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Executive Summary 

This report presents the results of an evaluation of GoodGym undertaken by Ecorys between 2015-2016. 

The study was funded by Nesta’s Centre for Social Action Innovation Fund as part of a grant provided by 

Nesta to support GoodGym’s expansion. 

1. Study aims and methodology 

GoodGym is a community of runners who come together to provide social support visits to older people 

and manual labour for community projects. GoodGym runners volunteer their time for social purpose 

activities like weekly group runs with a physical task (like clearing leaves in a local park or shifting soil in a 

community garden), regular weekly runs by volunteers to visit isolated older people (referred to as 

‘coaches’) and ’missions’ which are one-off tasks for older people such as support with DIY or gardening. 

Initiated in Tower Hamlets, London, in 2009, at the time this evaluation was conducted in 2015 GoodGym 

operated in fifteen areas across London and Bristol, with over 1,000 members (participating runners) 

joining group runs, coach runs and missions, and visiting 150 older people on a regular basis through the 

befriending scheme.  

In the areas GoodGym operates, funding has predominantly come from the local authorities. Each area 

requires £25,000 of local funding to start and this has come from a variety of local authority teams 

including: Adult Health and Social Care, Sports Development, Public Health and Policy and Performance. 

The business model for GoodGym is based on this local authority funding, member donations, and 

corporate partnerships. In 2015, the organisation gained charity status. 

In November 2014, GoodGym was provided with a grant through Nesta’s Centre for Social Action 

Innovation Fund to support its expansion, with the aim of launching in over 30 areas in the UK by March 

2016; by the late summer 2016 GoodGym was active in 24 areas with six more ready to launch and 

funding secured in several more. The grant included funding to develop an evaluation framework and 

systems which is the focus of this report.  

The main objective of the study was to develop and then test a robust evaluation framework to support 

GoodGym in measuring the outcomes and impacts of its activities involving runners and older people. In 

developing the framework, specific outcome and impact indicators were selected in order to align with 

relevant strategic and policy objectives and to meet funders’ preferred measurement approaches. 

The basis of the evaluation framework is the underpinning drivers and objectives of GoodGym, which are 

specifically to improve the wellbeing of isolated older people, encourage people to run and improve their 

fitness, and to support wider community development objectives (through enhanced volunteering activity). 

The evaluation methodology consisted of both quantitative and qualitative components:  

● Analysis of GoodGym’s monitoring data with respect to targeting and engagement of runners and 

older people. 

● In-depth qualitative interviews with older people and runners – 14 interviews were completed in total.   

● Interviews with GoodGym’s current and potential funders to understand how GoodGym’s activities 

help to support commissioners in meeting their objectives for physical activity, older people and the 

community. 



 

● Before-and-after surveys conducted with runners and older people – 70 matched (before and follow-

up) responses were returned by runners and 19 by older people (a 50% response rate). It was not 

possible to collect sufficient numbers of follow-up survey responses within the timescale of the 

evaluation to allow a statistically robust analysis of change in outcome indicators (for both runners 

and coaches). 

● Finally, the value for money of the programme was examined by applying Sport England’s MOVES 

model
1
, to help estimate the return on investment from the running element only.  

It is important to emphasise that GoodGym is currently on a journey of expansion. The purpose of this 

study has therefore been to trial an evaluation methodology that could potentially be scaled up in future 

years as the project expands. The survey numbers were necessarily limited by the timeframe for the 

evaluation - as the before-and-after survey could only include new members/beneficiaries within a set 

period. The monitoring and evaluation tools developed as part of the study can be used by GoodGym in 

future analysis of the project’s outcomes - there is potential to generate statistically significant results as 

survey numbers increase in line with the growth in membership and number of older people supported. 

Although the surveys are limited by small sample sizes, when taken together, the quantitative and 

qualitative analyses show some significant achievements. 

2. GoodGym’s engagement and targeting 

Based on analysis of GoodGym’s monitoring data and responses to the baseline surveys, the key 

findings with regard to engagement and targeting are as follows: 

● Almost three-quarters (74%) of the registered runners were female showing that GoodGym holds 

a particular appeal for female runners and highlighting the project’s potential in helping to address the 

underrepresentation of women in terms of regular participation in sport and physical activity. This can 

be compared with women as a proportion of the population taking part in sport at least once a week 

across England (43%).  

● The GoodGym befriending scheme appears to be successfully reaching older people who feel 

socially isolated and lonely as the majority of coaches (71%) felt that they needed more social 

contact at the time of the baseline survey or were lonely at least some of the time. Almost half 

experienced both loneliness and isolation. The wellbeing of older people supported by GoodGym is 

also below the national average for the relevant age category. 

● 78% of participants were not meeting the Government’s recommended minimum guidelines 

for moderate physical activity prior to joining GoodGym, 12% reported that they did less than 30 

minutes of moderate physical activity per week prior to joining GoodGym and 17% were not doing at 

least 10 minutes of vigorous physical activity. The physical activity behaviour of new members 

suggests that there is scope for GoodGym to play an important role in both sustaining and 

raising levels of participation to more healthy levels (alongside its other objectives to improve 

volunteering time and provide a social support service).  

 

  

                                            
1
 MOVES was developed by the University of East Anglia’s Medical School specifically for Sport England to help to 

demonstrate the economic benefits of participating in sport and wider physical activity.  



 

 
3. Outcomes for older people 

The following specific conclusions can be made with respect to older people outcomes: 

● GoodGym runners have a direct, positive impact on the older people they visit, alleviating their 

feelings of social isolation and loneliness, as well as improving their mental wellbeing. 

● Coaches interviewed reported positive outcomes related to their emotional isolation. They 

appreciate someone who listens to them and gives them the ability to speak about emotional topics.   

● This was also the case where coaches had carers, family members, friends, neighbours, other 

volunteers or a combination of these visit them on a regular or irregular basis. Rather than the 

quantity of social contacts, the depth and quality of the interaction with their runner is the key to 

achieving positive outcomes.  

● Coaches find their runners to be people who take a genuine interest in them and care for their 

wellbeing. All coaches felt happier, and 98% considered their runner a friend. 

● On a scale of 1-5, the average scores for social isolation improved from 2.44 at the baseline 

stage to 2.74 at follow-up (on a scale of 1-5) while the average scores for frequency of feeling lonely 

improved positively from 2.11 to 2.58.  

● More individuals scored their life satisfaction as high (7-8 points) or very high (9-10 points) after six 

months of seeing a GoodGym runner (eight in total at the follow-up stage compared to four at the 

baseline stage). Average life satisfaction scores changed from 4.78 at the baseline stage to 

6.11 at follow-up. 

● Beyond the key outcome areas of reduced social isolation and loneliness, GoodGym runners 

facilitate the achievement of further positive outcomes for their coaches, namely: ability to stay 

in their own house for longer; increased active mental engagement; inspiration to take up new 

activities; and improved attitude towards younger people.  

4. Outcomes for runners 

Overall, the qualitative and quantitative evidence pointed to the importance of GoodGym in helping 

runners to maintain and increase their levels of running activity.  

The volunteering element of GoodGym also seems to give runners an increased sense of belonging to 

their community, an outcome which is positive for runners and appeals to commissioners, 

demonstrating GoodGym’s role in getting people out and volunteering and helping to develop more 

cohesive communities. 

Key findings from the longitudinal survey included: 

● The majority (57%) of people would not have joined another running club instead of GoodGym. 

● The average number of days spent running amongst the participants was 9.5 days per month at six 

months after joining (an increase of 0.7 days).   

The survey findings also suggest that GoodGym helps participants to meet the Government’s 

recommended levels of weekly physical activity, as the survey showed some short-term overall 



 

increases in levels of weekly physical activity at six months after first joining GoodGym. The 

changes detected were: 

● An average weekly increase of 0.29 days of moderate physical activity. 

● An average weekly increase of 0.21 days of vigorous physical activity.  

● An average weekly increase in total time spent doing vigorous activity from 93 minutes per week to 

113 minutes. 

5. Value for money analysis 

The analysis of value for money builds up from an initial analysis of cost per participant to cost-

effectiveness analysis, which examines cost per outcomes, to a more comprehensive assessment of the 

long-term costs and benefits of particular project interventions. The study has applied Sport England’s 

MOVES model to show the potential Return on Investment (ROI) of the running element alone. The key 

findings are as follows: 

● The running element alone appears to be cost-efficient when the unit cost per participant is 

compared with data from other community-based projects designed to impact on physical activity. 

● Using project monitoring data and data from the surveys as input parameters, the modelling of cost-

effectiveness (for the running element) indicates that the intervention is potentially highly cost-

effective (ranging from a cost per QALY of £3,498 to £7,692) as the figures are well below the 

value of NICE’s recommended willingness to pay threshold of £30,000 per QALY.   

● The return on investment based on willingness-to-pay for QALYs shows positive results, 

ranging from £2.78 to £4.56 per pound invested.  

The findings above are based on assumptions regarding the length of the programme (limited to 2 years 

for this analysis which reflects the initial funded period) and drop off rates of participants during the initial 

period. MOVES assumes that the running activity supported by the project is maintained over the longer-

term (for at least five years); this is necessary for physical activity to generate sufficient positive health 

gains (and is consistent with GoodGym’s objective to develop sustainable group runs beyond the two-

year period to help people to remain active). An important limitation however is that the model does not 

take into account the physical activity benefits associated with increased running amongst those who join 

GoodGym after the initial two year period. It could be argued therefore that the analysis above reflects 

lower end estimates for ROI. Health savings derived from the reduced social isolation and loneliness of 

older people and the value of the volunteering time provided by GoodGym’s community of runners 

provide further benefits that could potentially be assessed in a more detailed cost-benefit analysis.   

6. Process lessons 

Through the interviews with coaches and runners, GoodGym were keen to learn about how to improve 

processes and thus the experiences of both runners and older people. The key findings with regard to 

process lessons are as follows: 

● Amongst the runners, a strong motivator for becoming involved with GoodGym appears to relate to 

the opportunity to get involved in volunteering more generally and particularly the befriending 

scheme. For some runners the social aspect of meeting new people and making friends was also 

important.  



 

● The frequency of visits – once a week – was adhered to and considered appropriate for a befriending 

scheme of this nature. 

● Runners suggested more opportunities to speak to and learn from other runners with coaches 

would be useful, and were positive about the website and their experience of GoodGym staff.  

● Both groups had had predominantly positive experiences of the matching process and were 

pleased with the resulting relationship. 

● Both coaches and runners appear to be highly satisfied with their GoodGym experience to date; 

95% of coaches surveyed were very satisfied with GoodGym’s service, with 89% ‘very likely’ to 

recommend GoodGym to a friend. 

 

 

7. Methodological lessons and priorities for future monitoring and evaluation 

The survey instruments and questions employed provide valid and relevant measures of change in the 

principal outcomes of interest to GoodGym (including physical activity, social isolation and loneliness). 

The survey numbers were lower than required to show statistically significant positive changes 

particularly for the older people survey; however there is potential to improve the accuracy and 

robustness of the before-and-after results by using larger sample sizes as GoodGym expands its area 

coverage. Larger sample sizes could also potentially consider different types and intensities of activities 

and effects on specific sub groups (e.g. women, less active people for the runners survey), supporting 

internal impact comparisons (where sub group samples are of a sufficient size).  

A key challenge was ensuring sufficient numbers of responses from older people at the follow-up stage to 

provide a statistically robust before-after-analysis. Several attempts were made to increase the response 

rate from older people including the provision of a franked return envelope, asking runners to remind their 

coach to complete the survey and following up by phone. Challenges preventing coaches from 

completing the survey however remain with some being visually or otherwise physically impaired and 

others passing away. However, while the 19 responses received to the follow-up survey to date could 

only provide indicative results of how GoodGym contributed to older people’s wellbeing, the response rate 

of 50% was good and it is hoped that robust results can be generated over time as GoodGym expands 

and broadens its area coverage (assuming a proactive approach to encouraging good response rates 

remains in place). The response rate for the runners follow-up was lower at 31% (70 out of the 224 

respondents who completed the baseline survey between September 2015 and December 2015 

responded to the follow-up at six months). 

