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Introduction

From its inception, the Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing Alliance has sought to move beyond
counting activity and towards understanding impact.

Across the voluntary and public sectors, organisational reporting has traditionally focused on
measures such as numbers of sessions delivered, events held, referrals made or people
supported. These measures are important. They help demonstrate the scale and reach of
activity. They can provide insight into operational performance and service demand.

But they do not adequately describe what it takes for veterans and their families to live well
and thrive.

Much of the work undertaken by organisations across the Alliance is relational, long-term and
shaped by the complex realities of people’s lives. The effects of that work are often felt in areas
such as confidence, stability, belonging, mental health, social connection and the ability

to participate meaningfully in family and community life.

These forms of change are often gradual, rarely occurring in neat linear sequences.

They frequently emerge through sustained relationships between practitioners,

peers, families and communities. Capturing this kind of impact requires a different evaluative
lens.

“Conventional evaluation frameworks often assume a direct line between inputs, activities and
outcomes, encouraging a narrow focus on what can be easily counted or attributed. This risks
misrepresenting reality, particularly for complex social interventions.”

lvan Annibal, Social Value Engine

Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing Alliance was created not simply as a network of organisations,
but as a space for shared learning across the veterans’ support landscape. Members bring
together different forms of expertise, experience and practice, working in complementary ways
to support veterans and their families.

Within that context, monitoring, evaluative practice and learning have been approached not
only as organisational reporting requirements but as opportunities for collective
understanding. By sharing insight, examining evidence together and reflecting on the realities
of service delivery, the Alliance aims to strengthen both practice and accountability across the
wider ecosystem of support.

The Social Value work presented in this report forms one part of that broader learning effort:

What difference does this work make, and how can we evidence that difference
rigorously and responsibly?

Before presenting any financial valuations, it is important to explain the approach the Alliance
has taken, the principles guiding the work and the methodological choices involved.

Thie following section therefore focuses on evaluative practice and approach, rather than
the calculations themselves.
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What we mean by Social Value (and what we do not)

The term social value is now widely used across public services, funding and policy contexts.
It appears in procurement frameworks, evaluation reports and strategic documents. However,
its meaning is often applied inconsistently. In some contexts, it is used broadly to describe
social good. In others, it refers to specific methodologies such as Social Return on Investment
or wellbeing valuation.

For the purposes of this report, it is important to be clear about how the term is being used.
In this work, social value is understood as:

Understanding the relative importance that people place on changes in their wellbeing
and using that understanding to inform better decisions.

This reflects a shift away from focusing only on what services do, towards understanding the
difference they make in people’s lives. It includes changes in wellbeing, confidence, stability
and social connection, as well as wider social, economic and environmental effects that are
often not captured through traditional reporting.

In this context, social value is not simply about assigning a financial figure. It is about making
visible the outcomes that matter to people and supporting more informed, balanced decision
making.

The approach taken in this report is grounded in established principles of social value practice.
These include a focus on what changes for people, involving stakeholder perspectives,
including only what is material, avoiding over-claiming and being transparent about
assumptions.

Itis equally important to be clear about what is not meant by social value in this report.

Social value is not used here to describe a broad or undefined sense of doing good, norisita
retrospective justification of activity or funding. Itis not a mechanism for producing headline
figures without scrutiny, nor a definitive or precise measure of impact.

The use of financial proxies does not imply that complex human experiences can be fully
captured in monetary terms. Rather, financial values are used as a structured way of
representing change in a form that can be more readily understood and compared within
current decision-making contexts.

Social value is also not used as a tool for comparing or ranking organisations. Each
organisation operates within its own context, with different populations, forms of support and
pathways of change.

This clarity matters because much of the data routinely collected across services focuses on
outputs such as numbers of people supported, sessions delivered or referrals made. While
important, these measures can lead to an overemphasis on activity and cost, rather than on
the outcomes that matter most to people.
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A social value approach seeks to create a more rounded picture of change. It supports
understanding of the distance travelled in people’s lives and helps inform decisions by
balancing social, economic and financial considerations.

In this report, social value is therefore used as one structured way of understanding and
evidencing difference. It sits alongside lived experience, practitioner insight and collective
learning as part of a broader approach to understanding impact.

Social Value in Practice

Across the UK, the concept of social value has become increasingly prominentin public
policy, funding frameworks and evaluation practice.

Atits core, the idea is straightforward. Investments in social programmes often generate
benefits that extend far beyond the immediate activities undertaken by organisations. These
benefits may include improved health, increased wellbeing, stronger community connections,
greater participation in employment or education, and reduced demand on public

services. Social value approaches attempt to estimate and articulate these wider benefits.

Over the past decade, the language of social value has become embedded in procurement
frameworks, commissioning processes and funding strategies. Public bodies

increasingly seek to understand not only what services cost, but also what broader outcomes
they generate. While this shift has been widely welcomed, the way social value is applied in
practice can vary considerably.

