Performance Information and Reporting Audit Firm 

Online 0:52:21 

8 Advisory Partner Advisory Firm Online 0:38:41 

9 Audit Manager Audit Firm Online 0:49:22 

10 Managing Partner Audit Firm Online 0:54:36 

11 CFO & Director-Planning and Information NFP Online 0:37:32 

12 Director, Performance Reporting Audit Company Online 1:00:23 

13 Audit Director Audit Firm Online 1:08:21 

14 CEO & Head of Growth and Partnerships Advisory 
Firm 

Online 1:00:20 

15 Digital Product Lead Advisory Firm Online 0:37:47 

 

5.2.2 Australia 

No. Participant description Interview Channel Duration 

1 CFO at NFP Online 0:53:19 

2 Policy Advisor Online 1:03:41 

3 Policy and Assurance Advisor Online 1:00:41 

4 Board member in NFP Online 0:57:41 

5 Auditor specialised in NFP Online 0:41:00 

6 Auditor  Online 0:47:55 

7 Chair and Director of a Large NFP Online 0:53:50 

8 Audit partner Online 0:44:29 

9 Board member in NFP Online 0:50:09 

10 Previous Auditor General’s Office Online 0:47:47 

11 Board member in NFP and large donor Online 1:00:05 

12 Former regulator Online 0:58:14 

13 Audit partner Online 0:52:32 

14 Advisory Panel Regulator In-person 0:57:44 

15 Regulator Online 0:57:06 

16 Large donor Online 0:49:59 

17 Associate Director Assurance Services Online 0:43:35 

18 Consultant and project advisory member/regulator Online 0:50:33 

19 Former Auditor General In-person 1:00:14 

20 Advisor focusing on Performance Measurement in 
NFP 

Online 1:01:21 

21 Private Sector NFP Online 0:47:31 

22 Auditor specialised in NFP Online 0:54:28 

23 Treasurer NFP  Online 0:53:18 

24 Board member primarily but variety of roles Online 0:50:14 

25 Head of Philanthropy at NFP Online 1:01:44 

26 Senior Business Partner NFP Online 0:57:45 

27 Public sector auditor  Online 0:58:20 

28 CFO in NFP Online 0:59:27 

29 Financial Controller NFP Online 0:48:46 

30 Federal Government Auditor Online 0:48:14 
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No. Participant description Interview Channel Duration 

31 Accounting body policy  Online 0:53:10 

32 Head of Finance, NFP Online 0:49:44 

33 Philanthropy Manager Online 1:00:20 

34 Director of a Philanthropic Fund Online 0:48:34 

35 Previous Senior Vice president NFP Online 1:01:24 

36 Managing Director, Philanthropy related, NFP Online 0:55:54 

37 Advisory board for regulator, Chair of Foundation Online 0:53:48 

38 Manager Philanthropic Foundation Online 0:45:47 
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5.3 Example interview protocol: New Zealand ‘preparers’ 

Service Performance Reporting 

1. What types of service performance information did you report before PBE FRS 48? What were the 
biggest changes experienced during the adoption of PBE FRS 48? How did you initially feel about 
the required changes? 

2. [Referring to the actual statement of service performance for the entity] Could you please talk us 
through the different parts of your entity’s statement of service performance? What do you think 
worked well, what didn’t, what should have been different? For example, how did the entity select 
this particular mix of performance measures? Are there any other implementation issues that still 
need to be sorted out? 

3. [Referring to the auditor engaged] Why did the entity select this auditor? What was your 
experience in working with this audit firm on the statement of service performance? Did you 
experience any challenges in this regard? For example, how did discussions with auditors 
influence the “appropriate selection of information and the overall volume of information 
presented” (BC20) in the entity’s ‘telling of their story’ (IN3)? 

4. What have been the costs and benefits of service performance reporting for your entity and its 
reporting? Also, do you have any thoughts on what the costs and benefits of service performance 
reporting might be for the not-for-profit sector? 

5. Who is the user of the service performance reporting information you produce? 
6. Do you think the introduction of PBE FRS 48 has led to better reporting in New Zealand? 