The MOVES model provides a useful tool for understanding the cost-effectiveness and return on 

investment of the physical activity element of GoodGym. The inputs and accuracy of this analysis can be 

tweaked in the future through access to improved data on the additionality of GoodGym, and the 

sustainability of involvement. For example, a key assumption of the economic analysis is that the 

programme leads to longer-term changes in behaviour beyond one year. For this assumption to be 

tested, a further longer-term follow-up survey of participants could be undertaken to help assess rates of 

attrition beyond 12 months, as well as the persistence of outcomes.  

Finally, the report has also highlighted particular methodological issues in developing a framework for the 

overall assessment of GoodGym’s value for money in terms of the potential cost savings to the NHS from 



 

reduced social isolation and loneliness, the monetised benefits of volunteering time and the wider social 

impacts of the scheme.  

 

  



 

  



 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

In March 2015, Ecorys was commissioned by GoodGym and Nesta to develop and then trial an 

evaluation framework and methodology to help GoodGym evidence the outcomes and impacts of its 

activities.  

1.2 GoodGym 

GoodGym is a community of runners who come together to provide social support visits to older people 

and manual labour for community projects. GoodGym runners volunteer their time for social purpose 

activities like weekly group runs with a physical task (like clearing leaves in a local park or shifting soil in a 

community garden), regular weekly runs by volunteers to visit isolated older people (known as ‘coaches’) 

and ’missions’ which are one-off tasks for older people such as support with DIY or gardening. 

Initiated in Tower Hamlets, London, in 2009, at the time this evaluation was conducted in 2015 GoodGym 

operated in fifteen areas across London and Bristol, with over 1,000 members (participating runners) 

joining group runs, coach runs and missions, and visiting 150 older people on a regular basis through the 

befriending scheme.  

In the areas GoodGym operates, funding has predominantly come from the local authorities. Each area 

requires £25,000 of local funding to start and this has come from a variety of local authority teams 

including: Adult Health and Social Care, Sports Development, Public Health and Policy and Performance. 

The business model for Good Gym is based on this local authority funding, member donations, and 

corporate partnerships. In 2015, the organisation gained charity status. 

In November 2014, GoodGym was provided with a grant through Nesta’s Centre for Social Action 

Innovation Fund to support its expansion, with the aim of launching in over 30 areas in the UK by March 

2016; by the late summer 2016 GoodGym was active in 24 areas with six more ready to launch and 

funding secured in several more. The grant included funding to develop an evaluation framework and 

systems which is the focus of this report.   

1.3 Scope 

The main objective of the study was to develop and then test a robust evaluation framework to support 

GoodGym in measuring the outcomes and impacts of its activities involving runners and older people. In 

developing the framework, specific outcome and impact indicators were selected in order to align with 

relevant strategic and policy objectives and to meet funders’ preferred measurement approaches. The 

basis of the evaluation framework is the underpinning drivers and objectives of GoodGym, which are 

specifically to improve the wellbeing of isolated older people, encourage people to run and improve their 

fitness, and to support wider community development objectives (through enhanced volunteering activity).  

  



 

 

1.4 Methodology 

The methodology for the study consisted of a number of elements, which are described below. 

1.4.1 Interviews with commissioners/stakeholders 

The evaluation framework and recommended methodology draws on scoping research which was 

undertaken between April and June 2015. As part of this research Ecorys consulted with GoodGym's 

current and potential funders to understand how GoodGym’s activities helped to support the funders in 

meeting their own objectives for physical activity, older people and the community. The interviews also 

focused on the particular metrics and KPIs that commissioners are prioritising as well as their views on 

preferred evaluation methods and approaches. 

1.4.2 In-depth interviews with runners and older people 

Ecorys also completed a series of case study interviews with runners and older people (also referred to 

as ‘coaches’) to allow an in-depth exploration of the relationship between the project’s outputs, outcomes 

and impacts in order to support the development of the evaluation framework and identify specific 

learning from the execution of the activities. In particular, the case studies focused on the degree of 

importance attached to different outcomes for runners and older people in order to inform the framework. 

In total, seven face-to-face interviews were completed with older people and seven telephone interviews 

with runners. From the pool of runners and coaches, GoodGym and Ecorys selected a purposive
2
 sample 

based on the following criteria:  

Table 1.1 Sample selection criteria 

Selection criteria for runners Selection criteria for coaches 

Age Age 

Gender Gender 

Length of involvement in the project Length of involvement in the project 

Borough/ GoodGym area Borough/ GoodGym area 

Type of runner: group or matched to a coach  Living arrangements (if known) 

The seven runners interviewed were between 23 and 40 years old and had been paired with their coach 

for between four and 33 months. Two were still regularly involved in the group runs, whereas the others 

had participated in group runs only when they joined GoodGym. One runner was Bristol-based; the rest 

were involved with GoodGym in London.  

The seven coaches ranged in age from early 60s to 93. Runners had been coming to their house for 

between three and 37 months. All coaches were London-based, living in a variety of boroughs across the 

capital. Whereas four of the coaches lived in their own homes, three lived in supported accommodation.  

It is important to note that the runners and coaches that were interviewed were not matched. The 

interviews therefore gathered information on 14 different runner-coach relationships.  

                                            
2
 For the purpose of the exploratory interviews it was important to collect views from a variety of participants rather 

than from a representative sample.   



 

  



 

 

1.4.3 Development of evaluation framework 

Following on from the above tasks, the first step in the development of the evaluation framework was to 

develop an agreed logic model to form the basis of the framework and capture the full range of outputs, 

outcomes and impacts of the activities. We then developed a set of indicators to allow measurement of 

the identified outputs and outcomes. The evaluation framework is detailed in chapter two.  

1.4.4 Longitudinal surveys of runners 

Two online surveys were undertaken with new GoodGym members over the period September 2015 to 

July 2016. These included a baseline survey and a follow-up survey, six months later. 70 matched 

responses were achieved, a response rate of 31% (70 out of the 224 respondents who completed the 

baseline survey between September 2015 and December 2015 responded to the follow-up at six 

months). The questionnaires used in the surveys are included in Annex One. The questionnaire was 

devised with reference to the logic model, which identified the principal anticipated outcomes for runners. 

Outcomes were assessed in the following ways: 

● Participation in running: The primary outcome is overall change in running (not participation in 

GoodGym running activities alone) and the maintenance of running activity. The survey also included 

questions relating to the intensity and duration of the running sessions. 

● Overall participation in physical activity: Measurement of total physical activity improves 

understanding of the impact of the intervention on overall participation in physical activity taking into 

account possible displacement (where participation in other sports reduces) or multiplier effects 

(whereby participation in GoodGym encourages runners to take up other activity). A key measure of 

sports participation is the number of days per week that people take part in sport and physical activity 

of at least moderate intensity, for at least 30 minutes. The use of this measure shows how far 

GoodGym is contributing to the Government’s key objectives of increasing the number of people 

doing sport for at least 30 minutes once a week and moving people towards or reaching the 

Government’s recommended level of physical activity to stay healthy (150 minutes per week).  

● Volunteering: In order to measure volunteering outcomes, and GoodGym’s contribution to wider 

community development goals, questions from the Community Life survey were included which ask 

participants about how often they have given unpaid help to local group(s), club(s) or organisation(s).  

1.4.5 Longitudinal surveys of older people 

Two paper-based surveys were administered to older people supported by the GoodGym befriending 

scheme (the ‘coaches’) over the period September 2015 to July 2016. Following the approach for the 

runners, these included one baseline survey and a follow-up survey, after six months with 19 matched 

responses achieved within the timeframe for the evaluation. While the 19 responses received to the 

follow-up survey to date could only provide indicative results of how GoodGym contributed to older 

people’s wellbeing, the response rate of 50% was good and it is hoped that robust results can be 

generated over time as GoodGym expands and broadens its area coverage. The questionnaires used in 

the surveys are included in Annex One. The survey questions were designed after case study visits 

helped to identify the most important outcomes for older people, as follows: 

● Social isolation: To measure change in coaches’ social isolation, a single question asking for their 

satisfaction with their social situation was chosen. The question also appears in the Adult Social Care 



 

Survey and gives the respondent four answer options to indicate how satisfied they are with the 

quantity and quality of their social contacts.  

● Loneliness: Focusing on the frequency of loneliness that coaches experience, a single question was 

chosen which asks directly how often a they feel lonely. This question has also appeared in the 

Community Life Survey and the English Longitudinal Survey of Ageing.  

● Mental wellbeing: The primary change in mental wellbeing was assessed by looking at trends in 

scores computed from the Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS)
3
. The survey of 

older people used the shortened form of WEMWBS, which is made up of seven statements each with 

five response categories, responses can be summed to provide a single score ranging from 7-35 (and 

the scores adjusted as per the WEMWBS protocol). The items are all worded positively and cover 

both feeling and functioning aspects of mental wellbeing. Higher scores on WEMWBS indicate better 

wellbeing and thus a positive change in scores indicates improved wellbeing. WEMWBS has been 

widely used, including in the Understanding Society survey.  

● Life satisfaction: A simple zero to 10 scale asked coaches to indicate their current life satisfaction, 

from “not at all satisfied” to “completely satisfied”. This question also featured in the ONS Annual 

Population Survey and in the Community Life Survey.  

● Additionality: To elicit the direct impact a runner’s visit was having on an older person, one question 

asked the coach how the runner made them feel, with five answer options to indicate different levels 

of happiness. Another question asked to what extent they considered their runner a friend with four 

answer options given. 

Further questions related to the level of satisfaction with the runner overall, and whether the coach 

motivated their runner to do exercise. At the end of the survey, an empty box invited further comments 

from respondents. The baseline survey, sent to coaches by post at the beginning of their pairing with a 

runner, also collected basic demographic information (date of birth, gender and ethnic background). An 

information sheet was also provided, setting out the reasons and conditions of taking part in the survey. 

From that point onwards, a follow-up survey was sent to each coach every six months.   

1.4.6 Analysis of survey responses (and response rates) 

The analysis of follow-up responses focusses on the individuals who participated in both waves (referred 

to longitudinal research as the ‘constant sample’). In order to analyse the specific outcomes of 

GoodGym’s engagement with runners and older people, the primary survey analysis presented in this 

report uses data presented from the constant samples whether or not they claimed to be still participating 

in GoodGym at the follow-up stage.   

1.5 Report structure 

The report is structured as follows: 

● Chapter 2 introduces the context and rationale underpinning GoodGym and outlines its main aims 

and objectives, activities, expected outcomes and impacts. 

● Chapter 3 provides analysis of GoodGym’s engagement and targeting. 

                                            
3
 Tennant R., Hiller L., Fishwick R., Platt S., Joseph S., Weich S., Parkinson J., Secker J., Stewart-Brown S. 

(2007), The Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Well-being Scale (WEMWBS): development and UK validation. Health Qual 

Life Outcomes 2007, 5:63. 



 

● Chapter 4 focuses on the results of a trial methodology to measure the outcomes and impacts of 

GoodGym. 

● Chapter 5 develops a framework to assess the value for money of GoodGym’s activities. 
● Chapter 6 provides further consideration and analysis of factors in delivery that contribute to the 

specific outcomes, focusing in particular on GoodGym’s befriending scheme. 

● Chapter 7 brings the research findings together to report on the key findings and learning points. 

  



 

2.0 Evaluation Context 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines the context for evaluating the effectiveness and impacts of GoodGym, drawing on a 

review of relevant literature and secondary data. The evaluation approach is grounded in an 

understanding of this wider context, including the challenges and opportunities in raising levels of sports 

participation and the growing problems of social isolation and loneliness, the aims and objectives of 

GoodGym, the scope of activities supported by the project and its theory of change. 

2.2 Context 

2.2.1 Sports participation and physical activity: an increasing priority for public policy 

The health and wellbeing benefits of participation in sport and physical activity are widely accepted. There 

is considerable scientific evidence linking irregular physical activity to adverse health, particularly later in 

life
4
. According to the World Health Organisation (WHO), physical inactivity is one of the leading causes 

of death in developed countries, responsible for an estimated 22-23% of coronary heart disease, 16-17% 

of colon cancer, 15% of diabetes, 12-13% of strokes and 11% of breast cancer.
5
 There is also evidence 

of the specific impacts of sport on subjective wellbeing, linked to psychological health and happiness. 