Calculations are sometimes undertaken retrospectively as part of reporting processes. In

other cases they are used primarily to generate headline figures intended

to demonstrate return on investment. These approaches can provide useful insights. However,

they also present challenges.

e Methodological assumptions are not always clearly documented.

e Outcome selection may be influenced by the availability of proxies rather than evidence of
change.

e Attribution can be difficult to establish where multiple organisations and services
contribute to outcomes.

« The pressure to demonstrate impact can sometimes lead to optimistic interpretation of
results.
“Rather than treating outcomes as isolated end points, this approach encourages
evaluators to explore how change is experienced by different stakeholder groups,
acknowledging that outcomes are often cumulative, overlapping and shaped by wider
conditions.”

Ivan Annibal
These tensions are not unique to the veterans’ sector. They reflect wider challenges in
evaluation practice across complex social systems.

For Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing Alliance, they raised an important question.
If social value calculations were to be undertaken across the Alliance, how could they be
done in a way that prioritised credibility, transparency and collective learning?
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A Collective Approach Across the Alliance

The Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing Alliance brings together organisations working across a
wide range of support activities for veterans and their families. These activities include
therapeutic services, mental health support, peer networks, community-based initiatives,
crisis response, practical assistance and longer-term relational support.

The organisations involved differ significantly in scale, focus and the populations they serve.
Some provide intensive support to individuals facing complex challenges. Others operate in
preventative or community-based environments that strengthen wellbeing and social
connection.

Because of this diversity, the Alliance recognised early that social value calculations could not
simply be standardised or applied mechanically across organisations. Instead, the work was
approached as a shared evaluative exercise, grounded in a number of guiding principles:

Integrity before optics
The aim was not to produce the largest possible valuation but the most defensible one. The
Alliance was clear that credibility mattered more than headline figures.

Transparency of assumptions
Methodological choices, judgement calls and limitations would be openly documented so that
others could understand how valuations had been constructed.

Collective learning
The process would support shared understanding across organisations rather than creating
competition between them.

Conservative estimation
Where uncertainty existed, assumptions would lean towards positions more likely to
underestimate than exaggerate impact.

These principles shaped both the analytical work and the collaborative process through which
it was undertaken.

The aim was therefore not only to understand the contribution of individual organisations, but

also to strengthen collective insight into the wider veterans’ support ecosystem within which
those contributions sit.

Situating This Work in Wellbeing Valuation Research

The methodological approach used in this report sits within the broader field of wellbeing
valuation, an area of social research that has developed significantly over the past two
decades.
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Wellbeing valuation seeks to estimate the financial value associated with changes in people’s
lives by analysing large national datasets that measure life satisfaction alongside income and
social circumstances. By examining how different factors influence reported wellbeing,
researchers are able to estimate the equivalent monetary value associated with changes such
as improved health, reduced loneliness, increased community participation or greater
financial stability.

This body of work has increasingly influenced policy and evaluation practice in the United
Kingdom.
« The Office for National Statistics has developed national wellbeing measures that
capture how people experience their lives.
« HMTreasury’s Green Book has incorporated wellbeing considerations into public
policy appraisal and evaluation.
« Academic research programmes have explored the relationships between life
satisfaction, income and social outcomes in increasing depth.

Together, these developments have created a growing evidence base that allows changes in
wellbeing and life circumstances to be expressed in financial terms.

The work undertaken by the Alliance draws on this wider research tradition. It represents an
attempt to translate wellbeing valuation theory into the practical realities of service delivery
within the veterans’ support ecosystem.

“Social value is not produced through linear delivery alone, but through dynamic relationships
between people, place and provision.”
Ivan Annibal

Why the Alliance Used the Social Value Engine

In considering how best to undertake this work, the Alliance explored a range of approaches
used within social value and wellbeing valuation practice.

The Social Value Engine (SVE) was selected as the most appropriate platform for several
reasons:

The Social Value Engine is built directly on the wellbeing valuation research described above. It
draws on large national datasets and peer-reviewed studies to estimate the financial value
associated with changes in wellbeing and life circumstances.

The platform provides a transparent library of outcome proxies; each linked to its underlying
research evidence. This allows evaluators to understand the methodological basis behind
each valuation.

The Social Value Engine allows outcomes to be applied selectively and cautiously, based on
credible evidence that change has occurred rather than assuming programme impact.

The platform enables the analytical process to be clearly documented, including the
assumptions made around attribution, deadweight, displacement and other factors
influencing valuation.
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For the Alliance, this combination of research grounding, transparency and methodological
structure provided the most appropriate framework for undertaking this work responsibly. The
intention was not simply to translate organisational activity into financial figures. It was to
develop structured, evidence-informed estimates of the value associated with meaningful
changes in people’s lives.

Monitoring, Evaluative Practice and Learning in Complex
Systems

The Social Value work presented in this report forms part of the Alliance’s wider approach
to monitoring, evaluative practice and learning (MEL).

Across public services and the voluntary sector there is growing recognition that complex
social challenges cannot be addressed by single organisations acting alone. Effective
responses require collaboration across services, communities and sectors.

Despite this recognition, many monitoring and evaluation systems remain structured
around organisational reporting requirements rather than collective learning.

