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As the Department of Community Development – Abu Dhabi continues collaborating with 
valued partners and organisations in upholding the Emirati values of sustainable growth and 
social development across the Emirate, it is important to reflect on the start of a historic 
Social Impact Bond journey that has the potential to transform residents and citizens’ lives 
for the better. 

In April 2020, a new chapter was marked when the Authority of Social Contribution – Ma’an 
launched the GCC’s first Social Impact Bond – the ATMAH programme. 

Together with the support of the Department of Community Development – Abu Dhabi, Aldar 
Properties, Aldar Education and Zayed Higher Organisation for People of Determination, this 
first-of-its-kind initiative has paved the way to equip aspiring Students of Determination in 
Abu Dhabi with the vital everyday skills and knowledge and help them take a step closer to 
realising their career ambitions and secure employment.

This pioneering social impact framework and programme is another prime example that will 
help contribute towards creating a diverse and inclusive society for all. As an organisation 
whose mandate is to improve the quality of life for Abu Dhabi residents and citizens, the 
ATMAH programme is just the start for Social Impact Bonds in the Emirate. 

We realise that by using the power of innovative financial models, Social Impact Bonds can 
be a vital solution in tackling some of the most pressing social challenges being faced today 
and we envision it will be a key driving force in building a prosperous and inclusive future for 
everyone in Abu Dhabi.

Committed to creating collaborative communities, Ma’an has played a fundamental role in 
developing this comprehensive set of Guidelines to encourage more Social Impact Bonds 
being adopted across the Emirate.

This key document highlights the importance of working together, the roles of various 
stakeholders and their successful engagement, while also providing insight into policies and 
procedures governing the use of SIBs.

Our aspiration is to ensure a dignified life for all and Social Impact Bonds can help build a better 
future for Abu Dhabi residents and our children for the next 50 years, and beyond.

His Excellency Dr. Mugheer Khamis Al Khaili,
Chairman of Department of Community Development – Abu Dhabi

CHAIRMAN	
MESSAGE
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When leaders and organisations come together, they can become more pow-
erful to create greater good for all of society. When we come together with one 
vision and goal, overcoming societal challenges can be achieved and maintained 
in a sustainable framework.

Abu Dhabi prides itself on forward-thinking and innovative ideas that make 
real change to peoples’ lives. Since launching in 2019, the Authority of Social 
Contribution - Ma’an, has shared this vision and every day we have been working 
to bring the government, private and third sector organisations together with 
the objective of supporting a culture of societal change and measurable positive 
impact across the Emirate, through a variety of pioneering programmes.

One of these programmes is the ATMAH project, which is the GCC’s first Social 
Impact Bond that has been designed to support People of Determination in Abu 
Dhabi. 

In 2020, Ma’an brought together the Abu Dhabi government, Aldar Education, 
Aldar Properties and Zayed Higher Organisation for People of Determination 
to offer young people a life-changing experience that would see them learn 
new skills and enhance their knowledge with the aim to secure permanent 
employment.

Since the first Social Impact Bond was launched in 2010 in the UK, we have seen 
the success it offers and how it can help solve social challenges. Today, there
 are among 40 countries including the USA and Australia, that have launched 

DIRECTOR	GENERAL	
MESSAGE their own Social Impact Bond, which, has seen changes to improve foster 

care in the UK and improve early years education in Utah amongst many 
more significant programmes.

Ma’an is playing a central role in driving change by creating a comprehensive 
framework that will support the government to help identify the most 
pressing social challenges that they want to address and analyse what social 
outcomes can be achieved. At the same time, Ma’an is also involved in which 
services are viable to help drive that change as well as working closely with 
the social investor to ensure maximum results can be achieved. 

These contracts operate on a pay-for-success basis, whereby social service 
providers will have the freedom to innovate and come up with a solution 
that delivers the social outcome. Private investors, such as high net worth 
Individuals or investment funds, will then invest in the Social Impact Bond 
and the government will pay back the investor - with interest – but only if 
the outcomes are achieved. Ensuring outcomes are achieved, Ma’an creates 
a measured success model identifying key areas for success, which in turn 
makes sure that government money is invested correctly. 

This is just the beginning of a long-term vision for Ma’an with Social Impact 
Bonds being a key focus for change along with our other ground-breaking 
initiatives such as the Social Investment Fund, Social Incubator & Accelerator 
and the Community Engagement programme. 

With pressing social challenges identified by the Department of Community 
Development, Ma’an’s mandate is to assist Abu Dhabi’s long-term vision to 
grow the city’s economy and enhance the lives of residents in the capital 
through the creation of more collaborative communities, and Ma’an has 
focused on social inclusion through its five key pillars. 

Forming a number of Memorandum of Understandings with leading entities 
in Abu Dhabi has forged strategic partnerships which have created initiatives 
benefiting thousands of people in the UAE’s capital city. 

Through partnerships and new initiatives, Ma’an aims to reach all communi-
ties living in the capital which is home to over 3.2m people.

Through the vision of our wise leadership in Abu Dhabi, and the support of 
our businesses and communities, Ma’an is already making a positive differ-
ence to many lives. Yet, Social Impact Bonds can be a real game-changer and 
we strongly believe that it can play a pivotal role in touching people’s lives for 
the better and help the city to flourish for many years to come. 

Thank you.

Salama Al Ameemi,  
Director-General 
Authority of Social Contribution ‒ Ma’an
 76



PROCEDURAL GUIDELINESAUTHORITY  OF SOCIAL CONTRIBUTION - MA’AN

98

Social Procurement is a growing global trend for governments around the world. 
Leveraging social value from governments existing procurement spend and 
using procurement to advance economic, environmental and social objectives, 
helps support the long-term well-being of communities. 

The Government Procurement Office (GPO) of the Department of Government 
Support (DGS) is focussed on two major strategic programs. The refinement of 
the Abu Dhabi procurement ecosystem through government wide procurement 
operational frameworks, standardized systems and processes, and the stimu-
lation of the economy through the use of micro, small and medium enterprises 
(MSME’s), freelancers and start-up businesses. 

The Ma’ans Social Impact Contracting guidelines are aligned with these strategic 
programs, and they show how innovative collaborative approaches can optimize 
public expenditure, use the skills and innovation of local suppliers who serve the 
community and enhance the lives of Abu Dhabi’s residents, all at the same time. 

The GPO supports the use of the Authority of Social Contribution’s Ma’an Social 
Impact Contracting Guidelines of 2021. And as the use of these guidelines 
and benefits to the community grow, we hope to continue our collaboration 
with Ma’an, helping to evolve their and our programs collectively as lessons are 
learned and shared. 

Waleed Saeed AlSaeedi
A/Executive Director Governmental Procurement Office 
Governmental Procurement Office

GOVERNMENTAL	
PROCUREMENT	OFFICE
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Disclaimer 

This Procedural Guideline (the “Guideline”) is made available to 
facilitate the understanding of Social Impact Contracting processes 
in the Authority of Social Contributions - Ma’an and that the users 
shall exercise their own skill and care with respect to its use and shall 
seek independent professional advice if necessary on case-by-case 
basis. This Guideline makes no representations or warranties as to 
the contents or accuracy of the information contained in it. To the 
extent permitted by law, Ma’an disclaims liability to any person or 
organization in respect of anything done, or omitted to be done, in 
reliance upon information contained in this Guideline.

The content of this Guideline is for guidance only with no statutory 
status. However, all users should follow the general principles, as 
will relative officials who may adopt them as necessary to ensure 
fairness. It should be read alongside Ma’an’s Establishment Law
(Law No.6 of 2019), Ma’an’s Social Impact Contracting (SIC) 
Guidelines, Ma’an’s SIC Terms and Conditions, Ma’an’s Authority 
Matrix, Department of Government Support Establishment Law
(Law No 4 of 2020) and the Abu Dhabi Standards on Professional 
Procurement Practice, along with any other applicable law in the 
Emirate of Abu Dhabi or the United Arab Emirates.

Ownership of Intellectual Property Rights 
in this Guideline

Unless otherwise noted, copyright (and any other intellectual 
property rights, if any) in this Guideline 
is owned by Ma’an.

Version Control 
       
Version  Date   Author Approval 
 
1.0   July 2021  Ma’an

Comment 
Issued as per the current status and structure of  social contracting 
in Abu Dhabi and guidance from Ma’an
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1. INTRODUCTION AND DEFINITIONS

1.1 Legislative Background

The Authority of Social Contribution “Ma’an” established by the Law No.6 of 2019. According to 
this Law Ma’an’s mandates are to:

1. Collect monetary and in-kind contributions offered by government bodies, institutions and 
authorities, the private sector and individuals as part of their responsibility towards the community, to 
be spent or directed to serve the community. 

2. Build and develop an integrated system for community service work, which will include mechanisms 
to provide financial and non-financial support such as offering expertise and training, and caring for, 
establishing and developing establishments which aim to serve the community.

3. Activate social responsibility in the Emirate by creating innovative solutions and projects to serve 
the community. 

4. Regulate and put in place frameworks of cooperation between government bodies, the private 
sector and civil society institutions, including setting up frameworks and contractual models for social 
service projects and following their implementation.

5. Promote awareness on social needs and services and the community’s contribution in coordination 
with the relevant bodies.

6. Create and develop the opportunities for participation and community voluntary work in the private 
sector in coordination with the relevant bodies. 

7. Establish and manage a portfolio which aims to attract social contributions from different sources, 
and investing them in social projects so as to contribute to facing social challenges and needs, in 
coordination with the relevant bodies.

8. Strengthen the principles of tolerance and social responsibility through awareness programs and 
community contribution programs with the relevant bodies. 

9. Establish partnerships with the local, federal and international community institutions and bodies in 
all the fields related to its goals. 

10. The Authority (Ma’an) may delegate some of its mandates to any other government body or 
outsource some of them to the private sector subject to the approval of the Executive Council.

1.2 Purpose of this document
This document is intended to provide accessible and practical explanations and descriptions to help 
different audiences better understand how and when social impact contracting may be beneficial 
in Abu Dhabi, and the role that Ma’an: the Authority of Social Contribution, plays in leading and 
supporting such contracting.

It recognizes that while social impact contracting is new to Abu Dhabi, there is ambition to encourage 
wider take-up.

This is a ‘live’ document, and will be revised and amended periodically to reflect changing needs and 
levels of understanding in Abu Dhabi. Changes will also be necessary to reflect how social impact 
contracting evolves over time as new innovations emerge.

The material contained in this document is made available on the understanding that Ma’an is not 
providing legal or professional advice, and that users exercise their own skill and care with respect to 
its use and seek independent advice if necessary.

1.2.1 Alignment with the strategy and vision of the Department of Community Development
The Department of Community Development (DCD) works towards three main ambitions:
• A decent standard of living for every member of the community
• A tolerant and inclusive society founded on cohesive families
• An active and responsible community

The DCD Strategy places clear emphasis on the achievement of a number of outcomes, including:
• Appropriate accommodation for all the citizens of Abu Dhabi
• Cohesive and inclusive families
• Happy and secure children
• Dignified life for all the Emirate’s community members, at different ages and 
 different circumstances
• Active roles for all of the community members
• Enabling the people of determination to achieve their ambitions
• A second chance for those with a troubled past
• Respectful and active life for senior citizens
• Cohesive community built on tolerance and respect for others
• Athletes that contribute to keeping the Emirate’s torch high
• A culture that promotes physical wellbeing
• Profit and non-profit organisations that serve the community
• Active participation of individuals in serving the community

In achieving these ambitions and outcomes, the DCD supports a programme of partnership and 
collaboration with other partner authorities and organizations for the furtherance of delivering and 
enhancing social growth  in Abu Dhabi. Joint activities of agencies and organizations is essential in 
support of the provision of services, and plays a critical role in enhancing the delivery of essential social 
growth  programmes and services.

