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AACODS SGSR*, 2011 GCPH**, 2015

Kara & Sheikh, 

2022

Associated with a reputable organisation? NA NA NA

Professional qualifications or considerable experience? NA NA NA

Produced/published other work (grey/black) in the field? NA NA NA

Recognised expert, identified in other sources? NA NA NA

Cited by others? (use Google Scholar as a quick check) NA NA NA

Higher degree student under “expert” supervision? NA NA NA

Is the organisation reputable? (e.g. W.H.O) Yes Yes Yes

Is the organisation an authority in the field? Yes Yes Yes

Does the item have a detailed reference list or bibliography? Yes Yes

No - references 

in footnotes

Does the item have a clearly stated aim or brief? Yes Yes Yes

If so, is this met? Yes Yes Yes

Does it have a stated methodology? Yes Yes Yes

If so, is it adhered to? Yes Yes Yes

Has it been peer

‑

reviewed?

No - not 

mentioned

No - not 

mentioned

No - not 

mentioned

Has it been edited by a reputable authority? Yes Yes Yes

Supported by authoritative, documented references or 

credible sources?

Yes Yes Yes

Is it representative of work in the field? Yes Yes Yes

If No, is it a valid counterbalance? NA NA NA

Is any data collection explicit and appropriate for the 

research?

Yes Yes Yes

If item is secondary material (e.g. a policy brief of a technical 

report) refer to the original. Is it an accurate, unbiased 

interpretation or analysis?

Yes Yes Yes

Are any limits clearly stated? Yes Yes Yes

Opinion, expert or otherwise, is still opinion: is the author’s 

standpoint clear?

Yes Yes Yes

Does the work seem to be balanced in presentation? Yes Yes Yes

Does the item have a clearly stated date related to content? Yes Yes Yes

If no date is given, but can be closely ascertained, is there a 

valid reason for its absence?

NA NA NA

Check the bibliography: have key contemporary material 

been included?

Yes Yes Yes

Is the item meaningful? (feasibility, utility, relevance) Yes Yes Yes

Does it add context? Yes Yes Yes

Does it enrich or add something unique to the research? Yes Yes Yes

Does it strengthen or refute a current position? Yes Yes Yes

Would the research area be lesser without it? Yes Yes Yes

Is it integral, representative, typical? Yes Yes Yes

Does it have impact? (in the sense of influencing the work or 

behaviour of others)

Yes Yes Yes

Coverage - 

All items have parameters which define their content coverage. These limits might mean that a work 

refers to a particular population group, or that it excluded certain types of publication. A report could be designed to 

answer a particular question, or be based on statistics from a particular survey.

Objectivity - 

It is important to identify bias, particularly if it is unstated or unacknowledged.

Date - 

For the item to inform your research, it needs to have a date that confirms relevance.

Significance - 

This is a value judgment of the item, in the context of the relevant research area.

Authority - 

Identifying who is responsible for the intellectual content.

Individual author:

Organisation or group:

In all cases:

Accuracy
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Kocherov et al, 2016 Montero-Ruiz et al, 2020

1

Was true randomization used for assignment of participants 

to treatment groups?

Yes Yes

2 Was allocation to treatment groups concealed? Yes Unclear

3 Were treatment groups similar at the baseline? Unclear Yes

4

Were participants blind to treatment assignment?

No No

5

Were those delivering the treatment blind to treatment 

assignment?

No No

6

Were treatment groups treated identically other than the 

intervention of interest?

Yes Yes

7 Were outcome assessors blind to treatment assignment? Yes Yes

8

Were outcomes measured in the same way for treatment 

groups?

Unclear - One of six 

outcomes mentioned all 

children

Yes

9 Were outcomes measured in a reliable way

Unclear - One of six 

outcomes described as 

good to excellent reliability 

and validity

Yes

10

Was follow up complete and if not, were differences between 

groups in terms of their follow up adequately described and 

analysed?

Unclear - Results for one of 

six outcomes mentioned all 

children

Yes

11

Were participants analysed in the groups to which they were 

randomized?

Unclear - ITT analysis not 

mentioned

No

12 Was appropriate statistical analysis used? Yes Yes

13

Was the trial design appropriate and any deviations from the 

standard RCT design (individual randomization, parallel 

groups) accounted for in the conduct and analysis of the 

trial?

Unclear Yes

Bias related to participant retention

Statistical Conclusion Validity



Internal Validity

Bias related to selection and allocation

Bias related to administration of intervention/exposure

Bias related to assessment, detection and measurement of the outcome
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Sullivan et al, 2025

1

Is it clear in the study what is the “cause” and what is the 

“effect” (i.e. there is no confusion about which variable 

comes first)?

Yes

2

Was there a control group?

No

3 Were participants included in any comparisons similar? N/A

4

Were the participants in any comparisons receiving similar 

treatment/care, other than the exposure or intervention of 

interest?