A number of comprehensive reviews have been conducted examining the benefits of sports participation 

on mental health outcomes. A recent systematic review conducted on behalf of the Culture and Sport 

Evidence Programme (CASE) indicates that physical activity has the potential to reduce the risk of 

developing mental health illnesses, such as depression, dementia, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s Disease and 

reduce the risk of suicide. It can also provide therapeutic benefits for anxiety, depression, eating and body 

dysmorphic disorders, and age-related cognitive decline.
6
 Systematic reviews have also revealed the 

impact of physical activity on maintaining psychological wellbeing, such as improved self-esteem, levels 

of subjective wellbeing,
7
 mood and sleep quality, as well as reduced fatigue and anxiety.

8
 The quality of 

the evidence within both reviews varies considerably depending on the type of mental health condition, 

with the former study utilising the hierarchy of evidence model to weight the sources, and the latter 

measuring the strength of evidence within each mental health condition. There is also little agreement on 

how mental wellbeing should be measured and a range of tools have been deployed.
9
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Participation in sport has also been shown to deliver other benefits
10

 including improved educational 

results, access to social networks and social cohesion, as well as increasing confidence and sense of 

self-worth.  

Increasing awareness of the negative impacts of inactive lifestyles on individual as well as public health 

has led the UK Government to actively promote the uptake of physical activity to address the costs 

associated particularly with a number of chronic conditions.  Department of Health advice
11

 recommends 

that adults (19-64 years old) and older people (65+): should undertake 150 minutes - two and half hours - 

each week of moderate to vigorous intensity physical activity (and adults should aim to do some physical 

activity every day). Alternatively, comparable benefits can be achieved through 75 minutes of vigorous 

intensity activity spread across the week or combinations of moderate and vigorous intensity activity. 

However, vigorous intensity activity is rarely achieved by approximately 80% of the UK population (and 

even fewer older adults). 

According to the World Health Organisation, around 23% of adults aged 18 and over globally were not 

active enough in 2010 (men 20% and women 27%). In high-income countries, 26% of men and 35% of 

women were insufficiently physically active.
12

 Survey evidence has shown that around one in two women 

and a third of men in England are damaging their health through a lack of physical activity, costing the UK 

an estimated £7.4bn a year.
13 

Across many measures of participation, regular involvement in sport and physical activity in the United 

Kingdom has remained at a consistent level  in recent years. The Active People Survey commissioned by 

Sport England showed that during the period October 2015 to October 2016, 15.83 million people aged 

16 years or over (36.1%) played sport for at least 30 minutes at moderate intensity at least once a week. 

Whilst this represents an increase of 1.75 million compared with 2005/06 (the year after London’s 

successful bid to host the London 2012 Olympics), sports participation levels have remained broadly 

stable since 2012/13 (figure 2.1). The proportion of people playing sport at least three times a week 

increased from 15.6% to 17.7% between 2005/06 and 2015/16 although the proportion has declined 

slightly since 2012/13. 
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Figure 2.1 Sports Participation (once a week and three times a week)  

 
Source: Active People Survey (waves 1-10) 

Participation in sport and physical activity in the UK had remained stubbornly low amongst some groups, 

including individuals in lower socio-economic groups, women and girls, ethnic minorities and disabled 

people. Between 2005/06 and 2015/16 the proportion of women participating at least once a week in 

sport increased only slightly from 30% to 31%. 

Figure 2.2 Sports Participation (once a week)  

 
Source: Active People Survey (waves 1-10) 

In 2015, the UK Government launched its new strategy for sport and physical activity, entitled ‘Sporting 

Future: A New Strategy for an Active Nation’.
14

 Instead of purely focusing on sporting performance and 
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excellence – which was at the core of the previous UK sport strategy
15

 - the new strategy also 

encompasses the wider, transformative aspects of sport and physical activity. To reach these outcomes, 

the new strategy emphasises the importance of people from all backgrounds and ages engaging in sport, 

maximising the success of international and domestic sport and the impact of major events, and 

developing a sport sector that is more sustainable, productive and responsible. The strategy sets out two 

high-level outcomes of sports engagement: “increase in the percentage of the population in England 

meeting the Chief Medical Officer guidelines for physical activities, [and] a decrease in the percentage of 

the population in England that are physically inactive.” 
16

  

To ensure that these transformative aspects of sport and physical activity can be translated into practice, 

the government developed a framework that sets out how success can be judged for five key outcomes: 

(1) physical wellbeing, (2) mental wellbeing, (3) individual development, (4) social and community 

development and (5) economic development. These outcomes represent the new strategy’s focus on 

redefining what success in sport looks like, by capturing the benefits that can arise from engaging in 

sport.
17

  

2.2.2 Loneliness: a growing and complex issue  

There are many definitions of loneliness and social isolation, which reflect the complexity of these issues. 

Sometimes the terms are used interchangeably. However, the evidence supports a key distinction 

between the two:. 

● Social isolation has often been defined as the absence of contact from other people and 

can be further divided into two separate aspects: isolation from family and/or friends and 

neighbours (known as the primary social group) and from wider society (the secondary 

social group).
18

 It is estimated that 10-15% of people aged over 65 experience severe 

social isolation
19

; 17% of older people are in contact with family, friends and neighbours 

less than once a week, and 11% are in contact less than once a month.
20

 Over half of all 

people aged 75 and over live alone.
21 

● Loneliness – or emotional isolation – is subjective and is concerned with an individual’s 

feelings, rather than their level of social contact.
22

 The concept is closely associated with 

feelings belonging and social integration. Various UK studies have consistently shown 

loneliness levels among older people to be between 10-13%.
23

 Estimates state the 

number of people over 65 years who are often or always lonely to be over one million.
24 
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Loneliness and social isolation can affect anyone, but certain groups are more likely to experience these 

conditions. The key socio-demographic factors correlated to loneliness include age, gender and 

ethnicity.
25

  Factors that are seen to make people more vulnerable to loneliness include widowhood, poor 

health
26

, unmet expectations of health and financial resources in later life, and time spent alone. 

Impacts of loneliness and social isolation on individuals and society 

Loneliness is associated with a range of negative physical health outcomes
27

, including elevated 

physiological parameters such as cardiovascular health and immune function. It is also associated with 

negative health behaviours including smoking, excess alcohol consumption and lack of exercise.
28

 The 

link between loneliness and increased mortality is well-established. A recent systematic review found that 

loneliness can increase the risk of premature death by 30%.
29 

 

Loneliness is also closely related to negative mental health outcomes. The link between loneliness and 

depression as both a cause and a consequence is well-established.
30

 Disrupted sleep is associated with 

loneliness.
31

 Levels of loneliness are higher among those with dementia; however, it is not clear whether 

loneliness is a cause or consequence of the condition.
32

 Loneliness has been shown to affect cognitive 

behaviours, such as encouraging a more negative outlook and being less attentive to what other people 

are feeling.
33 

Older people’s quality of life depends greatly on their social relationships
34

 and loneliness has been 

shown to profoundly compromise general quality of life
35

. Supporting older people to maintain a 

connection to their neighbourhoods also improves social cohesion.  

Finally, loneliness is associated with increased use of services. A recent discussion paper by Social 

Finance modelled that older people who are lonely are on average:  
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● 1.8 times more likely to visit the GP. 

● 1.6 times more likely to visit A&E. 

● 3.5 times more likely to enter local authority-funded residential care.
36 

 

These findings suggest that reducing the prevalence of loneliness could have a significant impact on the 

use of services, generating savings to the public purse. 

National policy context 

The impact of social isolation on health and mental wellbeing has been formally recognised since 2001, 

when the National Service Framework for Older People acknowledged the role that isolation can play in 

relation to falls and depression.
37

 In 2010, the Marmot Review Team emphasised the importance of social 

loneliness and social isolation in the promotion of health and wellbeing and in tackling inequalities.
38

 

Social isolation is enshrined in the Adult Social Care Outcomes Framework and the Public Health 

Outcomes Framework, through a target measuring the proportion of people and their carers who report 

they had as much social contact as they would like. This data will enable local authorities to identify areas 

where older people suffer most acutely, enabling better targeting of interventions. 

The call to action from national movements such as the Campaign to End Loneliness
39

 is now being 

picked up across the country by local commissioners.  

“We’re getting reports from GPs who see five or six people every day whose primary issue is that 

they are depressed and isolated and they tend to be elderly.”- Local commissioner  

To support these local responses, resources have been developed. The Local Government Association 

and Campaign to End Loneliness (2016) recently published their second guide for local authorities, 

recommending that loneliness should be taken up in Joint Strategic Needs Assessments.
40

 Similarly, the 

Association of Directors of Adult Social Services (2014)
41

 has produced a guide to commissioning 

befriending, drawing on the evidence base as well as feedback from commissioners and befriending 

providers.  

2.3 Overview of GoodGym activities 

GoodGym offers a number of strands of activities to runners in its areas of operation: 

● Group runs involve running to a local community organisation in need of help with manual labour 

and take place on the same evening each week (Mondays, Tuesdays or Wednesdays depending on 
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the area). The group runs are organised and led by trained run leaders. GoodGym employs one 

personal trainer or running coach per area of operation to fulfil multiple functions. Each trainer is 

responsible for organising one run every week, leading the run, organising the task, telling runners 

about coach runs, checking their DBS documents, following up from the run (writing a run report), 

supporting runners with their training goals on an ongoing basis and being the point of contact for 

both local community organisations and runners.  

● Missions are one-off, time limited, practical help to an older/vulnerable member of the community or 

non-profit organisation that needs help. Organisations or individuals who would like to receive help 

from a group of GoodGym runners have to submit a mission request form, providing details of the 

tasks required. Past examples include gardening, cleaning, painting walls and volunteering at sport 

events. All runners are made aware of the possible health and safety hazards related to the mission, 

and they do take part in these activities at their own risk. GoodGym central organises missions as 

and when they are required and they usually take place on weekends.  This involves receiving and 

assessing the Mission request forms and liaising with the relevant organisations and individuals , and 

following up after the mission (generating run report, seeking feedback from the task owner). 

● Coach runs involve a runner being matched to an older person, who then becomes their coach. 

Coaches are all over 60 years old and identify as lonely or isolated. Many are limited in their mobility 

due to age or illness and are hence house-bound, although a small number of coaches are also 

carers. The runner agrees to visit their coach once a week by running to their house and spending 

time with them by having a chat and keeping them company. This gives the runner an incentive to do 

exercise and provides the coach with regular social contact. Runners and coaches are matched 

based on the distance between their places of residence. The runner can express a wish as to the 

number of miles they are prepared to run to their coach. Before being able to visit an older person, 

they have to be checked by the Disclosure and Barring Service and complete an online training 

course. This covers topics such as the boundaries in a runner-coach relationship, issues affecting 

older people, confidentiality and safeguarding, health and safety, effective communication and 

relationship building. Runners also have to submit two references, professional and personal, and 

attend an informal interview with their local trainer.  

Coaches are referred to GoodGym through housing associations, supported housing providers and 

organisations such as Age UK. GoodGym then contacts new coaches by phone and letter and informs 

them of what being a coach involves. Prior to the first visit, the coach is given the name of their runner 

and they are told to look out for the red GoodGym T-shirt which every runner has to wear for recognition 

purposes during their coach runs. The day after the first visit, GoodGym follows up with a phone call to 

ascertain what the experience was like for runner and coach.  

To further create the feeling of being a community of runners, GoodGym facilitates for its members to 

compare their achievements and encourage each other via the GoodGym website. Runners can monitor 

the distance of their runs through a free running app and upload their results onto the website. Equally, 

they can log every ‘good deed’ they have done either as part of a group run, mission or coach visit on the 

GoodGym website. This allows for peer-comparison across the network as well as per area. Members 

can also ‘cheer’ each other on. 

2.4 Rationale for GoodGym approach 

From a public policy perspective it is understood that there are broadly two strands or drivers 

underpinning GoodGym’s approach. GoodGym was initially designed around the needs and motivations 



 

of its core target groups – runners and older people. However an important element of the GoodGym 

model was the potential to encourage greater levels of volunteering particularly amongst groups who 

were reluctant to sign up to more time-consuming volunteering commitments. 

The Active People Survey (APS) shows that demand for running is strong and growing with the number of 

people taking part in athletics weekly rising from 1.4 million in 2005-06 to over 2.2 million today. From 

April 2014 to March 2015 2.2 million people aged 16 and over took part in athletics for at least 30min a 

week. This was an increase on the figure of 2.1 million for the previous year.  