Moving forward, the DCD will encourage partners to leverage social impact contracting to improve 
chances of real impact. 

To turn these ambitions into reality, the DCD recognizes that resources and guidance will be needed to 
support stakeholders in Abu Dhabi. In order to support partnerships, the DCD has issued a Partnership 
Guidance Note, and has developed guidance to support the drafting of Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU), together with a fit for purpose MoU template. To encourage partnerships to engage in the use of 
outcomes focused  contracting to enhance impact, the DCD has similarly produced guidance in drafting 
“pay per success of the outcomes” contracts, supported by a “Collaboration Agreement”, together with 
a “pay per success of the outcomes” contract template for a fit purpose.

This document complements the DCD’s efforts by helping to improve awareness and understanding 
of how and when social impact contracting may be beneficial, and how interested parties may think 
through the processes leading up to contracting.
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1.2.2 Ma’an’s remit

Ma’an: the Authority of Social Contribution was established in February 2019 with the aim of 
bringing together the government, the private sector and civil society to support a culture of social 
contribution and participation. Ma’an will deliver solutions for social challenges and social needs 
through five pillars of work: a Social Investment Fund, a Social Incubator and Accelerator programme, 
a Social Volunteering programme, the introduction of new forms of Social Impact Contracting such 
as Social Impact Bonds (SIBs) which developed within Social Impact Contracting System, as well as 
Outreach Management.

This document supports the delivery of Ma’an’s key pillars, and is intended to provide accessible and 
practical explanations and descriptions to help different audiences better understand how and when 
social impact contracting may be beneficial, and steps which may be taken to engage with social 
impact contracting.

This is in the spirit set out in Article Number 4 in Ma’an’s establishment Law, which empowered it to:
“Regulate and put in place frameworks of cooperation between government bodies, the private 
sector and civil society institutions, including setting up frameworks and contractual models for 
social service projects and following their implementation”.

In April 2020, Ma’an launched the first Abu Dhabi SIB – the ‘ATMAH SIB’, which is also the first SIB in the 
GCC region. There is an ambition not just to develop more SIBs over the next few years, but to also 
explore developing other forms of social impact contracting. Ma’an aspires to become the centre of 
excellence and ‘the go to’ entity for social impact contracting.

In addition, Ma’an has a role in growing, supporting, and empowering social sector organisations in 
Abu Dhabi. Social impact contracting can be a vehicle to help promote the participation and growth 
of social sector organisations, and to help connect them up with partnerships that encourage 
collaboration and synergy.

1.3	 Definitions

Activity: Action taken in the delivery of a service.

Activity-based contract: This is a type of contract whereby the party (or parties) contracted to 
provide a service will be paid on the basis of the type and volume of services provided.

Commissioner: Entity/Organisation which funds or contracts for delivery of a service. 

Commissioning: This refers to the continual process of planning, agreeing and monitoring services. 
Commissioning is not one action but many, and aims to achieve the best outcomes within the 
resources available.

Contracting within Social Impact Ecosystem: a set of actions defined as the materialisation and 
ratification of partnerships through a formal legally binding contract and/or agreement.

Cost-Reimbursement Contract: This is a type of contract whereby payment is based on the actual 
cost incurred by a service provider in carrying out the works specified in the contract, plus an  
additional fee. 

Counterfactual: This is a term to describe what would conceivably have happened if an action had not 
been taken. It is intended to be the basis of comparing what happened with what it might have looked 
like otherwise.

Fee for Service Contract: This is a type of contract whereby payment to the service provider is based 
on service levels or outputs delivered, rather than outcomes. 

Impact:  The higher level goal that a project’s outcomes contribute towards.
Intermediary: This is the entity that performs the specific function of bringing together different 
partners and coordinating developments for the purpose of social impact contracting. Throughout 
this document, Ma’an: the Authority of Social Contribution is positioned to play the intermediary role 
developing and implementing social impact contracts in Abu Dhabi. 

Intervention: An intervention is a combination of an operational programme or strategies designed to 
produce beneficial changes.

Outcome: The short, medium and longer term changes that result from the activities and outputs of 
service delivery.

Outcome-Based Commissioning: A type of service contract that pays, either entirely or partly, on the 
basis of specified outcomes.

Outcome-Based Payment Scheme: See Outcome-based commissioning.

Outcome Payer: This is an entity that enters into a contract to pay for specific, measurable social 
outcomes. It can be an individual or an organisation.

Output: The tangible product that result from activities carried out in delivering a service.

Payment by Results:  Practice of paying service providers for delivering public services wholly or partly 
on the basis of results achieved. The results may include outcomes, but often also include activities 
or outputs. 

Procurement:This refers to the process by which the relevant parties find each other and come to an 
agreement about how to carry out a scheme.  Procurement is normally understood as a process, with 
different actions taken that leads up to contracting. 

Results-Based Financing: See ‘Payment by results’.

Service Provider: An organisation which is contracted or funded to deliver a service.
Service users. People receiving the specific services and support which are covered by a delivery 
contract.

Social Impact Contract:  A contextual contractual arrangement that sets out to achieve positive social 
impact deliberately. Payment is entirely or partly on the basis of the achievement of the pre-defined 
social impact. In Abu Dhabi, a social impact contract can sometimes be referred to in its shortened  
form – ‘social contract’. Internationally, a social impact contract is also referred to as an ‘outcomes 
based contract’.

Social Impact Bond: A payment-by-success of results contract where social investors pay for a service 
provider to deliver a service (e.g., helping PODs to find jobs) and the Government repays the investors 
with interest, in the event of the success of the service.
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Social Investor: A party that provides capital for the purpose of generating social as well as 
financial returns willing to undertake some or all of the risks.

The	third	sector	(non-profit	establishments):

Non-Profit	Establishment:	Any legal entity or in whatever capacity that is considered as civil society 
organization which is not subordinate to a governmental entity, or local or external executive authority, 
and that works to support an activity or a number of activities whether public or private, of which 
has no commercial interest or profit purpose nor to encourage it or engage in it, and it includes these 
branches and public international or regional establishments, at the international level or established 
by citizens or residents of the country.

Non-Profit	Activities: Activities that aim at society public interest and that in all circumstances its 
activities do nothing results to the distribution of the dividends, but rather reuse any funds derived 
as a result of its activities to be utilized to achieve its objectives, and the DCD identifies the list of the 
Non-Profit Activities.

Civil Society Organizations (CSO’s): Can be defined to include all non-governmental organizations 
outside the family in which people organize themselves to pursue common interests in the public 
sphere. Examples include community organizations, village associations, environmental groups, 
women’s rights groups, farmers’ associations, religious organizations, trade unions, cooperatives, and 
professional associations, Chambers of Commerce, independent research institutes, and non-profit 
media.

Non-Government Organization (NGO): Organizations independent of government interference 
[1] [2] are known as non-governmental organizations [3] [4]. Non-governmental organizations are 
a subset of organizations founded by civilians, which include clubs and associations that provide 
services to its members and others. Usually, they are non-profit organizations.

Companies with Social Objective: A private, profitable establishment that simultaneously aims to 
achieve a social benefit, and holds a license from the licensing authorities in the emirate to conduct 
economic activity, including those located in the financial free zones.

Social Objective: Conspicuous social functions and/or activities stipulated in the founding documents 
of the private establishment.

Classification: A document issued by the DCD includes its consent to issue the classification of a 
“social company” for the private establishment, following the fulfilment of the approved requirements 
and conditions in accordance with the provisions of the policy.

Social Impact Report: The annual report prepared by the private establishment to obtain or renew the 
classification of a classified company with a social objective and submit it to the DCD.

Charitable Bonds / Charitable Retail Bonds:
• Bonds that typically issued by revenue-making charities or NFPs
• Operating model is analogous to the regular bonds, however, the revenues are typically 
   reduced and bonds’ values can be relatively minor (less than 100 USD).

[Ref. UNDP.org. NGOs AND CSOs: A NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY].

[Ref. 1-Europe in a suitcase: Oliver Wardrop Discussions; 2- “NGO”, Macmillan Dictionary; 3- Claiborne, N (2004). “Presence of social workers 
in nongovernment organizations”. Soc Work. 49 (2): 207 218. doi:10.1093/sw/49.2.207. PMID 15124961 ; 4- Horowitz, Jason (2017-08-11). 
“Ship Monitoring Rescues of Migrants Refuses to Be Rescued”. The New York Times. ISSN 0362-4331]

Social Investment Fund: A sector at the authority of Social Contribution-Ma’an mandated to gather 
contributions from the public sector, private sector and the community to allocate part of the gathered 
contributions to the endowment and achieve sustainable financial returns, and allocate the remaining 
part to the Social Investment Portfolio to support third sector entities and achieve both financial and 
social returns.

Reward-Based Collective Funding: Donations from individuals who support the activities of the 
service provider, in exchange for “rewards,” including an endorsement on the non-profit’s website, 
merchandise (for example, branded bags, and shirts), or a product that is being developed within the 
scope of the funded project.

2. WHAT IS A SOCIAL IMPACT CONTRACT?
Social impact contract is an umbrella term for many forms of contracting that set out, on purpose, to 
achieve specific positive social impact. Such positive social impact is the deliberate goal of social impact 
contracts. The achievement of usually pre-defined types of social impact is the basis of the contract. 
Payment is made entirely or partly on the basis of the achievement of the pre-defined social impact.

2.1 What is Ma’an’s role in Social Impact Contracting?

Social Impact Contracting is one of Ma’an’s key pillars. The aim of Ma’an in developing this pillar is to 
lead the adoption of social impact contracting as a tool to address social challenges in an innovative 
and inclusive approach. This supports the DCD’s Strategy.

Ma’an has taken early steps to explore, develop and implement a specific type of social impact 
contract: a Social Impact Bond (SIB). Much of the content in this set of guidelines relates to SIBs, but 
will be expanded over time as Ma’an develops other forms of social impact contracts and the first 
among them is Social Investment Contract (SIC).

2.2	 What	is	the	difference	between	Social	Impact	Contracting	and	current	types	of	Contracting?	
 Currently, common contracting practice in Abu Dhabi can be summarised as taking the   
 form of one of the below:

• Cost-reimbursement contracts: These contracts pay the contractors the actual costs they  
 incur in carrying out the works specified in the contracts, plus an additional fee.
• Fee-for-service contracts: This can be considered a sub-set of the above, where services   
 delivered by a contractor are considered separately and are paid for separately.
• Activity-based contracts: This type of contract pays on the basis of the type and volume of  
 services provided.

While all types of public service contracting by the Government are based on good intentions, these 
types of contracting assume that positive social outcomes are produced by well-intended services 
and activities. The impact generated through these activities, however, is rarely measured. Traditional 
forms of contracting are valid and appropriate in many cases, but there are situations where we want 
to be more intentional about the social outcomes we want to achieve, especially how we measure and 
monitor them, and what incentives we can put in place to encourage them.

For example, under an ‘activity-based’ contract, the Government may pay a service provider to deliver 
a mental health service to 5,000 people. As long as the service provider can prove that they have 
delivered the service to 5,000 people, they will get paid by the Government. Under this arrangement, 
there is the possibility that not all the 5,000 people will necessarily enjoy better mental health even 
after they have received a service.
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Under a social impact contract, the Government may choose to only pay the service provider if they 
can prove that the mental health for all 5,000 people has improved. This means that the service 
provider needs to measure mental health status in a way that is acceptable to the Government, or 
that the evidence for improvement in mental health status should be collected and verified by an 
independent third party.