N/A

5

Were there multiple measurements of the outcome, both pre 

and post the intervention/exposure?

Yes

6

Were the outcomes of participants included in any 

comparisons measured in the same way?

N/A

7 Were outcomes measured in a reliable way? Yes

8

Was follow-up complete and if not, were differences between 

groups in terms of their follow-up adequately described and 

analyzed?

N/A

9 Was appropriate statistical analysis used? Yes

Bias related to assessment, detection and measurement of the outcome

Bias related to administration of intervention/exposure

Bias related to participant retention

Statistical Conclusion Validity



Internal Validity

Bias related to temporal precedence

Bias related to selection and allocation

Bias related to confounding factors
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Item Guidance for Reporting Philipsson et al, 2013

Title 1

Identify the study as an economic evaluation and specify the interventions being 

compared.

Title

Abstract 2

Provide a structured summary that highlights context, key methods, results and 

alternative analyses.

Abstract

Background and objectives 3

Give the context for the study, the study question and its practical relevance for 

decision making in policy or practice.

Background

Health economic analysis 

plan

4

Indicate whether a health economic analysis plan was developed and where 

available.

Not reported

Study population 5

Describe characteristics of the study population (age range, demographics, 

socioeconomic, or clinical characteristics).

Study population; 

Table 1

Setting and location 6 Provide relevant contextual information that may influence findings. Study population

Comparators 7 Describe the interventions or strategies being compared and why chosen.

Dance intervention; Usual 

school health services

Perspective 8 State the perspective(s) adopted by the study and why chosen. Economic evaluation

Time horizon 9 State the time horizon for the study and why appropriate. Economic evaluation

Discount rate 10 Report the discount rate(s) and reason chosen. Economic evaluation

Selection of outcomes 11 Describe what outcomes were used as the measure(s) of benefit(s) and harm(s).

Description of health 

effect

Measurement of outcomes 12 Describe how outcomes used to capture benefit(s) and harm(s) were measured.

Description of health 

effect

Valuation of outcomes 13 Describe the population and methods used to measure and value outcomes.

Description of health 

effect; Table 2

Measurement and valuation 

of resources and costs

14 Describe how costs were valued.

Description of costs; 

Table 2

Currency, price date, and 

conversion

15

Report the dates of the estimated resource quantities and unit costs, plus the 

currency and year of conversion.

Description of costs

Rationale and description of 

model

16

If modelling is used, describe in detail and why used. Report if the model is 

publicly available and where it can be accessed.

NA

Analytics and assumptions 17

Describe any methods for analysing or statistically transforming data, any 

extrapolation methods, and approaches for validating any model used.

Description of health 

effect; Cost-effectiveness; 

Statistical methods; 

Sensitivity analyses

Characterizing 

heterogeneity

18

Describe any methods used for estimating how the results of the study vary for 

sub-groups.

Not reported

Characterizing distributional 

effects

19

Describe how impacts are distributed across different individuals or adjustments 

made to reflect priority populations.

Not reported

Characterizing uncertainty 20 Describe methods to characterize any sources of uncertainty in the analysis. Cost-effectiveness

Approach to engagement 

with patients and others 

affected by the study

21

Describe any approaches to engage patients or stakeholders in the design of the 

study.

Not reported

Study parameters 22

Report all analytic inputs (values, ranges, references) including uncertainty or 

distributional assumptions.

Results; Table 3; 

Table 4

Summary of main results 23

Report the mean values for the main categories of costs and outcomes of interest 

and summarise them in the most appropriate overall measure.

Intervention costs; 

Healthcare costs; 

Health effect; Cost-

effectiveness; Table 5

Effect of uncertainty 24

Describe how uncertainty about analytic judgments, inputs, or projections affect 

findings. Report the effect of choice of discount rate and time horizon, if 

applicable.

Main results (Discussion); 

Strengths and weaknesses 

(Discussion)

Effect of engagement with 

patients and others affected 

by the study

25

Report on any difference patient/public involvement made to the study approach 

or findings.

Not reported

Study findings, limitations, 

generalizability, and current 

knowledge

26

Report key findings, limitations, ethical or equity considerations not captured, 

and how these could impact patients, policy, or practice.

Main results; Strengths 

and weaknesses; Results 

in relation to previous 

research; Further 

research required

Source of funding 27 Describe how the study was funded and any role of the funder. Acknowledgements

Conflicts of interest 28 Report authors conflicts of interest according to journal/ICMJE requirements. Competing interests

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION

TITLE

ABSTRACT

INTRODUCTION

METHODS

RESULTS

DISCUSSION
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Research Question

Wickham, 

2008

Winrow & 

Edwards, 2018

McGrath & 

Stevens, 2019

S3 Solutions, 

2021

Was a well-defined question posed?

