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Government wanted more innovation locally, and better accountability centrally 

2002/3:  HM Treasury offered much greater freedom over delivery 
specifics, in exchange for greater accountability for outcomes

2003/4:  Home Office and Bank of England found that VCSE 
organisations could not access the right sorts of capital easily

VCSE* sector asked for more freedom to innovate than 
traditional contracting allowed, and was happy to be held 
accountable for better outcomes and better value per outcome

HM Treasury (2002) Cross Cutting Review into the role of the 
voluntary and community sector in public service delivery

DTI (2002) Social Enterprise: a strategy for success

Home Office (2003)  Civil Renewal:  A New agenda

Bank of England found inadequate financing options for 
VCSEs delivering complex public services.   Home Office 
created a strategy to grow financing options for the sector.

Bank of England Domestic Finance Division (2003) The 
Financing of social enterprises

Civil Renewal Unit (2004) Patient capital: a new approach to 
investing in the growth of community and social enterprise

*  VCSEs = Voluntary, Community and Social Enterprise sector
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Social Outcomes Fund
Life Chances Fund

Cabinet Office thoughtfully catalysed a full ecosystem for better outcomes

>95 Government silos partnering on outcomes
Departments, Local Authorities, NHS bodies, etc

Outcomes Evaluation 

Financing for Innovations

Outcomes Commissioning 

Re-think evaluations to understand quality & value 
of outcomes actually achieved, and useful learning 
from the series of innovations trialled in each project

Flexible, risk-taking capital for bidders, to trial 
a series of innovations in each contract, to 
aim for better outcomes and value for money
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Cabinet Office offered flexible, risk-taking capital to VCSE delivery organisations

2008:  Cabinet Office created £10m of investment; it invited 
Fund Managers to bid, and raise at least matching financing

Rationale for Government being an investor   
pari passu alongside other organisations*:

Enables Government to:
1. set the terms of risk / reward, to ensure the 

“financing gap” is addressed effectively;
2. receive full transparent details of every 

investment, and set the ongoing strategy of 
the funds via investors committee, etc; and

3. share equally in the upside of any 
investments which are financially successful.

“Social Enterprise Fund - Request for proposals”, 2008. UK Cabinet Office. URL: https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Risk-capital-fund_Tender-proposal.pdf
GIIN, Parthenon, Bridges, 2010. Investing for Impact: Case Studies Across Asset Classes. URL: https://thegiin.org/publication/research/investing-for-impact-case-studies-across-asset-classes/
Cabinet Office, 2013. Achieving social impact at scale: Case studies of seven pioneering co-mingling social investment funds. URL: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a7af731ed915d71db8b3c80/2900897_HMGCO_Co-mingling_acc.pdf

* HM Treasury subsequently used a similar method to catalyse investment into two specific 
infrastructure priorities in 2017: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/infrastructure-investment-funds

https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Risk-capital-fund_Tender-proposal.pdf
https://www.bridgesfundmanagement.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Investing-for-Impact-Case-Studies-Across-Asset-Classes.pdf
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Cabinet Office catalysed £25m of flexible financing for outcomes contracts

Investors

* Name changed to ‘Social Impact Bond Fund’ following discussions with the Cabinet Office

Fund Manager

£2.5m Commitments allocated to Outcomes Contracts

Bridges was selected (through open procurement) to manage the funds on a not-for profit basis.

Investors

Social Results Fund*
£22.5m Total Commitments

£25m to commit as working capital for ~15 high-risk ‘Outcomes Contracts’

Social Entrepreneurs Fund

The ~£3m seed investment from Cabinet Office was matched by over £20m from other social investors.