An important difference between social impact contracting and current contracting is that a social 
impact contract transfers the financial risk of under-performance away from the Government. The 
Government will only pay for services that achieve desired social impact and will therefore not pay for 
services that do not work.

2.3 What are the main types of Social Impact Contracting? 

There are different types of Social Impact Contracts. It is important to understand that they continue 
to evolve, and it is likely that new types of Social Impact Contracts will emerge in the future.

There are three main types in existence: 

• Payment by Results
• Outcomes-based Commissioning (a form of Payment by Results)
• Social Impact Bond (a form of Outcomes-based Commissioning)

These can be considered a hierarchy, where each subsequent type is a sub-set of the previous. This is 
explained in the section below.

2.3.1 Payment by Results

Payment by Results (PbR) is a broad term for contracting where payment is made for the achievement 
of specific positive ‘results’. However, these ‘results’ are not necessarily outcomes. The desired results 
can include activities or outputs.

PbR is sometimes also called ‘Results Based Financing’, especially in the international  
development context.

PbR contracts are different from Activity-based Contracts, although both can pay on the basis of 
activities or outputs. PbR contracts have a clear objective to achieve positive outcomes purposively, 
but may not always pay on the basis of outcomes because it may not always be realistic to do so. 
For example, the desired outcome may take a long time to appear. In this case, the ‘results’ are not 
defined in terms of outcomes but in terms of the shorter term activities or outputs that are seen to be 
key building blocks that will contribute towards the achievement of desired outcomes.

For example, the Government may wish to improve the physical health of the population through 
physical activity programmes. Rather than pay on the basis of improved physical health status, which 
is likely to take a longer period of time to emerge, it may be sensible to pay for results such as “increase 
in the number of hours per week that a person engages in physical activity”. This is because there is 
a strong belief that the duration of physical activity contributes towards the longer term objective of 
improved physical health.

PbR contracts shift the financial risk of the non-achievement of results away from the Government 
and on to the service provider. Service providers will factor in this risk in terms of their consideration 
around the financial viability of engaging in such contracts. It is important to note that not all service 

providers are able or willing to take this risk. This has led to the development of other approaches 
where the service providers are not exposed to such financial risks, in order to encourage them to 
engage. This will be described in later sections of this chapter.

2.3.2 Outcomes-Based Commissioning

Outcomes-Based Commissioning (OBC) refers to the sub-set of PbR contracts that pay, at least in 
part, on the basis of outcomes. OBC is sometimes also called Outcome-Based Payment Scheme.

OBC does not always mean that 100% of payment is based on outcomes. In fact, some proportion of 
payment can be for activities or outputs, but there will always need to be part of the payment that is 
based on the achievement of desired outcomes.

For example, the Government may wish to improve the employability of vulnerable young people. 
The desired outcome is to get such young people into sustainable employment. It is possible to have 
a contract that only pays for this outcome. The Government can choose to only pay when a young 
person has been in employment for at least 24 months. 

However, this means that the Service Provider is exposed to a very high level of risk and there will be 
difficulties maintaining cashflow. The Government may therefore choose to pay 40% of the overall 
contract value for the outcome of a young person being in employment for at least 24 months, but may 
also design the contract so that 20% of payment is made when the young person achieves vocational 
qualification, another 20% of payment is made when the young person gains an apprenticeship 
position, and another 20% of payment is made when the young person gains employment.

Just like a PbR contract, OBC shifts the financial risk of the non-achievement of outcomes away from 
the Government and on to the Service Provider. Again, not all Service Providers are willing or able to 
take this risk.

2.3.3 Social Impact Bond
A Social Impact Bond (SIB) is a specific form of OBC or PbR. As a form of OBC, a SIB similarly pays on 
the basis of specific outcomes being achieved. Unlike a conventional OBC, a SIB uses private financing 
from social investors to cover the upfront capital required for a service provider to set up and deliver a 
service. The Social Investor is repaid with interest if these outcomes are achieved.

For the Government who may be interested in services that produce desired outcomes, a SIB may be 
attractive as the Government does not need to pay anything upfront to the Service Provider. If the SIB 
does not produce the desired outcomes, the Government does not need to repay the Social Investors.
The financial risk for the non-delivery of outcomes is therefore shifted onto the Social Investor. 
The first SIB originated in the UK in 2010.

Social Impact Bonds are also referred to as:

• Social Impact Partnerships (in Europe)
• Pay-for-Success Schemes (in the United States) 
• Social Benefit Bonds (in Australia). 

This is the first type of Social Impact Contract that Ma’an has engaged in, up to date. 
The Atmah SIB was launched in April 2020, and is the first SIB in the Gulf region.
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2.3.5 Social Impact Guarantee

PbR, OBC, SIB and Outcomes Funds already currently exist. Social Impact Contracting continues to 
evolve, as new ideas and models are emerging. One of these is the Social Impact Guarantee (SIG)
A SIG inverts the financing model of a SIB. Private investors, rather than the Government, are those 
who promise to pay, depending on the outcomes achieved. Therefore, the financing model closely 
resembles the financing structure used in public sector contracts whereby payment is made by 
the Government to the service provider as the work is done. However, in the case of a SIG, if Social 
Outcomes are not achieved, then the private funders reimburse the Government.

At the time of writing, SIG is still at the conceptual stage and there are currently no live SIGs, although 
there are plans to launch one in 2021.

2.3.6 Performance-Based Grants

Performance-Based Grants aim to promote positive change in some aspects of performance by 
conditioning the access to grant the achievement of certain desirable goals. These goals are generally 
set by a central authority in the form of minimum conditions and/or performance measures.
Performance-Based Grants are increasingly common in interactions between Central Government and 
Local Government in a growing number of countries, but is also being tested in commissioner – service 
provider relationships more recently. There are emerging models being tested in Australia, Germany 
and France, in particular.

2.4	 Summary	of	the	key	distinguishing	features	of	the	different	types	of	Social	Impact		 	
	 Contracts.	There	are	two	key	aspects	that	distinguish	the	different	types	of	Social	
 Impact Contracts. 

These are:
1. How much of the overall payment is based on outcomes?
2. Who bears the financial risk if outcomes or results are not achieved? 

2.4.1 How much of the overall payment is based on Outcomes?

All forms of Social Impact Contracting aim to achieve social good. However, Social Impact Contract 
types vary as to how much of the focus is on outcomes. The different types of Social Impact Contract 
can be considered as occupying different parts of a spectrum, illustrated below.

No explicit focus on 
outcome, Only 

looking at input, 
activity or output.

Focus is on a 
combination of 

outcome, activity 
and output Pure outcome focus

More focus on activity and output More focus on outcome  

Ma’an’s objectives in encouraging SIB development are set out in the diagram below:

2.3.4 Outcome Funds

PbR, OBC and SIB all take the shape of a single contract for a specific service.
In recent years, Outcome Funds have emerged to support Social Impact Contracting at a larger scale. 
Instead, of just producing a single contract for a single service, Outcome Funds support a larger 
number of outcomes-based projects. The projects are developed and supported in parallel, under a 
common framework. 

The primary purpose of an Outcomes Fund is to scale up the advantages of outcomes-based 
contracting in order to tackle social issues, and achieve social outcomes, on a larger scale. In some 
situations, Outcomes Fund can help overcome the challenge of silo budgets held by different entities 
that may share the same interest in tackling a specific issue.

By supporting a larger number of projects to be developed under a common framework, Outcomes 
Funds seek to achieve efficiency through reducing the development time and costs associated with 
each individual project.

Outcomes funds typically focus on a single theme or issue, such as homelessness, education or jobs.
Outcomes funds vary considerably in their scale. Some Outcomes Funds can stretch across regional 
and even extend beyond national boundaries. 

The first Outcomes fund was launched in the UK in 2012, as the result of lessons learned from previous 
SIBs. The UK model is now being replicated internationally.
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PbR contracts are towards the left-hand side of the spectrum. Whereas OBC contracts are found 
towards the right-hand side of the spectrum.

Focusing  exclusively on outcomes is often advantageous, but is not appropriate or practical in all 
circumstances.

2.4.2	 Who	bears	the	financial	risk	if	Outcomes	or	results	are	not	achieved?

With conventional Public Sector Contracting, the Government bears the financial risk if the service it is 
funding does not work.

All forms of Social Impact Contracting attempts to shift this financial risk away from the Government, 
so that the Government does not pay for things that do not work. This financial risk is transferred onto 
different players, depending on the specific type of Social Impact Contract.

For PbR and OBC contracts, the financial risk of non-delivery of desired results or outcomes is shifted 
onto the service provider. In other words, the service provider does not get paid if the service does not 
achieve the results or outcomes specified by the Government.

For SIB and SIG contracts, the financial risk of non-delivery of desired outcomes is shifted onto social 
investors.

In addition, the degree of financial risks associated for either the service provider or social investors 
vary depending on the extent to which any Social Impact Contract makes payment on the basis of 
results or outcomes. A Social Impact Contract can make payments either entirely or partly on the 
basis of results or outcomes.

The diagram below shows this spectrum of financial risk associated with different levels of emphasis 
on the achievement of results or outcomes.

Contracts where payments 
are wholly dependent on 

results or outcomes

High risk for service provider 
or social investor

Low risk for service provider 
or social investor

Contracts where only small 
proportion of the payment is 

based on results or 
outcomes

2.5 Other types of impact bonds
Apart from SIBs, there are other instruments bearing the name of ‘bond’ that are intended to have a 
focus on impact. Some of these have a more direct and explicit link to impact than others. They are 
described below.

Development Impact Bond: Just like SIBs, Development Impact Bonds (DIBs) similarly tie payment to 
the achievement of specified outcomes. The key difference between SIBs and DIBs is the issue of who 
pays for outcomes. For DIBs, the outcome payer can often be a donor, such as another Government, 
charitable foundations or multilateral aid agencies. In addition, DIBs tend to be the terminology used 
to describe impact bonds in lower- and middle-income countries.

Social Bond: Unlike SIBs and DIBs, Social Bonds are an ‘asset class’. This means that they are a group 
of financial instruments which have similar financial characteristics and behave similarly in the 
marketplace. They are traded and are subject to the same laws and regulations. They can be issued by 
governments, multi-national banks or corporations. The issuing entity guarantees to repay the bond 
over a certain period of time, with either a fixed or variable rate of return.

Social Bonds are a use of proceed bonds proceeds bonds that raise funds for new and existing projects 
with positive social outcomes. There are a wide variety of project types that may come under a Social 
Bond. The Social Bond Principles (SBP) set out the different project types that can be considered under 
Social Bonds. SBPs promote integrity in the Social Bond market through guidelines that recommend 
transparency, disclosure and reporting. 

Certain social projects may also have environmental co-benefits. The classification as a Social Bond 
should be determined by the issuer based on its primary objectives for the underlying projects.
Unlike SIBs and DIBs, the financing in a Social Bond is not tied explicitly and directly to pre-defined 
outcomes. Instead, the GBPs and project types are treated as being facilitative of certain types of 
outcomes being achieved. Alignment to SBPs is voluntary.

Green Bond: Green Bonds, like Social Bonds, are an ‘asset class’. Green Bonds are a relatively new 
asset class introduced at the turn of the 21st century, and really started growing more rapidly from 
the 2010s.