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Were authors transparent about why SROI 

methodology was chosen? (e.g. strategic 

planning/funding requirements)

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Did authors report relevant background literature/ 

justify the need for the study?

NA Yes Yes Yes

Was the range of stakeholders included/excluded 

justified?

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Was the range of stakeholders wide enough to 

adequately answer the research question? (principle 

of understanding change)

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Was it clear how stakeholders were involved and 

what data would be gathered from them?

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Was ethics obtained/informed consent provided?

Not clear Not clear Yes Not clear

Was the theory of change clear? i.e. the 

relationships between inputs, outputs and outcomes

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Were unintended outcomes (positive/negative) 

detailed?

No No Not clear Not clear

Was the study design appropriate for the study 

question? (Control group, pre-post)

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Was the sample described in detail/was the sample 

justified?

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Were inputs clear with non-monetized inputs valued 

appropriately?

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Were capital costs, as well as operating costs 

included?

NA Yes NA Not clear

Were costs that occur in the future ‘discounted’ to 

their present values? Was justification given for the 

discount rate used?

No Yes No Yes

Was dead-weight clearly described and calculated?

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Were the indicators valid and comprehensive? 

(Were the sources of all values clearly identified?)

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Were the proxies valid and comprehensive? (Were 

the sources of all values clearly identified?)

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Was length of benefit established and justified? 

(Drop-off)

Yes Not clear No Yes

Were limitations and biases reported?

No No Yes Yes

Was the final SROI ratio interpreted?

Not clear Yes Yes Yes

Was sensitivity analysis performed? Was 

justification provided for the range of values (or for 

key study parameters) in the sensitivity analysis?

Yes Yes No Yes

Analysis

Theory of change/impact map

Scope

Reason for use of SROI Method

Study Design
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AACODS Wilkin et al, 2005

Johnson et al, 

2011

Frontier 

Economics, 2024

Associated with a reputable organisation? NA NA NA

Professional qualifications or considerable experience? NA NA NA

Produced/published other work (grey/black) in the field? NA NA NA

Recognised expert, identified in other sources? NA NA NA

Cited by others? (use Google Scholar as a quick check) NA NA NA

Higher degree student under “expert” supervision? NA NA NA

Is the organisation reputable? (e.g. W.H.O) Yes Yes Yes

Is the organisation an authority in the field? Yes Yes Yes

Does the item have a detailed reference list or bibliography? Yes

No - references 

in footnotes

Yes

Does the item have a clearly stated aim or brief? Yes Yes Yes

If so, is this met? Yes Yes Yes

Does it have a stated methodology? Yes Yes Yes

If so, is it adhered to? Yes Yes Yes

Has it been peer

‑

reviewed?

No - not 

mentioned

No - not 

mentioned

No - not 

mentioned

Has it been edited by a reputable authority? Yes Yes ?

Supported by authoritative, documented references or 

credible sources?

Yes Yes Yes

Is it representative of work in the field? Yes Yes Yes

If No, is it a valid counterbalance? NA NA NA

Is any data collection explicit and appropriate for the 

research?

Yes Yes Yes

If item is secondary material (e.g. a policy brief of a technical 

report) refer to the original. Is it an accurate, unbiased 

interpretation or analysis?

Yes Yes Yes

Are any limits clearly stated? Yes Yes Yes

Opinion, expert or otherwise, is still opinion: is the author’s 

standpoint clear?

Yes Yes Yes

Does the work seem to be balanced in presentation? Yes Yes Yes

Does the item have a clearly stated date related to content? Yes Yes Yes

If no date is given, but can be closely ascertained, is there a 

valid reason for its absence?

NA NA NA

Check the bibliography: have key contemporary material 

been included?

Yes Yes - footnotes Yes

Is the item meaningful? (feasibility, utility, relevance) Yes Yes Yes

Does it add context? Yes Yes Yes

Does it enrich or add something unique to the research? Yes Yes Yes

Does it strengthen or refute a current position? Yes Yes Yes

Would the research area be lesser without it? Yes Yes Yes

Is it integral, representative, typical? Yes Yes Yes

Does it have impact? (in the sense of influencing the work or 

behaviour of others)

Yes Yes Yes

Date - 

For the item to inform your research, it needs to have a date that confirms relevance.

Significance - 

This is a value judgment of the item, in the context of the relevant research area.

Objectivity - 

It is important to identify bias, particularly if it is unstated or unacknowledged.

Authority - 

Identifying who is responsible for the intellectual content.

Organisation or group:

Individual author:

In all cases:

Accuracy

Coverage - 

All items have parameters which define their content coverage. These limits might mean that a work 

refers to a particular population group, or that it excluded certain types of publication. A report could be designed to 

answer a particular question, or be based on statistics from a particular survey.