Data is not available on participation in group running as opposed to running in general, for example the 

Active People Survey does not make this distinction. However, the benefits of running in groups, as 

opposed to solo running, are well-documented and include social benefits, encouragement to run 

regularly, motivation and enjoyment from running with others, advice from experienced runners, and 

improved safety.
42 

The national priority to increase participation in sport through running activities was epitomised by Sport 

England’s Running Programme developed in 2011. Funding was made available for the recruitment of 

individuals interested in establishing a running group focused on beginner runners and training them 

through a ‘Leadership in Running and Fitness’ (LiRF) qualification to enhance their ability to understand 

the needs of beginner runners and tailor sessions appropriately. Reflecting this, a Key Performance 

Indicator (KPI) of the programme was the number of active new runners participating once per week
43

. 

The GoodGym approach responds well to general trends and demand for more informal and flexible 

opportunities to take part in sport and physical activity. As recognised by commissioners interviewed for 

this study, GoodGym avoids duplicating activity which is focused on event-based group running, as 

running groups can offer a greater level of social interaction in comparison to mass participation events 

(such as parkrun).  

Commissioners also noted the appeal of GoodGym as providing entry-level opportunities to take part in 

running. A key ‘selling point’ for one authority was the potential role of GoodGym in encouraging more 

women to take up running given the evidence from other areas on the high proportion of women 

participants in the scheme (also confirmed by analysis the registration data - see chapter three). 

A further strength of the model is that it has the potential to be highly cost-effective in raising participation 

in running. Because of its grounding in group leaders engaging multiple participants, it is thought that the 

model can have substantial impacts on participation at a low unit cost. 

Befriending has been defined as ‘an intervention that introduces the client to one or more individuals, 

whose main aim is to provide the client with additional social support through the development of an 

affirming, emotion-focused relationship over time’.
44

 The form of support offered can vary, but usually 

involves volunteers or paid workers visiting an individual in their own home or contacting them by 

telephone on a regular basis.  
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There is a nascent evidence base highlighting the value of befriending schemes: 

● A systematic review of Mead et al. in 2010 has shown that befriending has a modest but significant 

effect on depressive symptoms in the short term.
45 

● People who use befriending services have reported that they were less lonely and socially isolated 

following the intervention
46

 and that they valued the personal relationship that was established.
47

  

● One of the main building blocks of quality of life in old age is having good social relationships with 

friends and feeling supported. Respondents in a 2011 study mentioned the importance of having 

someone for ‘companionship’ and ‘to know there is someone there willing to help me’.
48 

● Regular one-to-one contact can be particularly important for people who are frail and housebound (as 

in the case of many GoodGym coaches).
49 

● People with long-term mental illness have reported befriending improved their confidence in social 

situations.
50 

 

Further to the value befriending services provide, an advantage of such interventions is that they are low-

cost. By targeting at-risk groups, they potentially offer worthwhile returns on investment in improving 

quality of life for older people.
51

 However there is not yet any specific evidence on the relationship 

between befriending schemes and cost savings to health authority budgets.  

2.5 Evaluation framework 

2.5.1 Theory of change 

The logic model diagram below provides an interpretation of the key relationships linking the rationale for 

the GoodGym approach and its activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts. This leads to a specific set of 

outcomes, as described further in the sections below. 
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Figure 2.3  Logic Model 

 

 

  



 

2.5.2 Key outcomes 

This section draws together the findings from the above review of national policy frameworks, secondary 

research evidence, case study analysis and feedback from commissioners to identify key outcomes to be 

measured through the evaluation research. The main focus of the research completed to date has been 

outcomes and impacts for runners and older people. 

Outcomes for runners  

According to the Standard Evaluation Framework (SEF), for Physical Activity
52

 if the intervention focuses 

on increasing a specific type of activity this should be the main outcome measure. This should also help 

in selecting the type of instrument (and scales) to measure change. If change in physical activity is the 

primary outcome there are a number of types of physical activity outcomes that programme or project 

may want to measure. The SEF uses the acronym FITT to describe the four main ways to classify 

measurement in physical activity. 

● Frequency (measured using the key indicators of number of days of participation in the specific sport 

per week). 

● Intensity (which could relate to type of sport/activity). 

● Time (duration). 

● Type. 

 

Participation in GoodGym may therefore lead to change in terms of frequency (running more often), 

intensity (running faster to increase intensity), and duration (increasing the time spent running). Physical 

activity may also be classified as a combination of frequency, intensity and duration, which SEF refers to 

as the ‘volume of physical activity’.  

The framework above should therefore be applied in the analysis of GoodGym’s impact on participation in 

running activities. However, measurement of participation in all types of physical activity is also important 

as it improves understanding of the overall impact of the intervention on sports participation and would 

take into account displacement and multiplier effects (as explained below) - joining a running group may 

have wider positive or negative effects on participation in other sports: running may act as a platform to 

inspire individuals to increase the amount of other activities they participate in or alternatively, participants 

may reduce the amount of other sports they do to make time for more running.  

A particular appeal of GoodGym for commissioners is its role in supporting community activities and 

getting people out to volunteer who perhaps had not previously volunteered in the local community. This 

was borne out by the interviews with runners which suggested that GoodGym has provided a hook for 

young people to get involved in volunteering activity in their local communities.  

Feeling a greater sense of belonging to their community was also highlighted as an important outcome by 

many of the runners. The case studies suggest that GoodGym activities enable people to build new 

friendships and feel needed and appreciated by their community members, increasing their place 

attachment and identity (or sense of belonging).  
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Outcomes for older people  

For the older people or ‘coaches’, the initial scoping work and the case studies in particular suggested 

that the evaluation should focus on three outcome areas: reducing social isolation, reducing loneliness 

and increasing wellbeing. 

Although academic research around social isolation and loneliness has a long history, concentrated 

interventions in this field and specific attention and funding from government are more recent 

developments. Methods of measuring degrees of social isolation and loneliness are therefore still being 

developed and contested. Moreover evaluations of recent interventions to address loneliness and social 

isolation have generally not met Nesta’s minimum standards of evaluation evidence with many studies 

limited to providing qualitative evidence only on the impacts of befriending schemes. Evidence on the 

cost-effectiveness of interventions to address social isolation and loneliness is also limited.  

As shown in chapter four, qualitative evidence gathered from the interviews with older people for this 

study indicates that older people receiving regular visits from their runners are likely to benefit from 

reduced social isolation and feeling less emotionally isolated. The case studies confirmed wellbeing as a 

key outcome for both runners and coaches and there was a desire amongst local commissioners for the 

future evaluations to consider GoodGym’s effect on the wellbeing of older people in particular.  

The Department of Health remains interested in exploring more widely how tackling loneliness and social 

isolation can be measured in the general population in a way that will support local authorities.
53

 The 

Adult Social Care Outcomes Framework 2015/16 suggests that social isolation can be used as a proxy 

for loneliness. However, as explored further in chapter four, more evidence is available linking loneliness 

to negative health outcomes and increase in use of services.  

2.5.3 Assessing outcomes and impact 

The general framework often used in assessing the outcomes and impacts of policies, programmes and 

projects funded by the public sector follows the Government’s recommended approaches on evaluation 

as set out in publications such as HM Treasury’s Green Book
54

. The framework provided by the Green 

Book was designed to support economic impact analysis of policies and programmes. With that in mind 

the framework is more suitable for analysing impacts on measures which lend themselves to quantitative 

assessment and/or assessment of monetary impacts. Nevertheless the framework is a useful starting-

point for developing impact evaluation frameworks for many public policy interventions. In this framework, 

the impact of programmes and projects is given by: 

Net impact = Gross impact x (1 – Deadweight) x (1 – Leakage) x (1 – Displacement) x (1 – 

Substitution Effects) x Multiplier Effects 

Three of these factors have potential relevance to the evaluation of GoodGym, as described below.
55 
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Gross impacts (participation) 

The starting point for assessing the impact of GoodGym on the outcomes listed in the logic model is to 

establish appropriate outcome measures, as outlined above. Gross changes in measurable indicators, 

such as sports participation levels and wellbeing outcomes, can be detected through survey approaches. 

Analysis of deadweight (what outcomes would have happened anyway?) 

Deadweight specifically equates to the proportion of outcomes that would have occurred in the absence 

of the intervention. Counterfactual impact evaluation can be used to help determine the causal effect of 

participation in a programme, project or intervention on those outcomes. In the case of GoodGym, 

counterfactual impact evaluation would be used to answer two questions: 

● ‘Do we see a change in coach and runner outcomes after participation?’, and 

● ‘Is GoodGym responsible for these changes?’
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The second question of attributing outcome changes to the project is crucial, as outcomes could be 

affected by a range of factors other than the project itself. Impact evaluation aims to exclude those 

alternative explanations with the aim of attributing changes in outcomes to the programme. Supporting 

this, counterfactual analysis compares the real observed outcomes of the programme beneficiaries with 

the outcomes of an alternative reality – the outcomes programme beneficiaries would have achieved had 

the programme not been in place. Ideally, counterfactual analysis is applied when we are dealing with a 

well defined intervention targeted at a well defined population with the aim of inducing a change in well-

defined state and/or behaviour of participants.  

In this case, while it is necessary to explore impact and to assess the effect of the project on involvement 

on relevant outcomes, it was not feasible in this case to explore the counterfactual through assembling a 

control or comparator group. This could be done in principle using a difference-in-differences estimation 

approach (which controls for the differences between participants and non-participants at baseline); 

however this approach would require resource-intensive data collection from a comparison group (with 

likely high non-response and attrition at follow-up unless costly incentives are implemented). It would also 

be challenging with the available resources to assemble the requisite matched groups of non-users for a 

comparator group, given the nature of activities and their locations.  

The basis of our suggested evaluation approach is therefore implementing panel data analysis methods 

using the data on runners and coaches collected at baseline and follow-up and assessing the distance 

travelled by individuals (longitudinal design). It should be kept in mind that the type of longitudinal 

analysis suggested does not definitively take into account the counterfactual, i.e. whether an outcome 

change would have occurred in the absence of programme participation. The impact evaluation 

methodology has therefore been supplemented with a self-reporting approach, which allows respondents 

to estimate, based upon considered judgements, the specific contribution of the activity to specific 

outcomes (additionality).  

Participants may have also been able to gain access to alternative projects providing similar activities in 

the local area (and potentially leading to similar outcomes), in the absence of GoodGym. The survey for 

                                                                                                                                             
where the primary outcome of projects are economic in nature as they relate primarily to the factor inputs and 

production processes used by businesses.  
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runners therefore included a question on how far any alternative running projects were available and how 

likely participants would have been to take up these alternatives (project additionality). 

  



 

3.0 GoodGym’s Engagement and Targeting 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides an analysis of GoodGym’s engagement and targeting, as set out in the logic model. 

The analysis is generally based on the GoodGym registration database and the results of the evaluation 

baseline survey which provided additional data on the demographic characteristics of participants. 

Illustrative evidence provided through the qualitative research is also considered.  

3.2 Profile of runners 

3.2.1 Gender 

As of July 2016, a total of 1,437 runners had registered as members on the GoodGym database 

(including both active and inactive members). As shown in figure 3.1, almost three-quarters of the 

registered runners were female (74%). This suggests that GoodGym holds a particular appeal for women 

runners. Anecdotal evidence from the interviews with runners and commissioner stakeholders suggests 

that the social aspects of the group runs can be more appealing to some women than running alone. The 

interviews also showed that the volunteering opportunities provide a particular motivation for women to 

take part in the running activities.  

Figure 3.1 Gender of members 

 
Source: GoodGym registration data (n=1430) 



 

3.2.2 Ethnicity 

As shown in figure 3.2, GoodGym attracts participants from a diverse range of backgrounds, however of 

those declaring their ethnicity, 23% were from non-white groups which compares to 15% of the 

population.
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Figure 3.2 Ethnicity of registered members 

 
Source: GoodGym registration data (n = 1071) 

3.2.3 Age 

The distribution of ages among registered runners is shown in the figure below. For ease of analysis 

these have been grouped into five broader bands: under 18, 18 to 24, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, and 

over 54. Most respondents were between the ages of 25 to 34, with the average age of respondents at 

around 30; however the data shows that the project has had some success in attracting people from older 

age groups, as 23% of participants were over the age of 35.    
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Figure 3.3 Age of members 

 
Source: GoodGym registration data (n = 1237) 

 

3.2.4 Comparison between baseline sample and all participants 

The table below provides a basic comparison of the characteristics of the respondents to the baseline 

survey with the whole population of GoodGym participants. The table shows that the sample was similar 

to the gender profile of runners who took part in the baseline and follow up surveys; however, the 

proportion from BAME groups was slightly lower in the survey sample. 