[If not mentioned, follow up with the following] 
Are there any issues with the requirement to: 
● “Provide users with sufficient contextual information to understand why the entity exists, what 

it intends to achieve in broad terms over the medium to long term, and how it goes about this” 
(para 15) 

● Develop approaches/systems and controls for measuring and collecting selected service 
performance information 

● Provide a complete and balanced picture of (material) service performance without 
overwhelming readers (not “highlighting only what went well”?) 

● Balance the qualitative characteristics (relevance, faithful representation, understandability, 
timeliness, comparability, and verifiability) 

● Disclose comparative information 
● Disclose judgments 
● Cross-reference to the financial statements (not required by the standard) 
● Requirement to select the service performance information that is most appropriate and 

meaningful to the users (how are user needs being assessed by entities?) 
● How are the views of users (i.e., funders’ requirements and feedback from others such as 

service recipients) balanced with other concerns about what information to report (i.e., 
current/best practice)? 
 

Standard-Setting Issues 

7. Did you follow or participate in the standard-setting process on PBE FRS 48? If so, what do you 
think were the main issues and challenges in developing the standard? [If the entity submitted a 
comment letter during the standard-setting process, ask them questions about its contents, for 
example] Looking at the comment letter submitted by your entity, could you please let us know 
how the entity arrived at its position?  

8. Are there any aspects of PBE FRS 48 that you think should be changed? 
9. What are your views on the possible future direction of the SPR standard-setting initiative in 

Australia? 
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5.4 Example interview protocol: Australian ‘preparers’ 

Service Performance Reporting 

1. What is your experience in non-financial reporting by NFPs?  
2. Are you aware that the AASB is considering introducing a service performance reporting standard 

based on the New Zealand standard a few years ago? If so, what is your perspective on this 
development? 

3. Did you follow or participate in the standard-setting process on AASB ED270? If so, what do you 
think were the main issues and challenges in developing the standard? 

4. [If the entity submitted a comment letter during the standard-setting process] Looking at the 
comment letter submitted by your entity, could you please let us know how the entity arrived at its 
position? Has anything changed since you submitted that comment letter? 

 
If the entity has a statement of service performance or equivalent report: 
5. Can you please guide us through your report?  
6. What do you think works well or not with your report?  
7. What is the process your organisation goes through to produce this report? 
8. How do you decide what information to include? 
9. Who were you hoping to reach with this report? 
10. Is your report assured? Why or why not? 
 
If the entity does not have a statement of service performance or equivalent report: 
11. How does your organisation know how it is making a difference with its activities?  
12. What information are you collecting that helps you understand the difference you make? 
 

Vignette 

I’m going to provide you with a one-page illustration of a statement of service performance from a 
fictional charity called Empower Children Australia. I want you to imagine that you work at Empower 
Children Australia and a colleague at Empower Children Australia has prepared the following 
information and you have been asked to review it and provide feedback.  
13. What are your first impressions of this statement? 

[If not mentioned, follow up with the following] 
● What do you think about the results reported? 
● What do you think about the measures of performance used? 
● What do you think about how it is presented visually? 
● Does this statement provide enough context about this entity and its objectives? 
● What else is missing or needed? 

14. Do you think this information should be audited? What level of assurance do you think would be 
suitable for this information? What challenges are there in assurance of this information? 

15. Who do you think would be the user of this type of information? 
16. Would your organisation be able to produce a statement like this? 
17. Is there anything you would change to make the information more appropriate and meaningful?  
18. Is the amount of information presented sufficient? 
 

Standard-Setting Issues 

19. What do you think about the general state of service performance reporting in Australia? 
20. Do you think the AASB should be involved in setting standards on service performance? 
21. Do you think the information available on charities in the ACNC register is sufficient? What else do 

you think is needed? 
22. Do you think there should be a standard on service performance reporting in Australia that would 

require not-for-profit entities to produce an annual statement of service performance? 
23. What are your thoughts on whether this statement should be audited? 
24. What are your views on the possible future direction of the SPR standard-setting initiative in 

Australia? 
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5.5 Vignette 
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