Green Bonds are a vehicle for raising capital and investment for new and existing projects with 
environmental benefits. For example, they can be used to raise financing for projects contributing to 
some Sustainable Development Goals, such as renewal energy, water management and distribution, 
etc.

Green Bonds follow Green Bond Principles (GBP), set out by the International Capital Market 
Association (ICMA). The proceeds from the issuance of the bond are to be used for the pre-specified 
types of projects. GBPs help promote transparency and disclosure, so that the Green Bond market
 has integrity. 

Unlike SIBs and DIBs, the financing in a Green Bond is not tied explicitly and directly to pre-defined 
outcomes. Instead, the GBPs and project types are treated as being facilitative of certain types of 
outcomes being achieved. Alignment to GBPs is voluntary.

Sustainability Bond: Bonds that intentionally mix green and social projects are referred to as 
Sustainability Bonds.

3. AREAS WHERE IT MAY SENSIBLE TO CONSIDER SOCIAL IMPACT CONTRACTING

3.1 Type of services areas for social impact contracting
3.1.1 Criteria used for deciding whether a service area may be suitable Social Impact Contracting

There are a number of objective and subjective assessment criteria to help determine whether a 
service area is suitable for social impact contracting. These are set out below.

Social Impact Contracting can still go ahead even if all the features are not present. For example, many 
SIBs around the world do not have a robust counterfactual (i.e. what would have happened in 
the absence of a SIB). 
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It is highly unlikely that the Abu Dhabi context will have all of the features present in all policy areas of 
interest to the Government. This does not necessarily mean that it is impossible to use Social Impact 
Contracting, but stakeholders will need to be aware of the additional challenges this may create. They 
then need to factor in sufficient time and expertise to manage the design and implementation of a 
Social Impact Contracting scheme. 

For example, there are known policy areas in Abu Dhabi where there is little or no existing data 
on Social Outcomes that can help set a performance baseline. In these cases, other methods for 
agreeing willingness to pay may be required, or stakeholders may choose to have a Social Impact 
Contract comprising of a smaller proportion of payment that is based on the achievement of results or 
outcomes in order to reduce risk.

CRITERION WHY IT MATTERS

Ability	to	find	
entities willing to 
pay for results or 
outcomes

A Social Impact Contract only exists if there are entities willing to pay on the 
basis of results and outcomes. Government may not always be willing to do 
so either because of anxiety over doing something unfamiliar, or because 
they may be put off by some of the complexity of designing a Social Impact 
Contract. They may prefer continuing with existing ways of contracting and 
maintaining the status quo.

In addition, the responsibility over a social issue may be split amongst different 
agencies and there may not be a clear lead agency that is fully accountable or is 
able to fund interventions. An Outcome Fund approach may help, as it is one of 
the ways of pooling resources from different sources.

Ability	to	define	
the key results and 
outcomes clearly

A Social Impact Contract should only be based on the types of results or 
outcomes that are important. Payment should only be made on the basis of the 
things that are significant, and not on items that may be ‘nice to have’ but are 
not vital.
The ability to define results and outcomes clearly ensures that these are 
then measured well, and there is a transparent link between the evidence of 
performance and the payment to be made.

Ability to measure 
key results and 
outcomes robustly

Results and outcomes of interest should be measurable without undue burden 
or cost, but should be sufficiently robust that the evidence is regarded as 
reliable and valid.

Ability to interpret 
data on results and 
outcomes clearly

It should be straightforward for everyone to understand what it means if 
an indicator goes up, comes down, or stays the same. In other words, it 
must be easy to understand what ‘good’ looks like, or what constitutes an 
‘improvement’. Types of indicators that lead to the potential for ambiguity 
should be avoided as this complicates payment.

Ability to identify 
the cohort that 
the service should 
target

This is important in ensuring that the right individuals are targeted, and it can 
also help prevent ‘cherry picking’ or ‘gaming’ by service providers who may 
choose to work with the individuals that are easier to work with, rather than the 
ones who genuinely need help.

Ability to attribute 
outcomes to 
the service

There must be reassurance that the Government is rewarding genuine 
contribution to improvement brought about by the service. If other external 
factors significantly influenced the achievement of desired results and 
outcomes, then the Government runs the risk of paying for things that are not 
directly because of the service.

Availability of 
baseline data

This helps to clarify how performance should be assessed, the degree of 
improvement that may be likely, and how to align the financial incentives to 
encourage reasonable levels of performance.

Ability to 
construct a 
counterfactual

This helps to clarify what may have happened anyway without the service, 
so that the Government does not pay for things that are not the direct 
result of what the service achieved. It is important to note, however, that the 
robustness of constitutes an acceptable counterfactual can vary from contract 
to contract.

The achievement 
of desired results 
of outcomes is not 
guaranteed

A Social Impact Contract only makes sense if there are risks involved in 
achieving the desired results or outcomes. If there is reason to believe that 
such results and outcomes are always and definitely going to be achieved, 
then it is not appropriate to have a contract that pays on the basis of  achieving 
these results and outcomes as there is no risk involved, and the Government is 
not effectively transferring any risk, 
but is instead guaranteeing profit for others.
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Ability for a service 
to generate 
measurable 
results or 
outcomes within 
a reasonable 
timespan

If the desired results or outcomes take a very long time to emerge, this creates 
cashflow problems and increases risks for the service provider. In order to 
tolerate such risks, the service provider may require a higher fee or may ask for 
a smaller proportion of the contract value to be based on results or outcomes.

Ability to cost a 
service

If service providers are unable to calculate what it would cost them to achieve 
desired outcomes, as opposed to just delivering a set of activities, then it will 
be difficult to price the contract.

Ability to calculate 
a reasonable price 
for a desired result 
or outcome

There should be a clear basis upon which to estimate the cost of a desired 
result or social outcome. This will reassure the Government that they are 
neither over-paying nor under-paying, and will also encourage service 
providers sufficiently to participate.

Availability of 
service providers For any given service area where there is interest in developing Social Impact 

Contracts, there should be the existence of service providers that are able 
to deliver a required service. Additional considerations may also include the 
requirement for service providers to be able to operate at a desired scale or to 
be able to reach specific target cohorts.

Willingness of 
service providers 
to engage in a 
Social Impact 
Contract

Even where service providers exist, it cannot be assumed that they will be 
willing to engage in a Social Impact Contract. Under a PbR or OBC contract, 
the financial risk of non-delivery of required results or outcomes falls upon 
the service provider. It is important to ascertain whether there are service 
providers with the relevant risk appetite and who have sufficient ability to 
manage cashflow under these types of contracts.

Willingness of 
service providers 
to respond to 
financial	incentives

As all Social Impact Contracts operate on the basis of aligning financial 
incentives with the achievement of results or outcomes, those types of service 
providers that do not respond to financial incentives are not likely to do well 
under such contracts.

Ability to tolerate 
failure or under-
performance

The Government should not use Social Impact Contracting in 
areas where under-performance or service failure will lead to dire 
consequences for the public (e.g. damaging public safety) or damage the 
Government’s reputation.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR A SOCIAL IMPACT BOND

Availability of 
social investors

As a SIB requires private financing, there needs to be the availability of suitable 
social investors who are interested in the specific policy or service area.

Ability to have a 
‘risk-to-reward’ 
ratio that can 
attract social 
investors to 
engage while still 
providing good 
value of money of 
the Government

The Social Impact Contract should be designed in a way that the 
financial incentives are sufficient to attract social investors, who are expected 
to take on the financial risk of failure. At the same time, the rewards must 
not be so high that there is undue value extraction from the public sector, or 
that the same outcomes can be achieved more efficiently through a different 
approach.

 

3.1.2 Is it always desirable or necessary to have a Social Impact Contract if the criteria are met?

The criteria set out in section 3.1.1. mentions what is required technically or practically in order for a 
Social Impact Contract to be designed and implemented.

However,  just because a service area meets all the technical and practical criteria does not necessarily 
mean that it is always necessary or desirable to have a Social Impact Contract. There are other 
considerations that require more subjective and contextual assessment. These can sometimes mean 
that it is not desirable to design a Social Impact Contract, or that a specific type of Social Impact 
Contract is preferred over another. These are set out below.

CRITERION WHY IT MATTERS

Willingness to 
go through the 
effort

Social Impact Contracts are usually complex to design and implement. 
Entities may not have the necessary resources or skills to engage in 
developing and implementing them. In addition, Social Impact Contracts 
are probably not advisable if there is an urgent need for intervention as 
the quick response time will severely limit the ability to do proper design.
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Aims for the 
development 
of the service 
provider market

PbR and OBC contracts transfer the financial risk of non-delivery of 
desired results and outcomes away from the Government and onto 
service providers.

This means that there is a tendency for only certain types of service 
providers to engage with such contracts. For example, service providers 
tend to be bigger and have larger reserves, as these characteristics 
position them to be better able to take on the risks.
One of the consequences of PbR and OBC contracts may therefore be to 
skew the market of providers in favour of the bigger and wealthier ones. 

This may not always be in the best interest of the public or the 
Government as a few big providers may end up with undue dominance 
and influence.

The Government may therefore choose a SIB rather than a PbR or OBC 
contract. By shifting the financial risk away from the service provider, 
the Government can encourage the participation of a larger number of 
service providers, that are also more diverse. The Government may use 
SIBs to encourage the growth of social sector service providers.

Aims for 
cross-sector 
collaboration

Social Impact Contracting is often used as a vehicle to execute some 
of Ma’an’s mandates for encouraging Public-Private Partnerships, 
Public-Social Sector partnerships and Public-Private-Social sector 
collaborations.

In areas where the scope for genuine collaboration may be limited, it may 
not be sensible to engage in Social Impact Contracting as the evidence 
shows that the key ingredient that makes these types of contracts 
successful is effective collaboration.

If genuine cross-sector collaboration is desired, then SIG is properly 
not appropriate as an SIG contract is basically a form of insurance. 
The design of an SIG is not intended to encourage cross-sector 
collaboration.

It is important to remember that there are a range of ways public services can be funded and delivered. 
Therefore, consideration should be given to whether Social Impact Contracting is the most suitable 
approach. Entities need to be able to explain why Social Impact Contracting is suitable in a specific 
context, and why a particular form of Social Impact Contracting may be preferable over another. 

3.2 Some service areas where social impact contracting has been used
3.2.1 Examples of areas where PbR and OBC contracts are found

PbR and OBC contracts have been combined here as these terms are often used interchangeably 
in practice, and it is very difficult to truly distinguish which ones are truly PbR and which others are 
truly OBC.

There has been no inventory on the actual numbers of PbR and OBC contracts in any individual country 
or internationally. The true extent of such contracts is therefore unknown.

PbR and OBC contracts are commonly found in:
• International aid
• Prisoner rehabilitation
• Back to work schemes
• Acute health services
• Drug and alcohol recovery programmes
• New homes schemes
• Adult social care
• Children’s social care
• Public health
• Education and skills

3.2.2 Examples of areas where SIB contracts are found
The key service areas that SIBs have been implemented in are:  

• Workforce development 
• Reducing homelessness and rough sleeping 
• A wide range of issues relating to physical and mental health and wellbeing
• Child and family welfare
• Family support
• Adoption and fostering
• School readiness
• Education
• Vocational skills and employability
• Life skills
• Employment
• Early years 
• Criminal justice
• Reintegration of offenders
• Poverty reduction
• Environment 
• Development 
• Loneliness and social exclusion

As of December 2020, 196 SIBs bonds have been implemented in 33 countries, raising US$421 million 
in capital, to tackle a range of social issues.
Ma’an: the Authority of Social Contribution launched Abu Dhabi’s first SIB in April 2020. This is also 
the first SIB in the GCC region, and the first SIB in the world to support people with cognitive and 
developmental impairments (PoD’s) to gain vocational skills and employment.
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3.2.3 Examples of areas where SIG contracts are found

During the time of writing these guidelines, there are no ‘live’ SIG contracts. SIGs are still at the 
concept stage, although there has been an expressed desire to introduce an SIG in the United States of 
American in 2021.