 

Table 3.1 Characteristics of GoodGym participants 

Group GoodGym registered 
runners 

Baseline survey of 
runners 

Women 74% 72% 

BAME 23% 18% 

Under 54 99% 99% 

Source: GoodGym registration data (n = 1437); Baseline survey of runners (n=594) 

3.2.5 Deprivation 

Of the 1,437 members there were 1,289 valid postcodes provided by runners (90% of members). These 

postcodes were matched up with the indices of deprivation data to calculate the proportion of runners 

from the most deprived neighbourhoods in England.
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 Overall, 4% of runners were from the 1
st
 decile or 

top 10% most deprived and 15% were from 2
nd

 decile or top 20% most deprived neighbourhoods in 

England. 68% of the runners lived in the 50% most deprived areas.  
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Figure 3.4 Deprivation data on members  

 
Source: GoodGym registration data (n = 1237) and http://imd-by-postcode.opendatacommunities.org/  
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3.2.6 Physical activity levels 

As shown in chapter two, the Government has a strategic objective to increase the availability of and 

participation in sport and physical for people who are currently inactive, that is, active for less than 30 

minutes a week. The responses to the baseline survey show that 78% of runners taking part in GoodGym 

were not meeting the Government’s guidelines, that is, they were not taking part in moderate physical 

activity for at least 30 minutes on at least five days each week (equivalent to the 150 minutes 

recommendation); 41% reported doing 30 minutes of moderate physical activity every other day (close to 

the five day threshold) and 14% reported one day every weekend. 12% of respondents reported that they 

do less than 30 minutes of moderate physical activity per week. 

Figure 3.5 Frequency of at least 30 minutes of moderate physical activity 

 
Source: Baseline survey of runners (n=594) includes 1 blank response 

Respondents were also asked how many days they had carried out at least 10 minutes of vigorous 

physical activity in the last four weeks. Of the 593 runners responding to the baseline, 31% reported 

doing 10 minutes of vigorous physical activity every other day and 22% reported one day every weekend. 

However 17% reported that they never carry out at least 10 minutes of vigorous physical activity, 

therefore for almost 1 in 5 runners GoodGym provides an entry point to more vigorous physical activity.  



 

Figure 3.6 Frequency of at least 10 minutes of vigorous physical activity 

 
Source: Baseline survey of runners (n=594) includes 1 blank response 

The average time spent doing vigorous physical activity amongst the respondents to the matched 

baseline survey was 37 minutes. Taking into account the data on average numbers of days, this implies 

an average total time spent doing vigorous activity of 93 minutes per week which is above the 

Government’s recommended weekly level of 75 minutes. Over one-quarter of people who are GoodGym 

members are not generally meeting the Government’s recommended healthy levels of physical activity. 

3.3 Profile of coaches  

During the period of this evaluation, GoodGym was supporting 144 active pairs of older people (referred 

to hereafter as ‘coaches’) and runners. As shown in figures 3.7 and 3.8, 69% are female and the majority 

are in their 70s (25%) or 80s (27%). 

Figure 3.7 Male-female ratio of paired coaches 

 



 
Source: GoodGym internal monitoring data  

Figure 3.8 Age range of paired coaches 

 
Source: GoodGym internal monitoring data  

Comparing this with the demographic data of those coaches who completed the baseline survey at the 

beginning of their pairing shows that the sample of coaches who responded to the survey is broadly 

representative of the overall group. Out of the 51 respondents, 73% of respondents are female and most 

of them are in their 70s (31%) or 80s (35%).  

In addition, data on the ethnic background of coaches was collected through the baseline survey, 

showing that most describe themselves as ‘white’.  

Figure 3.9 Ethnic background of coaches responding to baseline survey 

 
Source: Baseline survey older people (at time of pairing) 



 

The baseline survey shows that GoodGym is successfully reaching older people who feel socially isolated 

and lonely and who experience low mental wellbeing. 29% of coaches responded that they had some 

social contact but did not feel that it was enough, and 24% felt socially isolated. The majority of coaches 

felt lonely often (43%) or some of the time (29%). National data on social isolation and loneliness is not 

available by age group (therefore it is not possible to compare the loneliness of GoodGym’s beneficiaries 

with the general population). However, coaches scored their average mental wellbeing at baseline to be 

20 (out of 35) while the average for older people aged 65 and above in the UK is around 25 (using the 

SWEMWBS).  

“I am very lonely and isolated because no one comes to see me. It would be very nice to 

see another human being my only friends are people on the telly.” Coach in Bath in 

baseline survey 

“I am spending too much time in bed and indoors and not going out much nor mixing much 

with local people and am perhaps in danger of relapsing into depression and anxiety. 

However, I welcome the idea of a weekly visit from a GoodGym running befriender.” Coach 

in Haringey, London, in baseline survey 

It is worth noting that close to half (23) of the 51 baseline respondents experienced both social isolation 

and loneliness (i.e. they stated that they had “not enough” or “little” social contact with people they liked, 

and felt lonely “often” or “some of the time”.) The data also showed that older people may experience 

social isolation, but do not feel lonely; in reverse, some report feeling lonely whilst reporting to have 

adequate or enough social contact. This data reinforces what previous research has found on the 

complex relationship between social isolation and loneliness. 

Figure 3.10 Coach survey responses: satisfaction with social situation 

 
Source: Baseline survey older people (at time of pairing) 



 

Figure 3.11 Frequency of feeling lonely (coaches) 

 
Source: Baseline survey older people (at time of pairing) 

3.4 Summary 

This chapter has focused on the key characteristics of runners and coaches (older people) in order to 

provide a contextual basis for the analysis of GoodGym’s outcomes and impacts. The analysis of the 

participation data also contributes to analysis of GoodGym’s progress in meeting some specific high level 

policy aims and objectives. The key findings from this chapter are as follows: 

● Almost three-quarters (74%) of the registered runners were female showing that GoodGym holds a 

particular appeal for female runners and highlighting the project’s potential in helping to address the 

underrepresentation of women in terms of regular participation in sport and physical activity.  

● Around a quarter of the runners were from ethnic minority groups which compares to 15% of the 

population of England. 

● GoodGym tends to attract people between the ages of 25 and 34, with the average age of 

respondents at around 30. This appears to conform to the general perception amongst stakeholders 

that GoodGym holds a particular appeal for younger people. 

● The GoodGym befriending scheme appears to be successfully reaching older people who feel 

socially isolated and lonely as the majority of coaches felt that they needed more social contact at the 

time of the baseline survey or were lonely at least some of the time. The wellbeing of older people 

supported by GoodGym is also below the national average for the relevant age category. 

● The baseline survey shows that 78% of participants were not meeting the Government’s 

recommended minimum guidelines for moderate physical activity, 12% reported that they did less 

than 30 minutes of moderate physical activity per week prior to joining GoodGym.and 17% were not 

doing at least 10 minutes of vigorous physical activity. The physical activity behaviour of new 

members suggest that there is scope for GoodGym to play an important role in both sustaining and 

raising levels of participation to more healthy levels (alongside its other objectives to improve 

volunteering time and provide a social support service).  



 

  



 

4.0 GoodGym Outcomes and Impacts 

4.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter explored GoodGym’s outputs in terms of engagement and reach largely drawing on 

registration data to begin to assess GoodGym’s fit with particular policy objectives around physical activity 

and support to older people who are socially isolated. The focus of this chapter is on the outcomes and 

impact of GoodGym, with reference to the charity’s overarching aims and the logic model developed by 

the evaluation team.  

A central component of GoodGym’s approach is to support a befriending scheme, whereby a regular 

visitor provides social support to older people with the aim of reducing social isolation and helping to 

improve and sustain older people’s wellbeing. GoodGym also aims to help to get people more active and 

to help them stay active. GoodGym’s achievements with respect to improving the wellbeing of older 

people and enabling runners to increase their level and intensity of physical activity are explored. 

The combined analysis draws upon the perspectives of participants, gathered mainly through baseline 

and follow-up surveys and qualitative interviews with participating older people and runners. It is worth 

noting at the outset that it was not possible to collect sufficient numbers of follow-up survey responses 

within the timescale of the evaluation to allow a statistically robust analysis of change in outcome 

indicators (for both runners and coaches). The survey numbers were necessarily limited by the timeframe 

for the evaluation - as a before-and-after survey can only include new members/beneficiaries. The 

number of follow-up survey responses for the coaches survey are particularly small. It does not 

necessarily reflect the response rate at the follow-up stage (as with more time more responses can be 

generated to produce a more robust sample).  

4.2 Outcomes for older people 

This section analyses responses from qualitative interviews and surveys to show how GoodGym impacts 

on older people’s social isolation, loneliness, mental wellbeing, life satisfaction and other aspects of their 

lives.  

The in-depth interviews with coaches and runners provided qualitative evidence on the variety of ways in 

which the older people benefit from their involvement with GoodGym. Because of the reasons outlined 

above, the survey analysis is based on a small sample of only 19 matched responses from older people 

out of the 144 which were paired with runners at the time of the evaluation. Although the survey results 

are generally positive regarding the impacts of GoodGym, it is only possible to provide some illustrative 

analysis of quantitative outcomes at this stage. As sample sizes build, it should be possible to replicate 

the approach to test whether changes are statistically significant.  

4.2.1 Changes in social isolation and loneliness 

The qualitative interviews showed how GoodGym runners are valued social contacts for their coaches 

and provide company which they would otherwise not have. Coaches appreciated the regularity of the 

social contact with runners and their reliability. Different coach and runner pairings use their time together 

in different ways, mostly catching up on the week’s events or exchanging stories about the past, but also 



 

watching television, sharing a pot of tea, and helping with simple tasks such as reading out mail, writing 

letters or listening to voice messages on the phone.  

Runners visited their coaches on a regular basis, only missing visits if they were on holiday or ill. The 

most immediate benefit for the coaches is having a regular visitor, who otherwise would not come.  

Coaches reported that the time they spend with their runner is “quality time”; it is a positive change from 

their day-to-day life and their usual activities. One runner reported that their coach had called their 

presence “refreshing”. This immediate benefit must be understood in the context that most coaches 

interviewed are limited in their physical functioning, particularly their mobility, which makes them house-

bound. In those cases, their day time is often mostly filled by TV entertainment (as reported by some 

runners and observed during interviews). 

Runners reported that they feel their coach benefitted from exercising their minds whilst in conversation 

with them. Particularly when speaking about the past, coaches have to recall names and places they 

have been to, but they also make an effort to remember what their runner told them during past visits. 

Again, this must be understood in the context of lack of social interaction and activities most coaches live 

in. Coaches also felt more useful as a result of the runner coming to visit and discussed the pace and 

routes of their runner regularly.  

Coaches interviewed reported positive outcomes related to their emotional isolation. They appreciate 

someone who listens to them and gives them the ability to speak about emotional topics. It was found that 

coaches find in their runner someone who takes a genuine interest in them and cares for their wellbeing. 

Runners also reported that, during their visits, their coaches are able to release thoughts and feelings 

they would otherwise store up – they like to be able to “share their worries”.  

Case study 1 

Andy is 62 and suffers from swollen legs, painful skin infections, arthritis and partial hearing loss. His conditions 

inhibit his mobility and make social interactions with other people more difficult. A GoodGym runner has been 

visiting him for over two years and Andy remembers his first phone conversation with her; when she asked 

whether she could visit him in his home on a weekly basis he responded: “I'm happy to do it because it’s a 

lonely existence." In the beginning, Andy took his role as a coach very seriously, keeping a record of his 

runner’s time and advising her which routes to take to his house.  But now, he says, they have “gone way past 

that”. Andy considers his runner a friend, and awaits her with a cup of tea and a snack to be a good host. The 

runner also sometimes helps Andy with tasks he struggles to do alone. Andy appreciates having someone to 

talk to with whom he shares some interests and someone to keep him company in addition to the carers that 

visit him daily. 