8Granular data on every outcome paid to every project is published on the BOP website every year

Total Outcomes Payments:   £72.2m

CHILDREN, YOUNG PEOPLE & FAMILIES ADULTS

Data as of end March 2025

Over £70m of social outcomes were achieved, verified by government, and paid

https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/impact/projects/
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Cabinet Office and other social investors set a range of metrics to track against

Forecast Actual Learnings

Total Outcomes £50m £72m Projects were able to achieve a higher ratio of outcomes per £ 
invested in each project than originally anticipated

# contracts 15 37 Some partnerships were able to form platforms which could bid for 
and win multiple contracts suitable for their expertise

# outcomes payers 9 89 Wider spread of local government commissioning (and non-
governmental commissioning) than originally expected

# delivery partners 20-30 95 Consortia with diverse expertise and geographical reach proved 
more effective than single delivery organisations

Outcomes Value £100m £164m 1
(fiscal value only)

£164m Fiscal Value; £224m Social Value; £444m Economic Value
Total Value = £832m

# direct co-investors 20 22 The funds intentionally agreed to co-invest into projects alongside 
other like-minded organisations, to grow the investment market

1 Calculated by independent consultants ATQ, using Green Book methodology and agreed with UK Government Analytical function, 
          ATQ Consultants, 2025 updated analysis of the report “The value created by social outcomes contracts in the UK”Data as of end March 2025

https://www.atqconsultants.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/VF-SOC-Social-value-report-update.pdf
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The projects supported cover a wide variety of policy areas, across the UK

Data as of end March 2025



11

Cost of capital was similar to HM Treasury’s cost of financing, as originally forecast

Financing of outcomes contracts – annual cumulative investor position

Final returns to investors 
close to returns on UK 

Government Bonds over 
the same time period

Combined portfolio of investment into outcomes contracts from Social Entrepreneurs Fund and Social Results Fund
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The Funds were given a target to help build their own competition

The Bridges Funds shared deals with 22 other social investment organisations, spreading direct experience 
across the market. Many have now expanded their own options for VCSEs bidding to deliver these contracts.

Stratford 
Development 
Partnership

Examples of asset owners and fund managers investing directly into Outcomes Partnerships, alongside direct investments from the 2x Bridges-managed Funds:
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Collaborative Design Flexible Delivery Clear Accountability

Programmes designed centrally 
– often in isolation from other 

parts of government – and 
implemented in a top-down way 

Projects that are collaboratively 
designed, and designed to be 

collaborative 

From: 

To: 

Fixed-specification contracts, 
delivered to rigid budgets, for 

groups of people with identical 
“needs” or “problems” 

Flexible, personalised services 
that constantly evolve and 

improve as they learn

Arms-length contracts with 
limited visibility on progress, 

success, or key learnings 

High quality, secure, objective 
data, with deep independent 

research into what is and isn’t 
working

Outcomes Partnerships can enable three crucial improvements 
for complex public services:

Read in more detail in ‘People-Powered 
Partnerships’, our anchor learning document.

https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/our-learnings/collaborative-design/#people-powered-partnerships
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/our-learnings/collaborative-design/#people-powered-partnerships
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/our-learnings/collaborative-design/#people-powered-partnerships
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/our-learnings/collaborative-design/#people-powered-partnerships
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Contracting for outcomes should enable better outcomes and better value for money

Many public services under-perform expectations.  They 
achieve fewer outcomes than hoped; thus the cost per 
outcome is higher.

If Government contracts for the outcomes directly, this 
ensures lower total spend if the service under-performs.

However, this approach can also create the conditions for 
investment in innovation, to catalyse over-performance.

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF SOCIALLY MOTIVATED INVESTMENT IN SOCIAL OUTCOMES PARTNERSHIPS?  Aman Johal; THE EVOLUTION OF SOCIAL OUTCOMES PARTNERSHIPS  IN THE UK, Oxford University, 2024

https://golab.bsg.ox.ac.uk/documents/The_Evolution_of_Social_Outcomes_Partnerships_in_the_UK.pdf
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Example:   Family Therapy for Greater London boroughs
(3x teams for 3 years)

Costs # families 
treated

Quality score 
(out of 6)

Cost per 
family

Cost per 
borough

Contracted therapy delivery £4.5m 225 3.5 £20k £0.9m

Innovations £1.8m

Total project expenditure £6.3m

Cost of financing £0.3m

Total cost to government £6.6m 410 4.5 £16k £0.7m

Under traditional pay-for-inputs contracting, normal therapy 
teams serve ~25 families per year, with quality scores of ~3.5 out of 

