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THE CHALLENGE

• Funding gap of about $40 billion between now and 2025 to meet the 
SDG target. 

• Data gap, with significant shortfalls in basic data such as coverage 
rates of nutrition interventions

• Accountability gap, with the Global Nutrition Report pointing to poor 
accountability and lack of  measurable outcomes. 

• Adaptation gap, with lessons learnt not always translating into 
improved programme focus, design and implementation

• Vision gap, with programmes often focused on a small set of nutrition 
specific interventions, with others, and nutrition sensitive 
interventions, sidelined.
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NUTRITION OUTCOMES FUNDS

Many of the global nutrition challenges can be effectively and efficiently 
addressed through a Nutrition Outcomes Fund that would make 
available grant funding for achievement of tangible improvements in 
nutrition.  Such a Fund would:

• Pool resources from a range of funders interested in improving 
nutrition

• Disburse funding only if defined improvements in nutrition are 
achieved

• Contract for the delivery of independently verified improvements in 
nutrition measured against a baseline or trend, and/or against a 
control group

• Be open to Providers committed to improving nutrition from the 
public, NGO and private sectors
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THE ADVANTAGES OF THIS APPROACH

A Nutrition Outcomes Fund would radically change the incentives facing 
nutrition service providers

• By linking financing to achievement of measurable gains rather than to 
pre-defined inputs, the Fund would give Providers the incentives, and 
the freedom, to quickly adapt, improve and augment their programming. 

• Programming would adapt as data becomes available as to what 
interventions are needed to meet and exceed the payment triggers. 

• Accountability, and future funding, would be tied to results, not to 
successful execution of pre-defined programme elements.
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PRINCIPLES OF A NUTRITION OUTCOMES FUND

A successful Outcomes Fund needs to follow some key principles:

• Pooled Resources from a mix of funders, including official donors and
Foundations (unless of course a single very generous funder can be found).

• Competition. Nutrition Providers bid for financing from the Outcomes
Fund, with continued support from the Fund dependent on their success in
consistently reaching agreedmetrics.

• Tariffs. For each country, or region of a country, a set “tariff” would be established
that defines how much the Fund pays per nutritional improvement achieved.
This amount would be capped at the assessed benefit of the nutritional 
improvements, and would vary according to the cost structure of each 
country/region.

• Scope. The tariff would cover the expected costs of new or improved 
interventions, including both nutrition-specific and nutrition- sensitive 
approaches – for example where there are severe diarrheal outbreaks the 
interventions might cover not only oral rehydration, but also expansion of 
WASH programmes.
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SOLVING THE RISK CAPITAL REQUIREMENT

There remains a challenge of sourcing working/risk capital until the 

outcomes are (hopefully) achieved. Most Providers cannot absorb the 

financial risk of a loss if they fall short of agreed targets. Fortunately 

this financing problem can be solved through either: 

(1) The Outcomes Fund pre-financing the first year through a 

traditional project grant, and then transitioning to full outcomes-

based funding in year two; or 

(2) Tapping into Outcomes Investment Funds
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PRE-FINANCING PROVIDERS

• In this approach to the working/risk capital need the Outcomes 
Fund finances the first year (or other defined period) of Providers’ 
programmes on a traditional project basis. 

• Funding for Providers in subsequent years would be tied to their
degree of independently measured success in achieving nutrition 
outcomes in the preceding years

• The Providers would be given the responsibility to decide how best 
to achieve those goals, thus incentivizing adaptive management
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EXAMPLE OF PRE-FINANCING PROVIDERS

An example of pre-financing that Social Finance has been working on is 

school feeding.  In this case the funding would evolve by school year:

Year 0 Commitment of funding for a limited number of Year 1 school 
feeding programmes, with future commitments linked to 
independently measured success in achieving improvements in 
human capital

Start of Year 1 Implementation of school feeding programmes, including regular 
monitoring and analysis of impact, and adaptive management 
based on that analysis. 

End of Year 1 Measurement of impact of Year 1 school feeding. 

Start of Year 2 Expansion of school feeding programmes as justified by Year 1 
impact (and as agreed with donors in Year 0). Continued data 
analysis as a basis for regular programme improvements. 

Start of Year N Further expansion of successful school feeding programmes 
based on metrics analysed at the end of year N-1. Continued data 
collection and analysis, and adaptive management. 
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Capital from social investors is pooled to provide finance to Providers, using 
a series of Development Impact Bonds 

The social investors would get their money back from the Nutrition 
Outcomes Fund (plus a risk premium) if the Impact Bonds they finance 
succeed, otherwise they would make a loss

• As with the pre-financing approach this incentivises flexible management 
focused on achieving results. But in addition it brings in the benefits of the 
private sector experience of external investors

This approach would:

• Ensure financing only for high quality, well-vetted Impact Bonds

• Enable Impact Bonds to be launched and implemented significantly faster

• Focus on both social and financial returns, supporting outcomes-based 
contracts driven by a strong social mission
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In the long run these two approaches should yield broadly similar 
results. Which is chosen depends largely on how easily and quickly 
external capital can be sourced and structured. 

• The pre-financing approach has the advantage of not requiring 
any up-front external capital, but having a lag of a year or more 
until the full advantages of outcomes incentivisation kick in. 

• The pooled Outcomes Investment Fund has the advantage of 
disbursements enabling to be linked to results achieved from the 
beginning of the programme, and of introducing the experience of 
external investors, but requires the extra step of raising risk 
capital to sit alongside the Nutrition Outcomes Fund.
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• Select promising geographies (one to two) where Government 
and donor ambitions align to assess potential as pilot 
locations

• Reach out to potential new funders, especially Foundations 
and philanthropists, who might be attracted to a more results-
focused, adaptive and holistic approach