“The benefit to me is her company. She's a young mind, someone that I like, and it breaks up my day." Andy, 

62 

 

To measure change in coaches’ social isolation, a single question asking about levels of satisfaction with 

their current social situation was used in conjunction with the following scoring system: 1 = feel socially 

isolated, 2 = some social contact but not enough; 3 = adequate social contact; 4 = as much social contact 

as I like. The question also appears in the Adult Social Care Survey and gives the respondent four 

answer options to indicate how satisfied they are with the quantity and quality of their social contacts. As 

GoodGym provides one additional social contact to an older person in the form of the runner, it seemed 

appropriate to focus on the quality of social contacts rather than specific numbers of contacts over any 

given period.  



 

In responding to the question most coaches expressed that they did not have enough social contact with 

people they like both at baseline and in the follow-up six months after being paired. However, on average 

there was some improvement in the social isolation scores, with fewer coaches responding that they felt 

socially isolated. As shown in figure 4.1, the average scores changed from 2.44 at the baseline stage to 

2.74 at follow-up, on a scale of 1-5.  

Figure 4.1 Average social isolation scores 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of coaches  (n=19) 

Focusing on the frequency of loneliness that coaches experience, a single question was used in the 

baseline and follow-up surveys which asks directly how often a coach feels lonely with the following 

scoring system: 1= often, 2 = some of the time, 3 = occasionally, 4 = hardly ever and 5 = never.
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  After 

six months of being visited by a GoodGym runner, fewer coaches reported feeling lonely ‘often’ in 

comparison to the baseline; instead more coaches were ‘occasionally’ lonely. Overall, the survey 

suggested an improvement in the average frequency with which loneliness was experienced by coaches. 

The average scores in terms of frequency of feeling lonely changed from 2.11 at the baseline stage to 

2.58 at follow-up.  
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Figure 4.2 Average loneliness scores 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of coaches  (n=19) 

Qualitative evidence also showed how GoodGym runners can alleviate feelings of loneliness in their 

coaches. The interviews showed that coaches appreciate someone who listens to them and gives them 

the ability to speak about emotional topics. Coaches find their runners to be people who take a genuine 

interest in them and care for their wellbeing: 

“I like to see my new friend once a week. It means someone cares about me. My family live 

too far away and have their own families, which happens when you get old. So thank you 

for my friend.” Coach in Lambeth in follow-up survey 

“Thank you so much for sending me [a GoodGym runner]. She is kind, willing to help me all 

the time and she talks to me always with a big smile. She encourages me, I encourage her 

running. Thank you so much for helping people like me without friends - you make me 

happy and smile.” Coach in Camden in follow-up survey 

4.2.2 Changes in mental wellbeing and life satisfaction  

In the in-depth interviews coaches reported several positive feelings associated with or triggered by their 

runner, which contribute to improvements in mental wellbeing and life satisfaction. This included: feeling 

livelier, happier; looking forward to something; spending quality time; and being given peace of mind by 

someone being able to go out to buy necessities if they urgently need them. One runner reported that 

their coach had called their presence “refreshing”.  

 

The primary change in mental wellbeing can be assessed by looking at trends in scores computed from 

the Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS). The survey data shows some improvement 

in the mental wellbeing of coaches between baseline and follow-up. Figure 4.3 shows average scores 

reported across all seven statements at both survey periods. Although the changes are not statistically 

significant, on some of the measures there is a noticeable improvement in scores such that participants 

are generally moving from experiencing positive wellbeing from between ‘rarely’ and ‘some of the time’ to 

between ‘some of the time’ and ‘often’.  



 

Figure 4.3 Average WEMWBS scores 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of coaches  (n=19) 

 

The total metric score increased from 20.1 to 21.8 – a change of 1.7 points. Although the small sample 

could not show any meaningful change (a change of at least two points is regarded as meaningful
60

), five 

individuals who responded to the follow-up survey did experience meaningful positive change towards 

better mental wellbeing.   

 

A simple zero to 10 scale was also used to ask coaches to indicate their current life satisfaction, from “not 

at all satisfied” to “completely satisfied”. This scale is used in the ONS Annual Population Survey and in 

the Community Life Survey. The survey responses suggest that coaches’ average life satisfaction also 

improved slightly between baseline and follow-up (by 1.5 points on the 0 to 10 scale). More individuals 

scored their life satisfaction as high (7-8 points) or very high (9-10 points) after six months of seeing a 

GoodGym runner (eight in total at the follow-up stage compared to four at the baseline stage). As shown 

in figure 4.4, the average life satisfaction scores changed from 4.78 at the baseline stage to 6.11 at 

follow-up. 
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Figure 4.4 Average life satisfaction scores 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of coaches  (n=19) 

 

Additional comments provided in the survey show how the regular contact with the runners helps to 

improve the mental wellbeing of the coaches: 

 

“Talking to my runner is a tonic - sometimes I start thinking sad thoughts but she knows 

how to jerk me out of these thoughts. I like the way she understands me, despite the 

difference in generations and I am grateful to GoodGym and my runner for her company.” 

Coach in Islington in follow-up survey 

“The runner started coming to visit me when I was at a particularly low ebb and finding it 

difficult to cope with work, my mother passing away, etc... She with her commitment to visit 

every week has contributed to my recovery. I now feel much more optimistic.” Coach in 

Camden in follow-up survey 

4.2.3 Further outcomes  

Beyond the four key outcome areas, GoodGym runners facilitate the achievement of further positive 

outcomes for their coaches. These were identified during the interview stage of the research.  

● Ability to stay in own house: Runners choosing to help their coach with additional tasks around 

everyday living can contribute to their coach being able to stay in their home for longer. For example, 

this outcome was observed where a coach was not able to manage their garden alone and was not 

able to pay for professional gardening services.  

Case study 2 

Since her knee operation Sandra has some trouble walking and a few years ago her husband passed away. 73 

years of age, she lives alone with her cats in the house which has a back garden. As Sandra cannot manage 

all the garden work by herself, she asked GoodGym for help. A female runner who shares Sandra’s love for 

gardening has been coming to her house for one year now and Sandra reflected on how their relationship has 

changed over time from being very polite to a feeling of great familiarity: "It's evolved so much that I can say 



 
anything to her. She is really like a friend." Apart from helping in the garden, the runner and Sandra talk about 

many topics ranging from family, to holidays to making jokes and sharing pictures. Without the help from the 

runner, Sandra is sure that she would have moved out of the house as she could not take care of the garden 

herself and would not be able to pay someone to do so. She also got more out of GoodGym than she expected 

by finding a friend in her runner, and changing her attitude to young people with whom she had little interaction 

otherwise. 

"It makes a difference that somebody keeps me company. It makes a big difference to how you feel because 

you look forward to someone coming in instead of sitting alone all the time.  The neighbours haven't got time to 

sit for an hour or help in the garden because they have a life of their own. It’s quality time with somebody you 

can talk to instead of the cats.” Sandra, 73 

● Increased active mental engagement: Runners reported that they feel their coach benefitted from 

exercising their minds whilst in conversation with them. Particularly when speaking about the past, 

coaches have to recall names and places they have been to, but they also make an effort to 

remember what their runner told them during past visits. This outcome must be understood in the 

context of lack of social interaction and diverse activities most coaches live in. 

 

● Inspiration to take up new activities: In some cases, coaches were encouraged by their runner to 

become engaged in new (social) activities, such as using a computer and accessing the internet.  

“GoodGym has opened up a new world for me. I am now online! I thought the 21st century 

had left me behind but with the help of my runner I now find it hasn't. Thank you GoodGym.” 

Coach in Tower Hamlets in follow-up survey 

 

● Improved attitude towards younger people: Coaches reported that they have developed a more 

positive view of younger people as a result of interactions with their runner. They explained this by 

having had little contact with younger people before GoodGym and the negative media coverage this 

demographic group receives. 

 

“The introduction of a young fit and healthy person into my life has had a remarkably beneficial 

effect on my own self-esteem and confidence. A regular change of views, coupled with my 

runner's progress give me an interest that I was lacking.” Coach in Tower Hamlets in follow-up 

survey 

Case study 3 

Janet lives in sheltered accommodation as she has been diagnosed with dementia, is half deaf and is blind on 

one eye. With her 79 years she is still relatively mobile and goes to a nearby day centre three times a week. 

Although she has carers coming to see her every day, she admitted going to her long-standing GP just to chat 

to someone and be listened to. For over three years a GoodGym runner has been coming to visit Janet and 

she recalls that they “hit it off straight away”. Together they watch wrestling on TV, which they both enjoy, but 

also speak about emotional topics such as the death of Janet’s son. Reflecting back on the time before her 

runner came to visit, Janet says that she was lonely and her flat was “too quiet”. In contrast to the cleaners and 

carers that Janet interacts with daily, she feels that her runner is different because “she takes more interest”. 

"We get on great. [My GoodGym runner] is a lovely girl. She has a lovely nature. I feel content and happy when 

she comes." Janet, 79 



 

 

4.2.4 Additionality 

It is important to acknowledge that a variety of factors beyond the scope of this evaluation may affect a 

coaches’ social isolation, wellbeing and life satisfaction, such as a change in health conditions, friendship 

or family relations or their housing situation. GoodGym runners constitute one element of a coach’s social 

and emotional world, which for some older people will be a significant contribution whereas for others it 

will bear less weight. Therefore the interviews and surveys for coaches also included questions on the 

additionality of outcomes in order to understand how outcomes could be attributed to the GoodGym 

activity.  

The interviews revealed that coaches already had carers, family members, friends, neighbours, other 

volunteers or a combination of these visiting them on a regular or irregular basis. However the interviews 

provided a clear suggestion that the visits from runners make a positive contribution to the coaches’ 

wellbeing that cannot be provided by other visits. The quotes below provide further evidence on the 

‘additionality’ of GoodGym’s befriending service. 

 

"It makes a big difference to me. It makes a difference that somebody keeps me company. 

It makes a big difference to how you feel because you look forward to someone coming in 

instead of sitting alone all the time. [It is] Quality time with somebody you can talk to 

instead of the cats." Coach, 73 years old, paired for 1 year 

 

"I feel like my coach really values me. He always seems happy when I arrive. He says it 

quite often ‘I'm alone’." Runner, paired for 7 months 

 

"[The runner makes a] Hell of a difference. A big difference to know that on Wednesday 

night I have a person to come, I can have a conversation with them, tell them what has 

happened to me. You never had that before, it's hard to explain. When you're in a stroke 

situation you're on your own a lot and they've taken that loneliness away." Coach, 67 years 

old, paired for 3 months 

 

“"All [my coach] does is talk for 45 minutes. She stores up all of her chats from a whole 

week and just gets it out. It's really evident that it's important that she can do this." Runner, 

paired for 3 months 

 

"The benefit to me is her company. She's a young mind, someone that I like, and breaks 

up my day." Coach, 60’s, paired for 2 years 

 

"I feel content and happy when she comes." Coach, 79 years old, paired for 3 years 

 

"We just talk and I feel a bit livelier to see [my runner] come. I can't go outside by myself." Coach, 

81 years old, paired for 6 months 

All 19 respondents to the follow-up survey said they felt a little (4) or a lot happier (15) as a result of the 

visits from their runner while 98% of coaches (18) consider their runner a friend. Triangulating these 

results with the information gathered during interviews and comments left by coaches in the survey 

demonstrate that GoodGym runners have a direct positive impact on the older people they visit, 



 

alleviating their social isolation and loneliness, as well as improving their mental wellbeing. This was also 

the case where coaches had carers, family members, friends, neighbours, other volunteers or a 

combination of these visit them on a regular or irregular basis. Rather than the quantity of social contacts, 

the depth and quality of the interaction with their runner is the key to achieving positive outcomes.   

4.3 Outcomes amongst runners  

This section explores whether general physical activity and running levels tend to increase (or are 

maintained) amongst new GoodGym participants, how levels of activity (and inactivity) change over the 

six month period, and the specific contribution and impact of GoodGym.  

The broad finding is that across all measures of self-reported physical activity, there was an increase or 

improvement between the baseline and follow-up surveys (six months); however the current sample of 

follow-up respondents is not sufficiently large enough to detect statistically significant changes.  

4.3.1 Changes in running activity  

Change in number of days spent running  

Firstly, participants were asked at each wave of the survey how many days in the last four weeks they 

had done some running. Amongst the 70 runners that responded to both the baseline and follow up 

surveys, the average number of days spent running increased from 8.8 days in the four weeks prior to 

joining GoodGym to 9.5 days at six months after joining (an increase of 0.7 days).   