3.2.4 Examples of areas where Outcome Funds can be found

There are many examples of Outcome Funds in the UK. The first outcome fund, the Innovation Fund 
for Young People, was implemented by the UK Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) in 2012 
and continued until 2017. This outcome fund paid for outcome-based programmes which improved 
employment prospects for disadvantaged young people aged 14 and over. The DWP kept processes to 
a minimum to allow contractors to innovate to design effective and efficient services.

There is now a growing number of Outcome Funds. Most of them are country-specific but there is 
growing interest in setting up Outcome Funds that transcend national boundaries.
Outcome Funds in the UK include:

NAME OF FUND SERVICE AREA DESIRED OUTCOMES
OUTCOME FUNDS - GENERAL

Welfare to work Employment Increased numbers of 
unemployed people finding 
lasting work

Troubled families Crime 
Unemployment 
Anti-social behaviour
Mental Health
Domestic Abuse

Reduce public spending on 
families requiring support 
from multiple parts of the 
state

Transforming rehabilitation Crime Outsource a proportion of 
the probation service across 
England and Wales

International aid projects International development Over 20 projects e.g. control 
the spread of sleeping 
sickness in Uganda in the 
early 2000s

Drug and alcohol recover 
pilot

Health Recovery from problems 
relating to drugs and alcohol 
misuse by service users

OUTCOME FUNDS – SPECIFICALLY TO SUPPORT SIBS

Innovation Fund Education and employment Increase engagement 
in education, training 
and employment for 
disadvantaged young people

Youth Engagement Fund Education and employment Improved employability, 
reduced benefit dependency 
and likelihood of offending

Fair Chance Fund Housing Improved outcomes for 
homeless people

Social Outcomes Fund and 
Commissioning Better 
Outcomes Fund

Civil society and those most 
in need

A range of outcomes 
associated with different 
target groups and social 
issues

The Rough Sleeping SIB Fund Housing Reduction in homelessness

Life Chances Fund Drug and alcohol dependency, 
children’s services, early 
years, young people, older 
people’s services and healthy 
lives

A range of outcomes 
associated with the themes

Children’s Social Care 
Innovation Programme – 
Careleavers SIB

Careleavers Support for care leavers into 
education, employment or 
training

Refugee Transitions 
Outcomes Fund

Refugees Support for refugee 
integration and self-
sufficiency

Non-UK Outcome Funds include:
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NAME OF FUND SERVICE AREA
Social Impact Bond Fund (Portugal Social 
Innovation Initiative)

Employment, health, education

Fund for Social Innovation (Italy) Innovation in public sector, with feasibility 
studies being conducted on specific themes 
including integration of refugees

Middle East and North Africa Education 
Outcomes Fund

Education

India Education Outcomes Fund Education

India Impact Fund of Funds UN SDG Goals and India’s priorities

Latin America Fund of Funds Poverty reduction

3.3 What are some areas of opportunity for Social Impact Contracting in Abu Dhabi?

The Department of Community Development (DCD) built up a detailed picture of the social issues in 
Abu Dhabi through evidence-based techniques. This Abu Dhabi-specific evidence was benchmarked 
against a number of international indices and frameworks such as the United Nations Development 
Programme Human Development Index, the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals Report, 
the World Economic Forum Global Gender Gap report, and others.

In-depth analyses and comparisons led to an initial long-list of 40 social challenges which were 
subjected to a prioritization process underpinned by 4 criteria. This criteria-based process resulted in 
20 social challenges identified as priorities by the DCD. Six of these priorities have been cascaded to 
Ma’an. 

These include:

• Health (e.g. improving mental wellbeing, reducing obesity, reducing the high instance of   
 substance misuse, etc)
• Inclusion (e.g. improving the socio-economic inclusion of people of determination)
• Family cohesion (e.g. supporting caregivers to spend more quality time with their families)
• Education (e.g. reducing bullying)
• Protection and safety (e.g. reducing the incidence of domestic violence, improving reporting of  
 domestic violence)
• Quality and cost of living (e.g. support in dealing with under-performing loans, support to help  
 manage the high cost of living)
Ma’an has prepared an ‘International Good Practice’ report, with examples of well-evaluated 

interventions for each of these six social priority areas. This report will be made available upon request. 

It contains examples of interventions that can lend themselves to Social Impact Contracting, either in 
the form of a Social Impact Bond, or some other type of social impact contracting.

Please contact Ma’an’s Social Contracting Team for more information.

Apart from these 6 social priorities, other 14 social priorities that are identified by DCD are also areas 
where there is potential for exploring social impact contracting.

4.  UNDERSTANDING PROCUREMENT AND CONTRACTING PRINCIPLES AND KEY    
 CONSIDERATIONS

4.1 What do the terms ‘procurement’ and ‘contracting’ mean?

Readers are directed to Chapter 1 for the definitions of these two terms, as they relate to 
Social Impact Contracting.

4.2 Principles to help you think through some key issues before you start

It is important to note that the bulk of guidance relating to procuring and contracting for social impact 
purposes has been derived from Europe and North America. In Abu Dhabi, some of the structures 
and processes that can support social impact contracting may not be in place, and will take time to 
develop, which the authority of social contributions - Ma’an is working on.

We encourage you to think about the specific Abu Dhabi context when learning from the international 
guidance. The table below includes some suggested questions that may be helpful.
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ISSUES TO CONSIDER

1.Legal, regulatory and policy 
framework

• If it is a Government entity that is paying for outcomes, and using 
public money to do so, are there specific requirements in terms of 
the use of public money?

• Are there specific laws relating to Social Impact Contracting?

• Can private sector or foreign organisations or funds be involved in 
providing social services in Abu Dhabi? If so, are there specific laws 
relating to their scope of operation?

• Are there laws in Abu Dhabi that prohibit profit-taking in certain 
types of transactions, or involving certain types of stakeholders 
(e.g. charitable foundations)?

• What are the laws relevant to setting up Special Purpose Vehicles 
(SPV), and what are the roles that SPVs are allowed to play?

• Are there specific rules that social impact procurement and 
contracting have to abide by, consistent with conventional pro-
curement and contracting by Government entities? Are there any 
exceptions that may apply?

• Are there any special auditing requirements that this type of pro-
curement and contracting need to abide by? What type of informa-
tion needs to be provided?

• Are there any regulations or regulatory bodies that are involved?

• How are innovations owned and managed, particularly if there may 
be multiple contributors and/or multiple beneficiaries?

2. Institutional framework 
and management capacity

• Do the parties involved have the authority and capacity to 
procure and manage a Social Impact Contract? Should it be one
 party that does this, and if so, why?

• If you currently lack the capacity to do this, do you have the 
resources and time to develop this capacity? 
How long might it take, and how much might it cost?

• Do the relevant parties have the skills to develop a
 good specification?

• Does the partner leading the procurement and contracting have 
the ability to know how to select a suitable provider? What types 
of information will they require?

• Do the relevant parties have the ability to collect and use good 
data to monitor the performance of the contract?

3.Procurement operations 
and market practices

• Are there enough and/or good providers in the market for what 
you are hoping to procure?

• If you need to bring in social investors (e.g. for Social Impact 
Bonds), do you have enough or interested social investors in the 
topic?

• Are you confident that the providers and/or investors will engage?

• Will currency fluctuation be an issue

4.Accountability, integrity 
and transparency

• Are partners trusted to report performance accurately?

• Are partners trusted to make payments in a timely manner?

• What is the expectation around transparency? E.g. what types of 
evidence can be shared or be accessible in the public domain?

• Who are the different partners accountable to?

Note: The above table has been adapted by Traverse from the OECD Draft Methodology for Assessing 
Procurement Systems (MAPS) pillars and questions to consider.
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4.3 Where does procurement sit in relation to how the public sector does business?

The public sector engages in a particular way of doing normal everyday business. In the United 
Kingdom (UK), the term ‘commissioning’ is often used to describe the systematic process of public 
sector business. While the word ‘commissioning’ is not as widely used in Abu Dhabi, this terminology
 is increasingly being adopted internationally.

Procurement should not be confused with commissioning. Commissioning is not a single activity or 
event. It is the ongoing process undertaken by public sector entities; a strategic process of identifying 
need, allocating resources, determining the best way of meeting those needs, putting in place 
appropriate provision, and learning from the process. It is about the process of achieving the best 
possible outcomes within the resources available.

The commissioning process involves different people in numerous roles. E.g. analysts are involved in 
understanding the type and level of need, while operational or service managers bring in the expertise 
of what effective implementation looks like. In addition, there will be people responsible for signing off 
budgets, as well as those directing activities so that they align with organizational strategic priorities. 

Commissioning is widely conceptualised as a series of four interconnected stages: 

1. Analyse: This can include needs assessment, mapping existing provision, assessing current 
and historic spend, and being clear about relevant legislative and regulatory requirements.

2. Plan: Building on the evidence and insight of the ‘Analyse’ stage, the Plan stage involves identifying 
key gaps, clarifying resource requirements for meeting gaps, discussing the 
most appropriate ways of meeting gaps, as well as prioritising which gaps should be 
addressed more urgently.

3. Do: At this stage, the public sector can either take direct action (e.g. providing a certain service 
directly), or it can invite others to take action on its behalf. There are different ways of doing so. For 
example, the Government entity may award grants, or it may decide to outsource delivery through 
contracting with an external partner. 

Decisions are underpinned by a clear understanding of whether there is a market of service providers, 
and whether the existing market is likely to meet the needs specified. Where a market does not exist or 
if the existing market is not felt to be adequate, the Government entity may consider ways of ‘growing’ 
the market of providers, or to build the capacity of existing providers 
so that they are better suited for the requirements. This will, of course, take time.

4. Review: The Government should continuously review whether the solutions put in place, both 
through direct action and through outsourcing, are effective and efficient. Lessons may be extracted 
to improve the ability of the Government entity to meet needs.

These four stages are set out in the diagram below:
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Procurement is a sub-set of the commissioning process. Commissioning doesn’t always lead to, or 
require, procurement. For example, the Government entity may decide to do nothing, or to deliver 
directly. Procurement kicks in when, as a result of the commissioning process, the Government entity 
decides that there is a need to secure external partners.

The same four stages of ‘Analyse’, ‘Plan’, ‘Do’ and ‘Review’ will apply to the procurement process, as 
they relate to the specific process of recognising the need for external partners, through to finding 
these partners, contracting with them, and reviewing their performance.

4.4	Specific	stages	of	and	actions	involved	in	procurement,	and	where	contracting
 sits within this

The	same	four	stages	for	commissioning	also	apply	to	procurement.	However,	different	actions	will	
take place in each of these four stages. These are described below:

1. Analyse: This relates to the clarification of types of needs to be met by an external partner, looking 
at existing providers that may already be providing that service/support or something similar, 
understanding the likely resource requirements, and clarifying whether there are specific legislation 
and regulation relating to procuring particular types of partners. For example, are there specific 
considerations if the Government entity decides to go for a social sector provider in comparison with a 
private sector provider? 