Funding frameworks, commissioning arrangements and accountability
mechanisms frequently prioritise:

¢ short-term outputs

¢ individual organisational performance

e compliance with reporting frameworks

They rarely create the conditions necessary for organisations to learn collectively about what
is working, where progress is being made and where challenges remain.

Within this context, the Alliance has sought to take a more progressive approach. Rather than
treating monitoring and evaluation solely as a reporting requirement, the Alliance has
approached it as a shared learning infrastructure. Data, experience and insight are brought
together across organisations in order to strengthen collective understanding of the veterans’
support ecosystem.

The Social Value work described in this report sits within that broader learning approach.
It represents one way of exploring how the contribution of organisations across the Alliance

can be understood more clearly and communicated more credibly.

“This reframes evaluation as a learning process rather than a compliance exercise”

Ivan Annibal
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Contributing to the Development of Social Value Practice

This work also has a wider significance beyond the Alliance itself.

Platforms such as the Social Value Engine represent an important step in translating wellbeing
valuation research into tools that practitioners can use in real-world settings. However, the
value of such tools ultimately depends on how they are applied in practice.

“The value of such tools ultimately depends on how they are applied in practice”
Ivan Annibal

The work undertaken through the Alliance therefore serves two purposes:

e Itenables the Alliance to develop a more credible and disciplined understanding of the
value created through the work of its members.

« It provides an opportunity to explore how wellbeing valuation
methods operate within live service environments characterised by complexity,
relational work and long-term change.

By applying the Social Value Engine carefully, transparently and in collaboration with its
founders, the Alliance hopes this work contributes to the continued development of social
value practice itself.

If this work inspires and encourages other organisations to explore thoughtful and responsible
uses of wellbeing valuation approaches, that will represent a positive outcome for the field as
awhole.

Applying the Methodology in Practice

The analysis presented in this report was undertaken by a social researcher working directly
with the founder of the Social Value Engine and experienced social research who has used SVE
many times. Together they applied a disciplined and carefully scrutinised process that
combined practical service knowledge with formal valuation methodology. Particular
attention was given to:

* outcome selection

e attribution and contribution

¢ deadweight

¢ displacement

¢ deflators

* avoiding double counting

¢ transparent documentation of assumptions

Throughout the process, particular care was taken to ensure that the analysis reflected the
real-world conditions under which organisations across the Alliance operate.
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Where judgement calls were required, conservative positions were consistently adopted.
Therefore, the valuations presented in this report are consequently more likely
to underestimate rather than overstate the value created.

“The methodology reflects a clear commitment to credibility: outcomes were only included
where evidence could support them, proxies were excluded rather than assumed, and impact
adjustments were applied in a carefully balanced and responsible way.”

Dr Jessica Sellick, Researcher/ Project Manager, Rose Generation

Methodological Note

To support transparency, this reportincludes a methodological note outlining the analytical
approach applied across the Alliance. A fuller description of the methodology is provided in
Appendix One.

The analysis was led by Dr Lindsay Randall, whose role throughout was central to
maintaining methodological discipline and ensuring that valuation decisions remained
grounded in defensible evidence. Her contribution reflects the importance the Alliance
places on ethical evaluation practice and analytical integrity.

The analytical process was supported by structured input from external specialists, Ilvan
Annibal (Social Value Engine) and Dr Jessica Sellick (Rose Regeneration). This input formed
an active part of the methodology, rather than a retrospective review.

Alongside regular check-ins, Lindsay engaged lvan and Jessica on specific methodological
questions and contextual challenges as they arose. This included consideration of:

the treatment of compounded social value over time

the selection and justification of appropriate proxies

assumptions relating to attribution, deadweight, and displacement

situations where available data required careful interpretation to avoid over-claiming

This approach enabled methodological decisions to be tested in real time, grounded in the
data and organisational context, rather than applied in abstraction.

The involvement of external specialists provided both constructive challenge and
assurance, strengthening the consistency and defensibility of the approach taken. Final
methodological decisions remained with Lindsay Randall and Karen McNeill.

Limitations and Responsible Interpretation

While wellbeing valuation and social value approaches can provide valuable insight, itis
important to recognise their limitations. Financial valuations of social outcomes are
estimates rather than precise measurements of value. They rely on statistical modelling, proxy
selection and assumptions about the relationship between services and observed outcomes.
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In complex social environments such as veterans’ support services, outcomes are rarely
produced by a single intervention alone. Change is typically shaped by a combination of
factors, including personal circumstances, family support, community relationships and wider
public services.

These challenges are widely recognised within evaluation practice. In recent years, there has
been increasing critique of approaches that seek to measure impact through quantified
outcomes and financial proxies. This includes work within the Human Learning Systems
approach, which highlights the risks of oversimplifying complex human experiences, distorting
practice through measurement incentives and creating misplaced confidence in what can be
known.

In complex systems, change does not occur in linear or attributable ways. It emerges over
time through relationships, context and interaction between multiple influences. Any attempt
to represent this through a single quantified figure will therefore provide only a partial account.
The Alliance recognises these limitations.