Figure 4.5 Average number of days running  

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

A comparison between the baseline and follow-up results shows that 25% of the matched sample 

reported an increase in the number of days spent running in the six months after joining GoodGym (a 

small proportion reported a reduction). More runners reported running ‘every day at weekends’ (6 

percentage point increase) and ‘every other day’ (3 percentage point increase). Likewise, there was a 

reduction in the number of runners reporting that they ‘never’ ran in the last 4 weeks (3 percentage point 

decrease) and ‘one day every weekend’ (3 percentage point decrease). 



 

Change in average distance spent running 

At both waves of the survey the runners were also asked how far they normally run. On average 

participants ran 5.6km prior to joining GoodGym, compared with 6.2km six months after joining (a 0.6km 

increase). More runners reported running 5km – 10km (3 miles – 6.miles) (16 percentage point increase) 

while there was a reduction in the number of runners that reported running 2.5km – 5km (1.5 miles – 3 

miles) (11 percentage point decrease). 

Figure 4.6 Average distance per run   

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

Change in average time spent running 

The average time spent running also increased. Runners had on average ran for 34 minutes prior to 

joining GoodGym, compared with on average 38 minutes roughly six months later (4 minutes increase).   

More runners reported running 31 - 45 minutes (7 percentage point increase). Likewise, there was a 

reduction in the number of runners that reported running 16 - 30 minutes (9 percentage point decrease). 



 

Figure 4.7  Average time spent per run 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

Some responses from runners in the qualitative interviews demonstrated the positive impacts of 

GoodGym on running: 

"Since I joined GoodGym my [running] times did start coming down for some of the 

distances that I was doing". Runner, paired for 1 year 

"[Taking part in the group runs] really improved my running and made me much more 

ambitious."  Runner, paired for one year 

4.3.2 Changes in overall physical activity and inactivity levels 

Runners were asked at both the baseline and follow-up stages of the survey to estimate on how many 

days in the last week they had undertaken 30 minutes or more physical activity “which was enough to 

raise your breathing rate”. This is the equivalent of physical activity undertaken at a moderate or greater 

intensity and reflects the Government’s definition used in guidelines on recommended levels of physical 

activity. As shown in figure 4.8, overall, there was a small increase in respondents undertaking moderate 

physical activity every day (a 3 percentage point increase) and every weekday (2 percentage point 

increase). The proportion doing less than one day of moderate physical activity per week in the matched 

sample changed from 7% at baseline to 2% at follow-up.  



 

Figure 4.8 Change in frequency of least 30 minutes of moderate physical activity 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

Overall, the survey results show an average increase from 3.65 days of moderate physical activity to 3.94 

days per week amongst the runners (figure 4.9). 

Figure 4.9 Average number of days per week of at least 30 mins moderate activity 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

Runners were asked at both the baseline and follow-up stages of the survey to estimate on how many 

days in the last week they had undertaken 10 minutes or more of vigorous physical activity which refers to 

all the activities that take “hard physical effort and make you sweat and breathe much harder than 

normal.” This definition is also applied in the Government’s definition in guidelines on recommended 

levels of physical activity (75 minutes of vigorous activity is recommended as the equivalent to 

undertaking the Government’s recommended 150 minutes of moderate activity). The survey results 

suggest an average increase from 2.54 days of vigorous activity to 2.75 days per week amongst the 

runners.  



 

Figure 4.10 Average number of days per week of at least 10 mins vigorous activity 

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

 

The table below provides an indication of the impact of GoodGym on time spent doing vigorous activity. 

The average time spent doing vigorous physical activity amongst the respondents to the follow-up survey 

was 41 minutes compared to 37 minutes for the matched baseline sample. Taking into account the data 

on average numbers of days, this implies an increase in the total time spent doing vigorous activity from 

93 minutes per week to 113 minutes between the baseline and follow-up stages. There is a strong 

suggestion here that the project is helping people to increase their levels of activity.  

Table 4.1  Time spent doing vigorous physical activity 

Stage 
 

Number of days doing at least 
ten minutes of vigorous activity 

Average time (in minutes) spent 
doing vigorous physical 

activities on one 
of those days 

Total time 

Baseline 2.54 37 93 

Follow-up 2.75 41 113 

 

4.3.3 Additionality of GoodGym 

As a further way of examining the attribution of GoodGym (and the specific GoodGym approach used to 

encourage people to take up running), participants were asked how likely it is that they would have joined 

another running club in the absence of GoodGym. The majority of participants would not have joined 

another running group: 34% of respondents reported that it was ‘unlikely’ and 23% reported that it ‘very 

unlikely’. Only 25% were either likely or very likely to have joined another running club.  



 

Figure 4.11 Likelihood of joining another running club in the absence of GoodGym 

 
Source: Follow up survey of runners (n=73) 

4.3.4 Volunteering impacts 

There was a positive effect on runners’ level of volunteering. For example, 20% of respondents had 

volunteered at least once a week over the previous 12 months prior to GoodGym, compared with 30% of 

respondents roughly six months after. Those that volunteered at least once a month also increased from 

26% of respondents to 33% of respondents. 

Figure 4.12 Frequency of runner’s volunteering  

 
Source: Matched baseline and follow up survey of runners (n=70) 

However, there was only a slight change in the number of hours respondents had volunteered in the last 

four weeks, from an average of 5 hours 26 minutes at the baseline survey to an average of 5 hours 38 

minutes at the follow up survey.  



 

4.3.5 Changes in wellbeing 

The primary change in mental wellbeing was assessed by looking at trends in scores computed from the 

Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWBS). The mean WEMWBS score of respondents as 

49.04 at the baseline survey and 50.88 at the follow up survey. The change in the mean scores was 1.84. 

However, a ‘meaningful’ change is considered to be a change of at least three points.
61

 Comments 

provided in the follow-up surveys show how GoodGym helps the runners to improve their mental 

wellbeing: 

“GoodGym was an essential cornerstone in revolutionising my life for the better, and it 

continues to be an essential element in terms of maintaining health and happiness in my 

life. Without GoodGym I would struggle so much more with depression, anxiety, isolation 

and loneliness, and I would certainly feel less positive about myself and my place in the 

world”. (Female runner, aged 35-44, London) 

“I am in a much better place physically and mentally with GoodGym in my life!” (Male 

runner, aged 25-34, London) 

“I am so glad to be a part of this community. The positivity all around is so infectious and 

so good for the soul! Thank you to everyone involved with this concept. Bravo!” (Female 

runner, aged 35-44, London) 

"For the runner it is a good opportunity to give something back to the community." Runner, 

paired for one year 

The quotes below from the interviews with runners who were visiting older people illustrate how the 

befriending volunteering impacts positively on the runner’s wellbeing as well as their physical health.  

"When I run to my coach I always feel as if I am already achieving something just by 

running there.  And when I'm running there, spiritually I feel different. I feel as if I have 

helped somebody." Runner, paired for one year 

"Knowing that there is someone who I need to support is a huge motivator." Runner, paired 

for four months 

“I have definitely learned attitudes from [my coach] which have been valuable to me. He is 

very forgiving which is something I really like in him and I would like to develop that in 

myself.” Runner, paired for seven months 

“I feel [my coach does] provide me with inspiration. After visiting him I feel uplifted. It helps 

my state of mind and wellbeing" Runner, paired for one year 

"[In my coach I have] a friend from a completely different world to me. I could have never 

have had him as a friend without being matched with him. [Visiting him] is almost 

therapeutic, like I can leave my world behind for that hour." Runner, paired for seven 

months 
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"I just really enjoy [the relationship with my coach] and it's nice to get someone else's 

perspective and life view on things. All people I know in London are in their 30s. It's just 

really refreshing to have a relationship with someone who is much older." Runner, paired 

for three months 

"As somebody who was new to London it has given me a sense of community and 

belonging. It has helped me to lay down some roots in London." Runner, paired for two and 

a half years” 

4.4 Summary 

This section highlights some specific conclusions with respect to the participant outcomes and impacts of 

GoodGym. 

Taken together, the qualitative interviews and survey results suggest that the visits from the runners are 

having a positive effect on the social isolation, loneliness and wellbeing of the older people they visit as 

part of GoodGym’s befriending service.  

The interviews with a small sample of older people were clear that the visits from runners make a positive 

contribution to the coaches’ wellbeing. 

Responses from a small sample of older people who have taken part in a longitudinal survey provide 

further evidence that the visits from the runners are having a positive effect on social isolation, loneliness 

and wellbeing; however, the sample of matched responses is small and can only provide illustrative 

analysis of quantitative outcomes at this stage. 

 

All 19 respondents to the follow-up survey said they felt a little (4) or a lot happier (15) as a result of the 

visits from their runner while 98% of coaches (18) consider their runner a friend. More individuals scored 

their life satisfaction as high (7-8 points) or very high (9-10 points) after six months of seeing a GoodGym 

runner (eight in total at the follow-up stage compared to four at the baseline stage). 

Beyond the four key outcome areas, GoodGym runners facilitate the achievement of further positive 

outcomes for their coaches, namely: ability to stay in their own house for longer; increased active mental 

engagement; inspiration to take up new activities; and improved attitude towards younger people.  

Case studies focused on GoodGym’s befriending service provide additional insight into how the 

relationship with the runner has helped to improve the wellbeing of older people.  

Responses from a longitudinal survey of GoodGym running participants show how the activities help 

runners to maintain and increase their levels of running activity (there is potential to improve the accuracy 

and robustness of these results through larger sample sizes as GoodGym expands its area coverage): 

● The average number of days spent running amongst the participants was 9.5 days per month at six 

months after joining (an increase of 0.7 days).   

● The average distance run by GoodGym participants was 6.2km (an increase of 0.6km). 



 

● 25% of the matched sample reported an increase in the number of days spent running in the six 

months after joining GoodGym. 

 

The survey findings also suggest that GoodGym helps participants to meet the Government’s 

recommended levels of weekly physical activity, as the survey showed some short-term overall increases 

in levels of weekly physical activity at six months after first joining GoodGym. The changes detected 

were: 

● An average weekly increase of 0.29 days of moderate physical activity. 

● An average weekly increase of 0.21 days of vigorous physical activity.  

● An average weekly increase in total time spent doing vigorous activity from 93 minutes per week to 

113 minutes. 

 

GoodGym also seems to give runners an increased sense of belonging to their community, an outcome 

which is positive for runners and appeals to commissioners, demonstrating GoodGym’s role in getting 

people out and volunteering, helping to develop more cohesive communities. 

 

  



 

5.0 Value for Money Framework  

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter considers how existing tools could be used to assess the value for money of GoodGym’s 

activities. It provides illustrative analysis of the value for money for comparison (where GoodGym data 

and evaluation evidence allows) and provides suggestions on how a comprehensive assessment of value 

for money could be taken forward when more robust evaluation evidence becomes available. 

5.2 Efficiency 

It is possible to complete efficiency analysis for the running element of the project as comprehensive data 

is available on actual funding per local authority area and numbers of participants that are typically 

engaged in each area. Table 5.1 shows how a unit cost figure was derived based on the funding amount 

per area and the numbers of participants engaged, using information provided by GoodGym. 

Table 5.1 Participation strand - unit cost per participant engaged 

Total funding 
 

Number of 
participants typically 

engaged 

Unit cost per 
participant engaged 

£25,000 250 £100 
Source: GoodGym monitoring data and Ecorys analysis 

Analysis shows that the GoodGym model is generally cost-efficient when the unit cost (£100 per 

participant) is compared with other programmes focused on increasing physical activity. GoodGym’s unit 

cost should be expected to be higher than other physical activity schemes due to the additional services 

provided through the project (i.e. support to older people and community groups). For example, Ecorys’ 

2012 evaluation found the unit cost of the Big Lottery Fund’s Fit as a Fiddle programme, which funded 

community based physical activities for older people (including walking and exercise referral) across 

England to be £77 per participant. The unit cost per participant of the national Walking for Health 

programme was found to be £76 by Ecorys in a recent evaluation.
62

 Sport England’s Running Programme 

provides a more comparable example. According to Sport England’s programme data, the average cost 

per participant recruited was just under £65 whilst the cost per participant new to running was just under 

£80.   

It is also worth noting that the unit cost analysis is based on the initial funding investment only. In areas 

where GoodGym has been running for several years (e.g. Tower Hamlets, Camden etc) many more 

runners have been engaged. As GoodGym presence is sustained over a longer period in any given area, 

the unit cost is likely to reduce significantly making the activity even more cost-efficient (in terms of the 

initial public sector grant value).   