Are there different requirements when securing a foreign partner in comparison with a 
domestic partner?
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2.	Plan:	This	can	involve	thinking	through	the	specific	type	of	service	or	support	that	is	
required by the partner. It is important to note that social impact contracting does not always 
require the Government entity to be clear about the specific service. Instead, the Government 
entity can simply state the type of social outcomes it is interested in, and then leaving it to 
external partners to propose appropriate solutions. Some Government entities like to do this 
as they feel it can stimulate innovation from the provider market.

3. Do: At this stage of the procurement process, the Government entity should have 
conducted a market mapping exercise, and is likely to undertake market engagement 
activities. For example, the Government entity may issue a ‘Request for Proposal’ or an 
‘Invitation to Tender’. These can be through restricted means (i.e. only issuing the request and 
invitation to a small number of potential partners), or through open competition (i.e. issuing a 
general invitation that any appropriate partner can respond to).

In some cases, where there is only one serious contender, or if the Government entity is 
interested in a programme that has specific intellectual property rights that are owned by 
only one party, then the procurement process can simply involve a ‘single unique provider’ 
approach where the Government entity approaches one specific partner directly. 

The specific approaches undertaken require clarity about (i) the type of market for the specific 
needs, and (ii) relevant procurement legislation in place in Abu Dhabi.

If the procurement exercise results in an agreement to appoint and to formalise this 
agreement, then the specific contracting process will be initiated. With contracting, the 
Government entity will need to put in place contract management procedures that are aligned 
with relevant Abu Dhabi legislation and regulation. There will also need to put resources in 
place to manage the relationship with the external partner.

4. Review: This will involve requesting for and reviewing regular contract monitoring 
information and key performance indicators from the external partner. More proactive 
practice will involve the Government entity generating ongoing learning and using the 
insights to work with the external partner more effectively to improve performance. Where 
the external partner may not be fulfilling the requirements of the contract (e.g. under-
performance), the Government entity may exercise its right to bring in more stringent 
performance management, or even to terminate the contract on the terms set out in the 
contract.

More broadly, the Government entity will use the information and insights from the review 
stage to improve its intelligence relating to social impact contracting so that it can improve 
the design and execution of future procurement and contracting.

4.5 Potential parties and their roles

There are four main potential parties involved in procurement and/or contracting for social 
impact contracts in the Abu Dhabi context:

• Outcome payer(s) – i.e. the entity or entities committing to paying for specified outcomes. 
In Abu Dhabi, currently and in the near future, these are likely to be Government entities.

• Service provider(s) – i.e. the organisation(s) that are committed to deliver the service, 
support or intervention that is intended to bring about the types of outcomes specified by the 
outcome payer(s).

• Social investors / funders – i.e. the entity or entities that provide the upfront capital to enable 
the service provider(s) to be able to deliver the required service, support or intervention. 
Where the capital may be provided as investment or as a grant. Blended financing may be 
used, where part of the financing is provided as investment and part as grant. Social investors 
are only relevant is the form of social impact contracting takes the form of a Social Impact 
Bond.

• Intermediary – i.e. the entity that performs the specific function of bringing together 
different partners for the success of the Social Contracts ecosystem and coordinating and 
managing the social projects and follow-up its developments and measure its impact.

For social impact contracting to work, partnerships must be formed between the different 
parties to achieve a common goal of improving social outcomes. Within these partnerships 
the roles and responsibilities vary. 

4.5.1 Outcome Payer

In Abu Dhabi, outcome payers are most likely to be a public authority or government entity. 
They commission services with the intention of using innovative interventions to deliver the 
desired social outcomes. Sometimes this requires collaboration. For example, the outcome 
paying entity may need to pool budgets across departments in order to optimise outcomes. 
It is also possible that one outcome payer entity joins up one or more other outcome payer 
entities so that, collectively, they pool budgets to pay for desired outcomes.

Outcome payers have a number of roles in social impact contracting. As described earlier 
in Section 1.3, the decision to procure and contract likely to be initiated or at least informed 
significantly informed by the commissioning process. The commissioning process of ‘analyse’, 
‘plan’, ‘do’, and ‘review’ will apply.

Specifically in the case of social impact contracting, the outcome payer needs to set goals, 
assess achievements and pay for success. These are critical components involved in ensuring 
that payments are only made when pre-defined outcomes are achieved. Outcome payers 
therefore play an important role in clarifying the types of outcomes desired, how these 
should be evidenced, and how the payment is associated with the achievement of outcomes 
(e.g. What degree of improvement is required? Is there a minimum threshold below which
 no payment will be made? What is a reasonable payment that reflects the specific risk-to-
returns ratio?).
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4.5.2 Service Provider

Service providers can be from the private sector or the social sector. In some cases, service 
providers can even be other public sector entities, although in the Abu Dhabi context, this is 
not likely to take the form of a contractual arrangement.
In Abu Dhabi, Ma’an has a mandate to grow the local social sector as well as to foster 
collaboration across the public, private and social sectors. These should have the technical 
skills and experiences to work with specific target populations on specific social welfare 
topics. They may not necessarily have the cashflow or capital reserves to deliver a social 
impact contract.

Service providers have defined roles in social impact contracts with the key responsibilities 
for delivering the specific intervention and measuring their effectiveness. It is important 
for service providers to understand that service delivery in a social impact contract context 
requires them to be focused on the achievement of outcomes. 

This means that if ongoing monitoring data reveals that the intervention may not be on track 
to achieve required outcomes, there is a responsibility on the part of the service provider to 
look at how the intervention may need to be improved or modified in order to be better able to 
achieve the required outcomes. 

Unlike a conventional fee-for-service contract, where the contracted service is explicitly 
specified and described; a social impact contract pays on the basis of outcomes and therefore 
does not need to be prescriptive about the specific detailed implementation of a service. 

Social impact contracts can sometimes involve more than one service provider. This means 
that the contracted service providers may be required to work in partnership.

In some social impact contracts, service providers may also play a role in supporting the 
development of the outcome metrics.

4.5.3 Social Investor/Funder  

As explained in an earlier section, social investors will be involved if the social impact contract 
takes the form of a Social Impact Bond. These social investors provide the necessary upfront 
capital to fund the service delivery, so that the outcome payer doesn’t have to spend anything 
until they receive evidence that outcomes have been achieved. 

They bear some or all of the financial risk, depending on the success of the intervention. 
Investors can be involved in different ways at different times throughout the development of a 
social impact bond. For example, they can:
• initiate and lead projects from the beginning  
• deal exclusively with service providers (and not with outcome payers)  
• deal with both outcome payers and service providers 

In Abu Dhabi, it is most likely that Ma’an will select and engage with social investors in its role 
as the intermediary in the current Abu Dhabi context, with specific skills and expertise in 
designing and implementing Social Impact Bonds.

Some Social Impact Bonds may require a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) which is set up to 
manage the specific contract. Internationally, these types of SPVs are often owned by the 
Social Investor, although the main service provider may also be involved to bear some of the 
project’s performance risk. In Abu Dhabi, the current state of the Social Impact Bond market 
is unlikely to involve the setting up of SPVs, particularly as the legislation regarding SPVs and 
their purpose is somewhat different in Abu Dhabi in comparison to that in the United Kingdom 
or the United States of America.

Apart from Social Investors, funders may sometimes be involved in Social Impact contracts 
to bring in additional or different financing to the contract. This is the case if the payment 
in a Social Impact contract is not 100% based on outcomes. For example, a Social Impact 
contract may pay out 80% of the contract value on the basis of outcomes, with the remaining 
20% being structured as a grant or as a conventional fee-for-service which is based on the 
delivery of specific types and volume of activity. In this case, the grant and/or fee-for-service 
component of the contract may involve funders that are different from the outcome payer. 
These may include philanthropic contributors, charitable donations or other forms of good 
will/development payment.

4.5.4 Intermediary

In the Abu Dhabi context, Ma’an: the Authority of Social Contribution has positioned itself 
to play this intermediary role as it has the relevant expertise to support Social Impact 
contracting. The intermediary role that is played by Ma’an is bespoke to each contracting 
situation, depending on the context and needs of the different partners. In some cases, Ma’an 
may play a performance management role, and may even support or lead the procurement 
or contracting of Service Providers. In other cases, Ma’an may play an analytical and technical 
support role or to lead in the engagement of relevant funders or Social Investors. Ma’an may 
also play a part in impact assessment.

4.6 Understanding the preferences of the various parties

While procurement and contracting can come across as being formal and objective processes, 
it is important to understand that Social Impact contracting is very new in Abu Dhabi. In the 
current context, there is a need to understand how best to encourage and incentivize partners 
to engage with Social Impact contracting.

The United Kingdom Government Outcomes Lab (GOLab) has produced a framework for 
helping people to understand the likely preferences of the different parties involved. The 
GOLab frames these as ‘passive vs. active preferences’. These preferences are likely to play 
a part in what the contract looks like and how the procurement and contracting processes 
come together.



PROCEDURAL GUIDELINESAUTHORITY  OF SOCIAL CONTRIBUTION - MA’AN

42 43

While recognizing that different parties can have different preferences in the context of 
specific Social Impact contracts, all parties need to be aware that the different approaches will 
involve different risks that need to be managed by the different parties.

PARTY PASSIVE < > ACTIVE
Outcome Payer Wants to make a payment 

to another party upon 
confirmation that outcomes 
have been achieved.

• Wants to define outcomes 
and understand the activities.

• Wants to select the 
other parties involved, 
and undertake relevant 
procurement and 
contracting.

• Wants to participate in 
performance management 
(and may have legal duties to 
protect beneficiaries).

Service Provider Does not expect a direct 
relationship with the 
outcome payer and/or social 
investor

• Wants a direct relationship 
with outcome payer and/or 
social investor.

• May be actively involved 
in using the engagement in 
the social impact contract 
as a model to help fundraise, 
generate new income, and/or 
scale an existing service.

Social Investor/Funder • Does not seek a direct 
relationship with the 
outcome payer.

• Wants periodic performance     
and financial reports.

• May want flexibility to 
enter and/or exit the deal at 
different points in time

• Seeks a direct relationship 
with the outcome payer and 
the service provider. 

• Wants to participate in 
performance management 
and control access to 
performance and financial 
reports.

 • May want to own a Special 
Purpose Vehicle.

• May want the ability to 
switch service providers.

Intermediary Wants a fee or grant for 
services provided

• Wants to define outcomes 
and understand activities.

• Wants to select the other 
parties, which may include 
engaging in procurement and 
contracting.

• Wants to lead in 
performance management.

• May want a role in 
evaluation.

Note: The above table has been adapted by Traverse from the GOLab website.



PROCEDURAL GUIDELINESAUTHORITY  OF SOCIAL CONTRIBUTION - MA’AN

44 45

5. THE PROCUREMENT AND CONTRACTING PROCESS

The earlier chapters in this guideline document have set out:
• Some of the technical and practical considerations for determining whether something   
    lends itself to social impact contracting,
• The different types of social impact contracting, and the pros and cons associated with each,
• Examples of some policy and service areas where social impact contracting has been used,
• The systematic four-stage process underpinning social impact procurement and    
   contracting,
• Some of the legislative, regulatory, institutional and policy considerations around    
   procurement and contracting for social impact contracts.

It is useful to note that social impact contracts are not simply about the legal contract 
between parties, but is a mechanism for encouraging collaboration to better achieve desired 
social outcomes. The spirit of the contracting is as important as the formal legal status of the 
contract itself.