“In complex social environments, outcomes rarely follow a neat sequence; they develop
through reinforcing effects, setbacks and adaptation.”
lvan Annibal

The use of social value within this work is not presented as a definitive measure of impact, nor
as a replacement for lived experience, practitioner judgement or collective sensemaking. It
does not seek to resolve the wider methodological challenges associated with evaluating
complex systems. Instead, itis used as a practical approach within the current operating
context.

At present, many funding, commissioning and governance environments continue to prioritise
measures of cost, volume and activity. Decision making is often shaped by what can be
readily counted, rather than what most meaningfully contributes to people living well.

Within this context, social value provides a way of broadening the evidence base. It enables
outcomes such as wellbeing, social connection and stability to be considered alongside more
traditional performance measures. It also supports greater transparency by making explicit the
assumptions, proxies and methodological choices that underpin claims of impact.

In this sense, social value is best understood not as a solution, but as a step towards a more
balanced approach to understanding value. It supports a shift away from narrow performance
metrics and creates space for more informed discussion about outcomes, trade-offs and
uncertainty.

Within the Alliance, social value sits alongside other forms of learning, including lived
experience, practitioner insight and collective sensemaking through Learning Labs. It
represents one perspective within a broader approach to better understanding impact and
difference made.



11.9 The valuations presented in this report should therefore not be interpreted as definitive
statements of causal impact. They are structured estimates of the value associated with
observed changes, based on the best available evidence and a disciplined application of
wellbeing valuation methodology.

11.10 Used in this way, social value contributes to a more transparent and grounded account of the
difference being made, while recognising the inherent limits of quantification in complex
systems.

12. On Competition and Ethical Use

12.1 This work is notintended to produce a performance league table. Each organisation’s
valuation reflects its own population, context and form of support. The resulting figures
therefore represent composite reflections of very different configurations of support and
impact.

12.2 Direct comparison between organisations would not be analytically valid.

12.3 Thereis a genuine ethical risk in extracting headline figures and using them to stimulate
competition between organisations where collaboration is the foundation.

12.4 Anyone tempted to rank organisations using these numbers should ask:

« What does this achieve?

e Doesitimprove outcomes for veterans and their families?
« Does it strengthen collective understanding of what works?
e Doesitenhance responsible investment?

Or does itincentivise distortion, defensive reporting and artificial competition?

12.5 The organisations involved in this work operate within a shared ecosystem of support for
veterans and their families, where individuals often engage with multiple forms
of assistance over time. The contribution of each organisation therefore sits within a wider
network of relationships, services and community connections.

12.6 Understanding that ecosystem- and how different forms of support complement each other- is
far more valuable than attempting to rank individual organisations against one another.

12.7 The Alliance was established precisely to strengthen these connections across the veterans’
support landscape. In this context, social value is best understood as a tool for illumination
rather than competition. Used well, it strengthens transparency, accountability and
confidence in investment. Used poorly, it risks narrowing practice back to output chasing and
comparative optics.
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The Spiritin Which These Figures Should Be Read

The valuations which will be published in May 2026 should be understood as:
* contextual

* conservative

e methodologically grounded

¢ part of a broader narrative of impact

They should not be viewed as definitive statements of worth, rather as structured estimates of
value created in real lives, within real communities, under real constraints.

Most importantly, they represent a cultural shift: From counting what we do, to examining
what difference it makes and being prepared to evidence that difference with discipline and
integrity. That is the spirit in which this work is offered.




Karen McNeill

Improvement & Learning Partner

She brings experience across public services and
community organisations, with a focus on how these parts
of the system interact in practice.

Karen works alongside people rather than at a distance,
helping to make sense of what is happening, surface
different perspectives, and support practical shifts in
decision making. Her work is grounded in live system
challenges, often where coordination, trust and shared
understanding are critical.

Current clients and recent work

Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing Alliance

Associate with In Control Scotland- leading the
development of a multi-altitude learning &
improvement approach across a local authority & NHS
system

Associate with New Local, supporting place-based
approaches that centre relationships, community
capacity & local context

Developing foundation for understanding unpaid carer
system.

Qualifications
MSc Research Methods in Psychology (Stirling)
BSc (Hons) Psychology (Stirling)

Primary Expertise

Collective learning and sensemaking

Human Learning Systems and learning infrastructures
System change across health, social care and
communities

Relational and place-based approaches

Bringing together data and lived experience to inform
decisions

Using social value and other developmental
approaches to move beyond measurement, supporting
shared understanding, learning and practical change

Karen works across organisational and system boundaries,
bringing together different perspectives to build a fuller picture
of need, experience and impact.