6

The outcomes-focused approach in London offered a price of 20% 
less per outcome.  But it offered freedom to invest into 

innovations, and expand

80% productivity 
increase

25% quality 
improvement

HAS PAYING FOR OUTCOMES  IN THE UK COST MORE OR LESS  THAN PAYING FOR INPUTS?  Andrew Levitt; THE EVOLUTION OF SOCIAL OUTCOMES PARTNERSHIPS  IN THE UK, Oxford University, 2024

Expanded from 
5 to 10 boroughs

London Boroughs paid avg. ~£12.5k per family
National Lottery contributed ~£3.5k per family

https://golab.bsg.ox.ac.uk/documents/The_Evolution_of_Social_Outcomes_Partnerships_in_the_UK.pdf
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If innovations succeed, the bidder can repay investment at the end of the project

Project cash profile if no additional money 
invested into improvements 

£1.8m investment results in 20% better 
quality and 80% increased productivity

The Pan-London Care Impact Partnership.   Brian Trelstad.   Harvard Business School Case 323-037, 2022
Investment Memorandum, Pan-London Care Impact Partnership.  Mila Lukic, Andrew Levitt.   Bridges Outcomes Partnerships, 2017

Simple financial model, Pan-London Care Impact Partnership.  Mila Lukic, Andrew Levitt. Bridges Outcomes Partnerships, 2017

https://store.hbr.org/product/the-pan-london-care-impact-partnership/323037?sku=323037-PDF-ENG
https://store.hbr.org/product/the-pan-london-care-impact-partnership/323037?sku=323037-PDF-ENG
https://store.hbr.org/product/the-pan-london-care-impact-partnership/323037?sku=323037-PDF-ENG
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership-Appendix-B.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership-Appendix-B.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership-Appendix-B.pdf
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The bid drafted an initial series of ideas for how to improve outcomes

Design Features Objective Estimated cost

Integrating 3 delivery organisations and both therapies
Combine different skillsets to bring the best expertise, and ensuring 
appropriate referrals to each therapy type and ensuring advantages of 
each distinct therapy made available to families £150k

Referral information, processes and panels (avoid last 
minute decisions) Proactively engage with social workers & referral panels to ensure 

everyone is aware of the service and knows which families could benefit £100k

Retention bonuses Ensure therapists are able to stay until the end of the service £130k

Integration with schools, CAMHS mental health services, 
‘Education, Health and Care’ panels and the local youth 
justice board 

Proactively link with local services to ensure young person and family are 
getting the best decisions for their welfare £100k

Enhanced clinical supervision across 3 teams
Provide superior clinical expertise to ensure best therapists are recruited, 
and that they are given the best ongoing support, training and 
supervision

£100k

Data-enhanced decision-making
Investing into high quality data analysis and directly capturing the voice 
of the young people and carers (inc clinical questionnaires) for all 
families

£200k

Investment Memorandum, Pan-London Care Impact Partnership.  Mila Lukic, Andrew Levitt.   Bridges Outcomes Partnerships, 2017

https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
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Additional innovations were designed and launched during delivery

Delivery Pilots Objective Estimated cost

Better T&Cs Offer improve conditions of employment to therapists to attract and 
retain the very best clinical experts £200k

Booster sessions Identify families who might benefit from additional therapy and offer 
extra sessions to them (at no additional cost to the boroughs) £100k

Expansion to 5 new boroughs Reach out to extra boroughs across London, offer therapy options to 
them; set up contracting and mobilise into 5 additional boroughs £150k

Moving programme online for COVID Investment to convert the therapies to online options for families £50k

Extra supervisor with lower span of control Additional investment to bring FFT up to the right quality level across 
al London boroughs £200k

Expedited training Fly therapists to New York to ensure they get trained quicker and 
families don’t miss out on therapy £20k

Extra therapists Proactively recruit therapists above budget to maintain full capacity £300k

Investment Memorandum, Pan-London Care Impact Partnership.  Mila Lukic, Andrew Levitt.   Bridges Outcomes Partnerships, 2017

https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
https://bridgesoutcomespartnerships.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Pan-London-Care-Impact-Partnership_IM.pdf
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