This chapter describes key models and approaches for social impact procurement and 
contracting. Much of the existing models and guidance around procurement and contracting 
procedures are based on the mature practice in the United Kingdom and the United States 
of America, in particular. These models are not always relevant to the Abu Dhabi context 
because the legal and regulatory context is different in the Emirate, and the types and 
preferences of local stakeholders are also different.

5.1 The basic timeline
Public procurement can often be considered a barrier to change. However, with the 
correct approach, all parties can navigate the procurement and contracting processes 
more smoothly.
A few key principles should be kept in mind:

• Proportionality: cost of procurement should be proportionate to value of services.
• Engagement of the willing: do not create artificially grand or complex tender    
    competitions when only a few organisations are able to meet demands. 
•  Transparency: competition process must be equal and fair, even in more 
    restricted processes.

5.1.1 Pre-procurement

It is good practice at the pre-procurement stage to draft a procurement plan. This can help 
the Government entity communicate clearly, internally, about the rationale for the proposed 
procurement approach. If there is a need for external use, the pre-procurement plan can also 
help inform the market of the entity’s intentions so that they can be transparent. 

The plan should feature: 

• The reasoning for using a social impact contract – this will be important in Abu Dhabi   
   where social impact contracting is very new.
• The specific social challenge that the contract is intended to contribute towards.
• The types of outcomes desired (e.g. successful outcomes/results as per targeted) 
   and expectations around their measurement.
• The likely basis for payment.
• Basis on which organisations are contacted prior to procurement and the basis on 
   which information is shared.
• The types of experience expected from potential bidders.
• How other stakeholders are involved.
• Any support for enabling service providers to participate.
• The proposed financing and/or funding approach involved. 
• The likely scale of the contract.
• The likely duration of the contract.

5.2 Choosing a procurement process

There are four general approaches that Government entities can take when procuring a social 
impact contract. The choice and implementation of each is contingent on the parties’ involve-
ment, knowledge about the potential service, and the size and composition of the potential 
service provider market. 

•  If the entity is looking to procure a service in a big and perhaps established market with         
    plenty of suitable service providers, then they are most likely to take the steps of an 
    open competitive process.

• Knowledge on social impact contracting
• Service area
• Feasability
• Information on market, issue, actors involved

• Detailed research into evidence for impact
• De�ne interventions and outcome metrics
• Business case, payment pro�le  
• Procurement plan

• Involve parties
• Decide model structure (if applicable)

• Draft and sign contracts
• Manage contract
• Review performance

Review 

Develop

Procure

Contract
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• If the entity is looking at a limited market with only one or two likely service providers  
 able to satisfy outcomes, a restricted competitive process would be more appropriate. 

• If the entity is looking to procure a service that is only delivered by one service provid 
 er, or where the intellectual property rights are held by one organisation, then a single  
 unique provider process may be appropriate.

• If the entity is looking to create a completely new service, tailor-made for a specific   
 social issue then they are likely to co-create an intervention with a provider and can   
 consider forming a partnership one or more providers, or other relevant entities (e.g.  
 through Public-Private Partnership procedures). 

It is recognized that within the Abu Dhabi context, a limiting factor for social impact 
contracting is likely to be the size and quality of the existing market for service providers in 
different policy and service areas. It is likely that entities in Abu Dhabi adopt more restricted 
procurement approaches.

In identifying which procurement approach to take, one should consider the status of the 
service and the available choice of service providers as explained in the table below:

STATUS OF THE SERVICE CHOICE OF SERVICE 
PROVIDERS

PROCUREMENT STRATEGY

• Outcomes and cohort well 
defined

• Most appropriate service is 
defined and evidenced

• Outcome payer is able 
to produce an outcomes 
framework and payment 
terms

• Multiple potential service 
providers offering similar 
services that are likely to meet 
required quality standards

• Use competitive approach

• Explore whether accelerated 
procurement, or restricted 
competition, procedures may 
be applicable if time is of the 
essence

• Aim for maximum risk transfer 
and value achievement through a 
sensible payment mechanism

• Outcome payer is able to 
define target cohort and 
desired outcomes

• Service provider has a specific 
service proposition that meets 
needs

• Service provider is able to 
help outcome payer specify the 
service

• One service provider has the 
specific proposition that is 
needed

• Award contract to the preferred 
provider without a competitive 
process, but with terms and 
conditions clearly negotiated

• Outcomes and cohort well 
defined
• Service interventions 
unknown
• Outcome payer unable to 
specify appropriate service

• No defined market, but at 
least some service providers 
indicating ambition to develop 
new service that may be 
relevant

• Develop partnership(s) with one 
or more service providers and/or 
other entities
• Clarify any intellectual property 
and/or copyright issues that 
may arise from outputs jointly 
produced as a result of the 
partnership
• Determine how partners may 
be paid during co-development 
period
• Reserve the right or possibility 
to develop a tender, as a result 
of the output of the partnership, 
and go to market at a later date.

Note: Adapted by Traverse based on GOLab’s framework in “How to guide: Procurement”, Oxford: 
Government Outcomes Lab, p. 12.

It is important for the Government entity to have clear criteria for assessing bids/tenders/
quotations. These should be defined before procurement is kicked off, so that there is 
transparency and the avoidance of post-hoc rationalisation to justify decisions.

It may also be sensible to have weighting associated with each criterion, to make clear 
whether some are more important than others in the assessment process. It may also be 
relevant to explain the scoring process so that stakeholders are clear about how the final 
score is being calculated.

5.3 Thinking through what may be appropriate contracting structures

The structure of the contract is important as it determines the responsibilities of the 
organisations involved. In determining the specific structure that may be appropriate, 
Government entities should consider the following:

• What is the extent of risk transfer for payment of outcomes that is desired? For example, 
will 100% of the contract be based on outcomes? Will it be acceptable or sensible to include 
some interim outcome measure (or even output measures) as payment triggers?

• How many partners may be involved? For example, is there only one service provider or will 
there be several service providers? Similarly is there only one social investor (in the case of a 
Social Impact Bond), or will there be more than one social investor?

• Does the Government entity wish to be involved actively in the management and 
governance or the contract? Or does the entity wish to be more ‘arms length’, with a 
management entity being more directly involved in contract management and governance?
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• Does the Government entity have the capacity and skills to hold service provider(s) to 
account? Or should the performance management be contracted to a separate entity?

5.4 Potential contracting structures

Contracting structures often reflect specific contexts and preferences, within relevant
legislative and regulatory settings. However, there are, two key structures that will be relevant 
to stakeholders in Abu Dhabi at the current moment.

5.4.1 A direct or intermediated social impact contract between the outcome payer and the 
service provider (i.e. this is not a Social Impact Bond as social investors are not involved)

Contract between outcome 
payer and service provider

Service 
provider

Outcome 
Prayer

Outcome delivery

Outcome payment

This is the simplest and most direct form of social impact contracting where the outcome 
payer contracts directly with the service provider (see Figure 5A). As discussed in a previous 
chapter, the contract does not always require 100% of payment to be based on outcomes. 
Under this model, the service provider will have to be sure that they are able to finance the 
service until such time when they have the evidence that desired outcomes have been 
achieved, as the outcome payer will only pay when the service provider is able to evidence 
such outcomes.

            

Outcome delivery

Potential direct contract

Formal agreement 

or contract

Potential contract on behalf 

of  o
utcome payers

Outcome payment

Outcome 
payer

Service 
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Intermediary

This direct contract shifts the financial risk of the non-achievement of outcomes away from 
the outcome payer and on to the service provider.In Abu Dhabi, it is likely that Government 
entities currently may not feel confident in engaging in such contracting. It is possible that 
Ma’an may act as an intermediary in such contracting so that the relevant Government entity 
that is the outcome payer has access to additional expertise and support (see Figure 5B).

5.4.2 An intermediary-led Social Impact Bond contract

Outcome 
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Social
investor
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Figure 5C: An intermediary-led Social Impact Bond  Contract
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As explained earlier, the current ecosystem in Abu Dhabi is likely to require Ma’an to play an 
active intermediary role in Social Impact Bond contracting. This is likely to take the contracting 
structure illustrated in Figure 5C. This contracting structure, however, puts a significant 
amount of responsibility onto the intermediary, and will also impose significant demands on 
the intermediary’s capacity and expertise. Therefore, the model is likely to evolve overtime as 
entities in Abu Dhabi grow in confidence and familiarity with Social Impact Bonds.

It is also important to note that within this contracting structure, the intermediary does not 
always need to hold direct contracts with each of the partners in the Social Impact Bond.
It is likely, for example, that particular Government entities are comfortable with or would 
specifically want to contract directly with service providers. This may be because they already 
have a history of contracting with particular service providers, or that they have particular 
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expertise and/or are subject to specific statutory requirements which mean that the 
contracting with service providers needs to be conducted by them. 

The role of the intermediary may therefore also be to facilitate other partners to strike direct 
contracts.

As explained earlier, the current ecosystem in Abu Dhabi is likely to require Ma’an to play an 
active intermediary role in Social Impact Bond contracting. This is likely to take the contracting 
structure illustrated in Figure 5C. However, this contracting structure puts a significant 
amount of responsibility onto the intermediary, and will also impose significant demands on 
the intermediary’s capacity and expertise. 

The model is therefore likely to evolve over time as entities in Abu Dhabi grow in confidence 
and familiarity with Social Impact Bonds.

It is also important to note that within this contracting structure, the intermediary does not 
always need to hold direct contracts with each of the partners in the Social Impact Bond.

It is likely, for example, that particular Government entities are comfortable with or would 
specifically want to contract directly with service providers. This may be because they already 
have a history of contracting with particular service providers, or that they have particular 
expertise and/or are subject to specific statutory requirements which means that the 
contracting with service providers needs to be conducted by them. 

The role of the intermediary may therefore also be to facilitate other partners to strike 
direct contracts.

5.4.3. Other possible, but less likely, contracting structures 

Internationally, there are other contracting structures, such as provider-led contracting 
models, investor-led contracting models, or contracting through a Special Purpose Vehicle. 
Currently, the ecosystem in Abu Dhabi is such that these contracting approaches are not likely 
to be relevant as social impact contracting is very new. In addition, Ma’an is the entity in Abu 
Dhabi mandated to grow social impact contracting and is therefore positioned to clearly play 
an intermediary role.
 
6.  MONITORING AND EVALUATION

For any type of Social Impact Contracting, effective contract management and review 
requires good monitoring information during the contract duration. As social impact 
contracting is new to Abu Dhabi, there should also be efforts to evaluate how and when such 
contracting adds value when compared with ‘business as usual’. The Government will wish to 
better understand whether the new contracting is effective or adds value, when compared 
with existing contracting practice. This can inform future decisions about what contracting 
approaches may be better suited for different purposes.

6.1 Monitoring
6.1.1 Regular performance reports

Performance reports are regular updates on the outcomes being achieved which show a programme’s 
progress and level of payments that will need to be made. This is achieved through quarterly, 
bi-annual or annual reports for the life of the project. 

These reports should capture information on agreed Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).  
These often include indicators relating:

• ‘Input’, such as:
  Human hours spent
  Capital expenditure and operational expenditure
  Numbers and types of professionals involved

• ‘Output’, such as:
   Number of activities delivered
   Number of beneficiaries supported

• ‘Outcomes’, such as:
  Those specified directly in the social impact contract as key objectives. 
  These are usually the types of outcomes that trigger payment.
   Additional outcomes that may not form the basis of payment, according to the 
     contract, may add value to a wider understanding of holistic impact.