She focuses on creating the conditions where learning is not an
add-on, but part of how systems operate in practice. This
includes working with partners to:

bring together data, insight and lived experience to
inform decisions

surface what is often hidden, including assumptions,
trade-offs and patterns

test and adapt in real time rather than relying on
retrospective evaluation

connect learning across strategic, operational and
community levels

Selected work and contribution

Contributed to the development of a multi-altitude
learning and improvement approach across health and
social care, supporting partners to connect insight
across different parts of the system

Worked alongside the Scottish Veterans Wellbeing
Alliance to develop a shared approach to
understanding and articulating social value, with an
emphasis on transparency and collective ownership
Supported place-based partnerships to explore more
relational, community-centred ways of working,
grounded in local context and experience

Designed and facilitated learning spaces that bring
together strategic, operational and lived experience
perspectives to inform decision making

Karen’s work sits where insight, experience, practice and
decision making collide, and where something actually has to

change.



Dr. Lindsay Randall

Consultant Learning Specialist

Lindsay brings social science research and
academic practice into applied settings, focusing
on how learning, evidence and insight are
generated and used in complex systems.

She works alongside organisations to understand
what is happening in practice, drawing on
qualitative research, contextual inquiry and
wider evidence. Her work explores how people
experience support and how this interacts with
organisational and system conditions.

Her approach brings together different forms of
data and insight, including lived experience,
qualitative research and service information, to
develop a more complete and contextual
understanding of systems and impact.

Qualifications

PgC Academic Practice (University of Edinburgh)
PhD Social Anthropology (University of Edinburgh
MSc Social Anthropology (University of Edinburgh)
BA (Hons) International Relations / French (Boston
University)

Diploma International Development (Université
Abdou Moumouni)

Primary Expertise

e Qualitative research, including ethnography, interviews
and contextual inquiry
e Evaluative practice in complex environments
e Learning infrastructures and collective sensemaking
e Bringing together data, lived experience and insight to
inform understanding
e Data analysis and data storytelling
e Holistic, relational and systemic approaches
e Workshop design, facilitation and course development
#
Lindsay works part-time as a consultant with Phronesis
Partnership and as a Teaching Fellow in Academic Development,
where she supports higher education curriculum and programme
design and teaches researchers about teaching and learning.

Her work focuses on helping organisations make sense of data and
experience, bringing people into the stories behind the numbers.
She supports organisations to understand learning as an ongoing,
dynamic process that needs to be embedded, flexible and
developed collaboratively.

Previous work includes:

¢ Embedding learning cycles with development workers across a
third sector collaborative in North Edinburgh

* Applying Social Value Engine (SVE) approaches with members of
the Scottish Veterans Wellbeing Alliance

* Research with and on users of disability day services in Scotland,
and with collaborative funding processes in the Scottish Borders

Lindsay has also worked with the Ministry of Education in Liberia
to support the redevelopment of the education system following
Ebola and civil war. She conducted 17 months of in-depth social
research in Harar, Ethiopia for her doctorate, exploring gender,
politics and religion. She has taught and supervised research
across social science disciplines with students at the Universities of
Edinburgh and Glasgow, Arcadia University, and in Scottish
secondary schools.

Lindsay combines academic rigour with a strong ethical
approach, helping organisations bring together different forms of
evidence to build insight that is both system-aware and
practically usable.
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Dr Linda Irvine Fitzpatrick

Strategic Lead

Most of Linda’s working life has been spent in mental
health, health inequalities and social justice arena
which has given her a rich understanding of the
impact of shame, trauma and poverty on people.
Through her extensive practice and research
collaborations she has sought to create conditions
which amplify seldom heard or listened to voices
advocating for social and systemic change. Her recent
move to working in academia in Scotland’s only
Armed Force Community Research centre presents a
unique opportunity to forge new alliances and

partnerships creating a vibrant 3™ space across

military and civic societies.
Current roles

Associate Professor and Deputy Director, Centre
for Military Research, Education, Practice and
Engagement Edinburgh Napier University
Strategic Lead, Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing
Alliance

Honorary Senior Research Fellow, Strathclyde
University

Director and Trustee, OneCity Trust, Edinburgh
Associate, Media Education, Edinburgh

Qualifications

e Professional Doctorate in Social Science (QMU)
e MSc Health Promotion (QMU)
e BA Communication Studies (QMU)

I Primary Experience

Creative strategist with a proven track record
in public service development and redesign
Creator of Incite to Practice Framework —
mechanisms and spaces that create successful
partnerships

Led 6 Public Social Partnerships creating
groundwork for ethical commissioning
Qualitative researcher and initiator of
knowledge transfer partnerships in health and
social care

Led on national programmes for veterans
introducing integrated teams, peer workers
and Scotland’s Veterans Wellbeing Alliance
Curator and producers of arts programmes for
social justice and social change

Creator of Ellipsis... story telling for system
change programme

Linda works across a diverse landscapes and
settings creating space for dialogue which lead to
innovative practice, amplification of voices seldom
heard and wider system change.

Selected Work and Contribution

Led on the development and implementation
of several strategies including Thrive
Edinburgh NHS Lothian’s A Sense of Belonging
and more recently New Frontiers for veterans
and families in Scotland. All shaped by the
social determinates of health and
correspondingly required clear deliverable
actions from partners across civil, public, 3",
academic and private sectors.

Led on the development of the Edinburgh
Wellbeing Pact Using deliberative dialogue
and the Incite model city leaders, staff and
Citizens were invited to reimage their
relationship with health and social care
creating a shared vision and narrative to
create More Good Days for the citizens of
Edinburgh and the staff striving to deliver and
provide services including securing new
funding enabling community mobilisation and
radical transformation.

International collaborations including
adaptations of therapy, creating opportunities
for PHds and innovative practice

Linda is activity creating 3™ spaces where
insights can be shared, practice can be
debated and change can happen.
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Ivan Annibal

Managing Director

Ivan has 25+ years of experience
working in economic development,
growth and regeneration.

Current clients

e Herefordshire Council

e Loughborough University

e South & East Lincolnshire
Councils Partnership

e \Vennture

Qualifications

e MA Public Administration
(Sheffield Hallam)
e BA (Hons) History (York)

e Economic analysis
e Evaluation
e Facilitation

e Socialvalue analysis

Ivan has a national reputation in economic and
community development, with specialisms in
coastal and rural issues. He has a practical “hands
on” style to delivering work.

Ivan is currently providing capacity supportto a
number of local authorities, helping them to
implement their UK Shared Prosperity Fund, Rural
England Prosperity Fund, Levelling Up and Towns
Fund investment plans. lvan is also evaluating a
schools project aiming to reduce and prevent
parental conflict; and working with further and
higher education providers on Knowledge Transfer
Partnerships.

Ivan writes ‘Hinterland’, a fortnightly news review for
the Rural Services Network.

Before setting up Rose Regeneration in 2008 lvan
was an assistant director of development at
Lincolnshire County Council and prior to that
assistant chief executive at Lincolnshire Training
and Enterprise Council.

Ivan is the operations director at the National
Centre for Rural Health and Care; a visiting fellow at
Lincoln International Business School; a Fellow of
the RSA (Royal Society of the encouragement of
Arts, Manufactures and Commerce); and a Member
of the Institute of Economic Development.

In his spare time Ivan is a board member of ACRE
(Action with Communities in Rural England), an
umbrella body that represents 38 Rural Community
Councils across England. He is also a trustee at
Rural Community Action Nottinghamshire (RCAN)
and a member of his local Parochial Church
Council



Dr Jessica Sellick

Researcher / Project Manager

Jessica has considerable experience of

delivering economic, social and health
projects for a range of organisations.

Current clients

e Action with Communities in Rural
England

e CP Learning Trust

e Lincolnshire Voluntary and
Community Partnership

Qualifications

PhD Geographical Sciences (Bristol)

MSc Society and Space (Bristol)

BA (Hons) Geography & Environmental
Studies (UWE, Bristol)

I Primary Experience

e Data analysis

e Urban, rural and coastal research

e Organisational development

e Evaluation and impact measurement

Jessica undertakes projects on behalf of
Government, Local Authorities, charities,
businesses and community groups.

She is currently working with 5 neighbourhoods
to develop a Community Masterplan and
measuring the outcomes residents and
volunteers supporting a community orchard are
achieving.

Other recent commissions include evaluating a
programme to help patients on NHS and Adult
Social Care lists to “wait well”; and measuring
the impact of an employability programme.

Jessica produces ‘rural words’, a monthly policy
briefing used by RuSource (part of The Arthur
Rank Centre), the Rural Services Network and
other public and voluntary sector organisations.

Before joining Rose Regeneration Jessica worked
at the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra) and the New Economics
Foundation.

She is a senior research fellow at the National
Centre for Rural Health and Care (NCRHC); a
Chartered Geographer accredited by the Royal
Geographical Society; a Fellow of the RSA (Royal
Society for the encouragement of Arts,
Manufactures and Commerce); and a member
of the Institute of Economic Development.



Appendix One Social Value Methodological Approach - Tranche 1

Overview

For each of the Scottish Veterans Wellbeing Alliance (SVWA) organisations associated with tranche 1
of Social Value Engine (SVE) social return on investment (SROI) calculations, we followed a rigorous
methodology, which was largely driven by the nature of the data that existed (or did not exist) for each
organisation. While we are confident that each organisation is positively contributing to the veteran
and broader community with their services, the amount of existing, reliable, and illustrative data for
each organisation’s potential outputs and impact varied and, at times, was not robust enough to
support SROI calculations without a conservative approach to impact adjustment.

This methodological overview details the information collected from each partner organisation, the
range of proxies/outcomes ultimately applied during calculations (with organisational identifiers
removed), and overall commentary on the sensitivity analysis and rigour applied to the final
calculations of value.

Brief Overview of SVE Terminology
As outlined by SVE, “pre-curated financial proxies are aligned to commonly experienced outcomes
[and are] drawn from national data, research reports, and open datasets.”’ Each proxy includes:

¢ Value

e Unit (i.e. per person or per year)

e Source of the value

Proxies within the SVE are thematically organised, including health and wellbeing, education and
training, employment, community safety, housing and energy, environment, and volunteering and
community participation.