Example: The ATMAH SIB of Abu Dhabi

The Atmah SIB was launched in April 2020 in Abu Dhabi. It targets students of determination, 
particularly those with cognitive impairments. The aim of the SIB is to support 25 students of 
determination to learn useful skills through the ASDAN curriculum, which includes theoretical 
and practical learning components. The aspiration is for these students of determination to
 be able to enter sustained and meaningful employment.

The Atmah SIB has three outcomes that trigger payment. These are: (1) 6 month theoretical 
learning completed; (2) 6 month practical internship completed; and (3) Permanent 
employment secured after 12 months.

While regular performance reports must definitely include updates on each of these three 
outcomes, there are also other outcomes that are monitored, even when these do not 
trigger payment.

For example, the Atmah SIB will closely monitor the engagement of the families of students 
of determination, the engagement of employers and their levels of awareness, and the skills 
and confidence of professionals trained to deliver the new curriculum.These secondary
outcome indicators are still important because they give a fuller picture of the wider 
foundations that need to be secured in order for genuine inclusion of students of determination 
to be achieved and sustained.
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These reports are often done by Government entity managing the social impact contract, 
pulling together information that is required from other partners, such as the service provider. 
The Government entity tends to play this role as they need to be able to verify this data to 
make payments. 

Based on each progress report, stakeholders involved in a social impact contract should 
conduct driver diagnosis. For example:

• A driver diagnosis of ‘input’ data may look at the appropriateness of the 
   programme’s resourcing.
• A driver diagnosis of ‘output’ data may look at whether the levels of activities are sensible, 
   or whether the level of engagement of beneficiaries is appropriate.
• A driver diagnosis of ‘outcome’ data may consider the balance of different types of outcomes  
   achieved to date, and the likelihood of achieving further outcomes.

After conducting driver diagnosis, stakeholders involved in the social impact contract 
should progress to plan the roadmap ahead. This involves using the reported data and 
the driver diagnosis to clarify whether there are actions that should be taken that will 
minimise risk and improve the performance of the programme and/or the contract. These 
may include:

• Identifying whether resources may be deployed more efficiently.
• Identifying how implementation may be improved.
• Identifying how that programme and/or contract may achieve even better outcomes.

Details from these reports often feed into the impact assessment. This will be discussed in 
the impact assessment section below.  

6.2. Evaluation

6.2.1 Purpose of evaluation

There are two aspects to evaluation when it comes to Social Impact Contracting. First, 
there is the evaluation of the programme being contracted for. This evaluation looks at how 
effective the programme has been, so that it contributes towards evidence-based policy and 
practice in Abu Dhabi. 

Second, there is the evaluation of the specific form of Social Impact Contracting. This means 
looking at whether the specific type of social impact contract is ‘better’ than the existing 
types of contracts, or even in comparison with another type of social impact contract. This 
contributes towards the Governments understanding of which contracting approaches are 
more suitable for what types of policy or service areas, so that Government contracting 
becomes more effective and efficient over time.

Evaluations	can	be	designed	to	fulfil	two	purposes:
• Formative
• Summative 
Formative evaluations are aimed at improving a contract and/or the programme 
commissioned under that contract. These are usually conducted to use emerging evidence 
for ongoing improvement purposes, so that stakeholders may improve on aspects of the 
contract and its management, as well as improve aspects of the programme that is under 
contract so that it is more effective and/or efficient. 

Formative evaluations often focus on process and implementation, assessing whether 
these are working well, and also understanding whether implementation is likely to achieve 
the desired outcomes.

It is important to put learning loops, so that evidence and lessons learned during the 
evaluation can be used to make ongoing adjustments and improvement.

Summative evaluations are aimed at proving things and demonstrating ‘what worked’. These 
tend to report after a contract or programme has finished, to try to take a high-level view of 
whether the contract and/or the programme worked, and what factors were involved in their 
success.

6.2.2 Evaluation design

The following table helps people to choose evaluation methodology, and is a modified 
version of an output from the Brookings Institute, based in Washington D.C. in the 
United States of America.

GOAL OF 
GOVERNMENT 
ENTITY

EVALUATION 
METHODOLOGY

PROS CONS

To achieve stated 
outcomes and to 
only pay for success

Simple independent 
validation of 
administrative data 
to show whether 
outcomes are 
achieved
Alternatively, 
compare 
administrative data 
with historic baseline

Relatively low cost Attribution of impact 
not possible
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To determine 
whether a 
programme achieves 
better outcomes 
compared with the 
counterfactual

Randomised 
controlled trial
Quasi-experimental 
design

Attribution is 
possible

Potentially costly and 
technically difficult
If a randomised 
design is used, this 
can lead to needy 
beneficiaries not 
receiving the service
Rigidity of design 
may constrain the 
ability of the service 
provider to innovate

 
6.2.3 Evaluation components
Evaluations should tackle the following priorities:

• Did the social impact contract lead to better outcomes?
• Did the social impact contract lead to savings for the Government?
• Were there savings experienced by other stakeholders, beyond the Government?
• How large were the overall net benefits of the social impact contract?
• How do the costs of the specific social impact contracting compare with conventional  
 contracting, and do these costs add value? 
• Has the Government’s skills and confidence in the development of the social impact   
 contract increased?
• Has it increased the ability of delivery partners to address social issues?
• What are the main advantages and disadvantages of contracting this way?
• What are the main risks?

Multiple strands of evaluation will be necessary to capture these priorities.   
These are:

1. Process evaluation
2. Impact assessment
3. Cost benefit analysis

6.2.4 Process Evaluation

A process evaluation documents and scrutinises what happens over the course of a Social 
Impact Contract. It shines a light on the processes and structures of implementation. It is 
common to conduct process evaluation at both the ‘setting up’ stage, and also when the 
contract or programme are in ‘steady operation’ stage. This is because evidence shows 
that different implementation issues are likely to emerge at different phases of a contract 
and programme. Process evaluation at the ‘set up’ stage can help improve the continuing 
management of the contract and the implementation of the programme.

Some of the key ‘set up’ process evaluation questions include:

Contract
• What is the relationship between the different partners in the social impact    
 contract, and how do they differ from usual procurement and contracting? 
• What roles did the different partners have in setting up the contract, and what 
 were their experiences of it? 
• How did the partners end up with the specific form of Social Impact Contract, and why  
 is this form of social impact contracting felt most preferable?
• What are the implications for financing arrangements (e.g. grants, social investment,  
 etc), and how easy was it to lined up the appropriate finance?
• How easy or difficult was the contract negotiation, and how may barriers be overcome  
 in the future?
• How was the governance of the contract decided, and is it operating well?

Programme
• Who is involved in delivering the programme, and is their clarity around roles and   
 responsibilities?
• What was the market like for providers for that programme, and what was the   
 experience of provider engagement?
• How does the programme sit alongside other programmes being delivered by   
 Government?
• Is their sufficient capacity, and are there appropriate skills, to deliver the programme?
• What are some implementation risks, and how are they being managed?
• What are some of the threats in terms of achieving desired outcomes?

Some of the key ‘steady operation’ process evaluation questions include:

Contract
• What are the advantages and disadvantages of this type of Social Impact Contracting?
• Does Delivering a programme within the social impact contracting improve its   
 effectiveness and/or efficiency
• Did the payment mechanism work well?
• Did the type of social impact contracting give greater focus on social outcomes?

Programme
• How did the service provider find the experience of delivering to a social impact   
 contract?
• Did the focus on outcomes influence the delivery of the programme?
• What innovations in delivery resulted?
• Should the programme be scaled up, and if so, how?
• How may the programme be improved in the future?
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Process evaluations focus on improving and understanding how the contract the contract 
and the programme are working, and why they may produce intended results. Because of this, 
process evaluations should include qualitative data, as they serve to help answer these ‘How’ 
and ‘Why’ questions.

Such qualitative data also serve to complement the quantitative data from impact 
assessment, by helping us interpret the numbers more clearly, so that we understand what 
they mean.

Process evaluations are valuable. Especially in areas where untested contracting mechanisms 
and/or programmes are deployed. It allows for the dissemination of learning and helps the 
Government improve decision-making, to reduce the time and cost it takes to set up different 
Social Impact contracts in the future.

6.2.5 Impact Assessment

This aims to understand how effective the programme has been at achieving desired 
outcomes, as well as how effective the type of Social Impact Contract has been in facilitating 
impact and value.

It can only be completed when the project is finished and all payments have been made. In 
some cases, impact assessment continues even after a Social Impact Contract has ended 
because some types of outcomes may take longer to become visible. 

Both qualitative and quantitative evidence will be required for impact assessment. 

It is important to remember that during the design phase of a Social Impact Contract and 
its associated programme, entities will already have undertaken activities, such as:

• Defining the types of outcomes that are the focus of the programme and the contract.
• Stating the type of indicators and metrics required to evidence each of the 
 defined outcomes.
• Baselining for each of the outcomes identified, as a basis for monitoring progress
  and performance.
• Modelling the likely level of outcomes achieved, including ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ 
 case scenarios.

Once the contract and programme become ‘live’, impact assessment will therefore ask the 
following questions:

•  Was there a change in the outcomes of the cohort? 
•  How big was this change? 
•  How much of the change could be said to have been caused by the programme as 
    opposed to other factors?
•  How did any changes vary across different individuals within the target cohort?
•  How did these compare with what was anticipated? 

• Did any outcomes occur which were not originally intended? 
    If so, what were these and why did they emerge?
• Did this form of social impact contracting help improve the level of outcomes achieved 
   than would otherwise have been expected from conventional contracting?

The ability to make robust conclusions about whether outcomes achieved are due to the 
programme and/or the type of social impact contracting relies on the evaluation design 
adopted. This has been discussed in the previous section on ‘Evaluation Design’. Evaluation 
design is a key consideration in demonstrating the concept of ‘additionality’.

 This means, whether the outcomes achieved are ‘over and above’ what would have happened, 
and whether these outcomes are because of the programme or contract, and not due to 
some other factors.

This strand of evaluation is best carried out by an independent, objective, qualified external 
evaluator but can also be carried out by the Government entity as part of the usual project 
evaluation.

6.2.6	Cost	Benefit	Analysis

This aims to compare the total costs of the project to the total benefits, so that the 
Government develops a better understanding of whether the programme and/or the contract 
represents good value for money.

During the design of the programme and contract, the Government entity will already have 
conducted the following:

• Priced each outcome that is used to trigger payment.
• Modelled likely payment, based on likely levels of outcomes achieved, for the 
 ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ case scenarios.
• Developed an understanding of the financial benefits to Government, and economic   
 benefits to wider society.
• Estimated direct and indirect costs involved.  Examples of indirect cost include:   
 time spent attending contract management or steering group meetings, time and   
 effort involved in collecting and scrutinizing data, etc.

Questions	commonly	asked	in	cost	benefit	analysis	include:

Contract

•  What is the cost to the Government entity (and other partners) setting up and   
 managing the Social Impact Contract?
•  How did the specific form of Social Impact Contracting add costs to the procurement  
 and delivering of  public services?
•  What were the total benefits to the Government entity, and were there savings to the 
     public sector? 
• How do these costs and benefits have more impact compare to previous contracting  
 arrangements?
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Programme

• What were the costs of service delivery, and how do these compare with the
outcomes achieved?

• How much was spent per beneficiary, and how much was spent per outcome?
It is important to note that cost benefit analysis should take into account items for
which the market does not provide a direct measure of financial value. For example,
This type of analysis is usually undertaken by the Government entity, and is closely
tied in with impact assessment.
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