Impact adjustment is the process through which each outcome is adjusted to avoid overclaiming. The
adjustments (deflators) include:

¢ Deadweight: the extent to which the outcome would or may have happened anyway

e Attribution: the proportion of the outcome attributable to programme activity

¢ Displacement: whether the benefit has caused a loss elsewhere

¢ Drop-off: how the value of the outcome declines over time

For SVWA Tranche 1 calculations, only deadweight and attribution were applied. Displacement and
drop-off were not applied due to insufficient longitudinal data and lack of evidence to robustly
estimate these effects.

Engagement with SVWA Tranche 1 Partners & Data Mapping

Each Tranche 1 SVWA partner organisation was requested to provide:

o Existing data on programmatic outcomes and impact

e Annualyear-on-year running and operating costs

e Donations in kind contributing to programme delivery

e Volunteer numbers and hours contributing to programme delivery



Many of the organisations involved were either smaller organisations or clearly defined services
within larger organisations. This enabled a high level of confidence that the data and costs provided
related directly to the delivery of the programme or service being analysed.

Each organisation was provided with a comprehensive list of SVE proxies/outcomes alongside a
curated list of recommended proxies based on programme activity. Organisations were asked to
select six to eight proxies they felt reflected their work.

Organisations were engaged in discussion regarding proxy selection, assumptions, and the overall
approach. This provided an opportunity to sense-check selections and ensure alighment between
programme activity and proposed outcomes.

We then interrogated these proxies based on the data provided to determine:
1. Whether the proxy/outcome was appropriate based on available evidence
2. The level of impact adjustment to apply

Final proxy selection was determined based on:
1. Alignment with programme activity
2. Availability of supporting data
3. Ability to evidence a credible causal link

Where data could not demonstrate a clear and evidenced link between activity and outcome, proxies
were excluded. Where data was incomplete or insufficient to robustly evidence an outcome, proxies
were excluded rather than estimated.

Inputs and Cost Treatment
Only directly attributable programme costs and verifiable in-kind contributions were included.
Broader organisational overheads were excluded unless clearly linked to programme delivery.

Indicators Applied in Tranche 1 and Rationale

The following table outlines the range of proxies/outcomes used in the SVE SROI calculations for
SVWA Tranche 1 partner organisations. This table does not indicate which organisations these were
applied to.




Proxy*

Outcome

SVE Recommended
Deflator

Range of Deadweight
Attributed in Tranche 1

Average cost of
advocacy (2013)

IAdvocacy support

Community organisations
supported — 25% deadweight

25-45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Cost of a community
wellbeing programme
with a network

approach (2019)

Improved experience of
healthcare

Health facilities improved — 48%

deadweight

48% and some with 50-70%
attribution

GCMA Increased life
satisfaction by a one-
point change (2024)

Increased life satisfaction

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

34-45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Value of reduced
social isolation (2021)

Reduced social isolation

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

34-45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Value of gardening as
a hobby

Increased engagement
with nature

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Overall improvement
in mental health

Improvement in mental
health and wellbeing (non-
clinically diagnosed
conditions)

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Value of community
engagement (Measure

Up 2024)

Social benefits of
increased community
engagement

People with access to new
cultural facilities - 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

\Value that frequent
\volunteers place on
\volunteering (2018)

Increased volunteering
and community
participation

Individuals involved in voluntary

work — 35% deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

GMCA Welfare value
of outdoor recreation

sites (low value)

Increased participationin
outdoor

activities benefitting health
and wellbeing

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

\Value of an adult
engaging with culture
and heritage every few
months (Wellby 2024)

Increased engagementin
recreational activities

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Value to an individual
participating in the
arts

Increased participation in
the arts

People with access to new
cultural facilities - 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

Impact of loneliness
on well-being

Reduced social isolation
for veterans

People with access to new
cultural facilities — 34%
deadweight

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

The value of physical
exercise

(Wellby 2024)

Improved physical health

People with access to new sport

facilities — 34%

45% and some with 50-70%
attribution

*Each proxy is linked to existing data used to derive calculations for that proxy.

Proxies/Outcomes Discarded

Some proxies/outcomes selected by SVWA Tranche 1 partner organisations were not applied in the final SROI
calculations. The decision to discard these proxies was based on insufficient data to robustly evidence a clear
and credible link between activity and outcome. In these cases, proxies were excluded rather than estimated,
even where this reduced the overall reported value.

Rationale for Impact Adjustment Increases/Changes

For each SVE recommended deflator, we assessed whether it was appropriate for the specific programme
ntext. Where standard proxy descriptions did not align with programme activity, the most appropriate

ble deflator was selected.



https://qualityadvocacy.org.uk/about-the-qpm/how-much-does-the-qpm-cost/
https://qualityadvocacy.org.uk/about-the-qpm/how-much-does-the-qpm-cost/
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s13367/Item%205b%20-%20Appendix%201.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s13367/Item%205b%20-%20Appendix%201.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s13367/Item%205b%20-%20Appendix%201.pdf
https://westyorkshire.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s13367/Item%205b%20-%20Appendix%201.pdf
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/7283/gmca-unit-cost-database-v2_3_1-final.xlsx
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/7283/gmca-unit-cost-database-v2_3_1-final.xlsx
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/7283/gmca-unit-cost-database-v2_3_1-final.xlsx
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/social_value_insights_paper_0.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/social_value_insights_paper_0.pdf
https://www.wildlifetrusts.org/sites/default/files/2019-09/SROI%20Report%20FINAL%20-%20DIGITAL.pdf
https://www.wildlifetrusts.org/sites/default/files/2019-09/SROI%20Report%20FINAL%20-%20DIGITAL.pdf
https://social-value-engine.co.uk/calculator/ModellingthevalueoftheCitizensAdviceservicein201516.pdf
https://social-value-engine.co.uk/calculator/ModellingthevalueoftheCitizensAdviceservicein201516.pdf
https://measure-up.org/mu-outcomes/volunteering/
https://measure-up.org/mu-outcomes/volunteering/
https://measure-up.org/mu-outcomes/volunteering/
https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Value_of_Volunteering_Working_Paper_Final.pdf
https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Value_of_Volunteering_Working_Paper_Final.pdf
https://www.powertochange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Value_of_Volunteering_Working_Paper_Final.pdf
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/7283/gmca-unit-cost-database-v2_3_1-final.xlsx
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/7283/gmca-unit-cost-database-v2_3_1-final.xlsx
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/media/7283/gmca-unit-cost-database-v2_3_1-final.xlsx
https://www.frontier-economics.com/uk/en/news-and-insights/news/news-article-i21105-engagement-in-culture-and-heritage-creates-8bn-in-value-per-year-for-the-uk/
https://www.frontier-economics.com/uk/en/news-and-insights/news/news-article-i21105-engagement-in-culture-and-heritage-creates-8bn-in-value-per-year-for-the-uk/
https://www.frontier-economics.com/uk/en/news-and-insights/news/news-article-i21105-engagement-in-culture-and-heritage-creates-8bn-in-value-per-year-for-the-uk/
https://www.frontier-economics.com/uk/en/news-and-insights/news/news-article-i21105-engagement-in-culture-and-heritage-creates-8bn-in-value-per-year-for-the-uk/
https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-file/The_value_of_arts_and_culture_to_people_and_society_an_evidence_review.pdf
https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-file/The_value_of_arts_and_culture_to_people_and_society_an_evidence_review.pdf
https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-file/The_value_of_arts_and_culture_to_people_and_society_an_evidence_review.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/602fcb91d3bf7f72154fabc3/Loneliness_monetisation_report_V2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/602fcb91d3bf7f72154fabc3/Loneliness_monetisation_report_V2.pdf
https://www.sportengland.org/news-and-inspiration/sport-and-physical-activity-generates-over-100-billion-social-value?utm_source=openai
https://www.sportengland.org/news-and-inspiration/sport-and-physical-activity-generates-over-100-billion-social-value?utm_source=openai
https://www.sportengland.org/news-and-inspiration/sport-and-physical-activity-generates-over-100-billion-social-value?utm_source=openai

Sensitivity Analysis, Impact Adjustments, Deadweight, and Attribution

Impact adjustments ensure that value is not over-attributed to programme activity.

We followed Social Value International (SVI) principles:
e Principle 4: Only include what is material
e Principle 5: Do not overclaim
e Principle 6: Be transparent

Given data limitations, a conservative approach to impact adjustment was applied throughout.

Deadweight
Deadweight values within SVE are derived from research and national statistics and represent the
proportion of outcomes likely to occur without intervention.

Across all organisations, a proportional uplift was applied to SVE-recommended deadweight values
(typically from 34% to approximately 45%) to reflect data limitations. This approach was applied
consistently across all organisations.

Attribution

Attribution levels were determined based on:
e Degree of direct delivery
e Intensity of support
e Absence of alternative provision

Where multiple actors were likely contributing, attribution was applied conservatively (typically within
a 50-70% range) to avoid overclaiming.

Each SVE SROI report also includes a standard 3.5% discount rate, which is the UK government’s
official rate for valuing future social benefits and is derived from the HM Treasury Green Book.
This maintains a consistent and contemporarily accurate monetary value for all future social
outcomes for all SVE calculations.

Itis critical to highlight here that even with conservative application of impact adjustments, each
of our organisations still demonstrated a net positive SROI.

External Input and Methodological Oversight

The analytical approach was developed and applied by the core research team, with structured input
from Ivan Annibal, Social Value Engine and Dr Jessica Sellick, Rose Generation to support
methodological robustness.

This input was used to test and refine key analytical decisions as the work progressed, including proxy
selection, impact adjustment assumptions, and the treatment of longer-term or compounded
outcomes. It also provided a mechanism to challenge areas where data quality, interpretation, or
evidencing required careful judgement.

This approach ensured that methodological decisions were iterative, transparent, and
proportionate to the available evidence, rather than applied as a fixed or standardised model.

Final responsibility for all methodological choices and calculations remained with Dr Lindsay Randall
and Karen McNeill, ensuring accountability sat with those closest to the data and context.
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