The estimated unit cost per participant (£100) therefore provides a good indicator of the efficiency of the 

GoodGym model in attracting participants, as well as a basis for comparison (over time and with other 

schemes). It should be expected that a more specific targeting approach (focused on less active people) 
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would drive up the unit cost per participant (as it is expected that engagement costs will need to 

increase); however, overall value for money would improve if these costs are outweighed by additional 

physical activity (and health) outcomes and the unit cost could decrease as the programme continues 

beyond the initial funding period. 

5.3 Cost-effectiveness analysis 

Cost effectiveness analysis (CEA) compares costs with the outcomes generated to identify approaches 

that appear relatively cost-effective in delivering outcomes. Through measuring physical activity and via 

using existing evidence on the link between physical activity and health and quality of life, longer term 

cost effectiveness can be expressed in terms of costs per quality adjusted life years (QALYs)
63

 gained. 

QALYs can be examined for particular projects using the MOVES modelling approach
64

 (explored in 

detail below) as this takes into account the health benefits of participation in physical activity based on the 

duration, frequency and, intensity of participation associated with the project intervention. The analysis for 

specific projects can be compared to nationally recommended thresholds on cost per QALY.  

As shown in table 5.2, the net cost per QALY gained for each of the additionality scenarios (detailed 

below) are both well below the £30,000 cost per QALY benchmark value recommended by the National 

Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) to assess the acceptability of a new technology or 

investment in the NHS.  

Table 5.2  Cost per QALY gained 

Scenario 
 

Incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (net cost per 
QALY gained) 

 

A (100% additionality) £3,498 

B (61% additionality) £7,692 
Source: MOVES / Ecorys analysis 

5.4 Cost-benefit analysis 

Cost-effectiveness approaches do not provide an indication of the value of the outcomes achieved, 

relative to costs. Cost benefit analysis (CBA) is a more detailed approach that compares (as far as 

possible given the available evidence) the full social costs of public sector interventions with the social 

value of the benefits achieved. In the context of the GoodGym model of delivery, the key components of 

this analysis for the physical activity component are described below: 
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● Project costs: The overall resource cost of the project should incorporate all relevant costs of delivery 

at the local area level.
65

  

● Health impacts: The primary health benefit of the programme is likely to be in terms of the reduced 

probability of disease related to inactivity. There has been considerable scientific research 

establishing a link between physical inactivity and a range of diseases, including Type II Diabetes and 

Coronary Heart Disease. In valuing the health impacts of the programme we make use of a model 

that has recently been developed for Sport England (MOVES). The model is underpinned by a 

systematic understanding of the relationship between physical activity and health outcomes. The key 

benefits monetised by the model are savings to the healthcare system from not having to treat 

disease and a value derived from the willingness to pay for QALYs gained.  

● Data was inputted into the MOVES model in order to derive cost-benefit ratios. The input 

assumptions are generally derived from GoodGym’s monitoring data and the survey responses 

regarding participation levels, changes in levels of physical activity (attributed to the project) and 

analysis of project expenditure. Details on the key assumptions are included below: 

o Demographic data, such as a median age and male/female breakdown are estimated using the 

monitoring and survey results.  

o Baseline physical activity levels are derived from the survey data and in particular assumptions 

regarding the extent to which the projects were able to engage with people who are inactive. 

o Frequency, intensity and duration of activity are estimated based on the survey data. 

o The length of the project intervention and rates of drop out are based on assumptions regarding 

the number of participants over the two-year period of funding for each area. 

o Time horizon of benefits associated with the project which accounts for the health benefits from 

physical activity, which is cumulative over the medium to longer-term, assumes that the same 

level of physical activity is continued throughout this period and therefore that the project changes 

not only peoples’ attitudes towards and enjoyment of physical activity, but also their medium to 

longer-term behaviours. A five year time horizon, for example assumes that health benefits from 

the intervention (or wider participation in physical activity) will accrue up to five years.  

The key parameters underpinning the model and their application to GoodGym are set out in the table 

below. 

Table 5.3 MOVES model inputs  

Category 
 

Parameters Assumptions Values 

Demography 
  

Age Group Modal age-band in monitoring data 
taken as age group 16-30 

Gender ratio Based on monitoring data 75% female 

Starting Activity Level 
Based on analysis of starting 
physical activity behaviour of 
participants (using survey data) 

Moderately active 
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Activity/ 
scale of 
intervention 
  

Type Type of sport (could include multi-
sport) Running 

Intensity Assumed in model  Normal pace 

Duration of sessions 
Based on average response in 
follow-up survey 
 

30 minutes 

Frequency Numbers of sessions per week or 
month based on  survey data 2 days per week 

Length of Programme 

Length of programme (limited to the 
duration of the funding period 
therefore does not take into 
sustainability of GoodGym activity 
in local areas and its expansion 
which is an objective of the project) 

2 years 

Total Number of Sessions 
Length of the programme/ 
frequency 
 

200 

Time Horizon 

As there is no primary data on the 
time horizon (or sustainability of 
participation) a five-year time 
horizon is assumed; however this 
assumption is reasonable given 
GoodGym’s sustainability objectives 
and experience in specific areas.  

5 years 

Begins with The total number of project 
participants 250 

Ends with 

The number of participants still 
involved at the end of the 
programme period (based on 
proportion who become regular 
participants) 

200 

Drop-outs rate Drop-outs per week 0.5 

Costs 
Total Cost Project cost £25,000 

Average Cost (£Total cost/no of participants) £100 

The MOVES model assumes that the physical activity undertaken for any evaluated programme or 

project is additional to what would have occurred in its absence. A different additionality scenario is 

presented in the results table below based upon participants being more likely to have engaged in a 

similar physical activity in the absence of GoodGym. The scenario is based on responses to the follow-up 

survey question, where participants were asked how likely it would have been for them to have joined a 

different running group if the GoodGym group was not available at the time they joined. Based on 

assumed probability weightings for each of the response categories, it is estimated that around 61% of 

respondents (152 out of the 250 runners) would not have found a similar group elsewhere (table 5.4).  

Table 5.4 Additionality of GoodGym  

If GoodGym was not available at the time you 

joined, how likely is it that you would  have 

joined a different running group? 
Percentage 

Assumed probability 

respondents would not have 

attended a similar group 

Very likely 4% 0.1 

Likely 22% 0.3 

Neither likely nor unlikely 10% 0.5 



 

Unlikely 37% 0.7 

Very unlikely 25% 0.9 

Sources: Evaluation follow-up survey 
Base: All respondents (excluding don’t knows) (67) 

 

The MOVES model generates two alternative outputs with each estimating the value of different types of 

benefit. The financial return on investment to the NHS is a measure of the amount of money saved in 

treatment costs by the NHS brought about as a result of the programme. The net investment of the 

programme is calculated as the NHS costs avoided minus the total project investment. The calculation of 

the financial return on investment can be presented as follows:  

(Treatment Costs Saved – Project Investment)         =      Financial Return on Investment 

   Project Investment  

The health outcome return on investment is calculated as the measure of the benefits achieved by the 

programme monetised in terms of the willingness to pay for the benefits. The calculation of the health 

outcome return on investment can be presented as follows: 

QALYs Gained x Willingness to Pay Threshold        =             QALY Return on Investment  
              Programme Investment 

The Return on Investment results are displayed in tables 5.5 and 5.6. The financial return on investment 

to the NHS is presented in table 5.6. The NHS costs avoided comprise of the treatment costs saved from 

treating type 2 diabetes, coronary heart disease, cerebrovascular disease (stroke), and depression, as a 

consequence of taking part in the projects sessions and continuing to take part in regular physical activity. 

Table 5.5 Financial return on investment (physical activity impacts) 

Scenario 
 

Cumulative 
costs of Project 

Cumulative 
Benefits of 
Programme 
(reduction in 

health 
expenditure) 

Difference 
between 

programme 
costs and 
benefits 

Return on 
Investment 

(NHS 
Expenditure 
avoidance) 

A (100% additionality) £25,000 £11,700 -£13,300 -£0.53 

B (61% additionality) £25,000 £7,137 -£17,863 -£0.71 
Source: MOVES / Ecorys analysis 

Table 5.6 Return on investment based on willingness to pay for QALYs (physical activity impacts) 

Project 
 

Cumulative 
costs of 

Programme 
QALYs gained 

Total value of 
QALYs gained 
(WTP * QALYs) 

Return on 
Investment 

(QALY) 

A (100% additionality) £25,000 4 £114,011 £4.56 

B (61% additionality) £25,000 2 £69,546 £2.78 
Source: MOVES / Ecorys analysis 

The financial return on investment to the NHS for the Participation Fund projects ranges between £0.47 

and £0.29 for every £1 invested (or a loss of between £0.53 and £0.71 for every £1 invested). The 

negative number therefore indicates that the programme costs more to deliver than the costs saved in 



 

terms of treatment costs (at a given rate of participation, retention and baseline level of physical activity) 

based solely on GoodGym’s contribution to raising levels of physical activity. However, the return on 

investment based on willingness-to-pay for QALYs shows more positive results ranging from £4.56 to 

£2.78 per pound invested. 

 

 

The findings above are based on assumptions regarding the length of the programme (2 years, which 

reflects the initial funded period) and drop off rates of participants during the initial period. However 

MOVES also assumes that the level of physical activity is maintained over the longer-term (for 5 years or 

more); this is necessary for physical activity to generate sufficient positive health gains (as well as being 

consistent with GoodGym’s objective to develop sustainable group runs beyond the two-year period to 

help people to remain active). However the model does not take into account other potential benefits 

associated with the sustainability of GoodGym in particular the physical activity benefits associated with 

increased running amongst those who join the local projects after the initial two year period. The results of 

the MOVES analysis are positive, from the perspective that if assumptions regarding the retention and 

longer-term behaviour change of participants (in the initial two year funded period) hold true then the 

physical activity elements of the programme are relatively cost-effective. 

5.5 Limitations and methodological issues 

The sections above provide an illustration of how the value for money of the running element of the 

GoodGym initiative can be addressed using Sport England’s recommended model for assessing value for 

money (MOVES). It has not been possible with the available data and resources to derive a return on 

investment figure for all of the activities; however particular methodological issues in developing a 

framework for the overall assessment of GoodGym’s value for money are considered below. 

5.5.1 Older people  

It is beyond the scope of this study to undertake a detailed cost-benefit analysis to demonstrate the value 

of GoodGym’s work with older people. However, recent modelling of the cost of loneliness to the public 

sector indicates that GoodGym is likely to be contributing to savings to the healthcare sector. Social 

Finance (2015) cautions that causality between loneliness and health is complex and difficult to 

evidence
66

 which is why there is relatively few robust cost-benefit analyses in this area. However, it finds 

that in the short term, lonely people more frequently use public services due to a lack of support networks 

and “eroded personal resilience”. When compared to people who are never lonely, older people who are 

always or often lonely are on average:  

 

● 1.8 times more likely to visit their GP. 

● 1.6 times more likely to visit A&E. 

● 1.3 times more likely to have emergency admissions. 

● 3.5 times more likely to enter local authority-funded residential care. 
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Further, the report estimates that a chronically lonely older person costs the public sector £12,000 per 

person over a medium term (15 years). An effective intervention could lead to a reduction in future service 

use and save the public sector something in the range of £770 to £2,040 per person in their lifetime. 

Given the indicative finding that fewer coaches stated that they were ‘often’ lonely after receiving weekly 

visit by a GoodGym runner for six months, GoodGym’s work is likely contributing to reducing the extent to 

which coaches rely on public health services to ease their loneliness. Further data will need to be 

collected to be able to assess the magnitude of this contribution.  

5.5.2 Volunteering impacts 

While it has not been possible to collect systematic impact data on volunteering time, it is clear that the 

volunteering resources would enhance the return on investment figures for GoodGym. The simplest 

method of calculating the economic value of volunteers’ contribution is to use the living wage rate as a 

lower bound estimate for the value of volunteering time
67

 i.e.: 

The number of volunteers x average number of hours x average hourly wage. 

Using this method the additional value of volunteering time for each initial two year period of the project in 

each area could be estimated as follows: 

Table 5.7 Calculating additional volunteering time 

Steps in calculation 
 

Values 

The survey results suggest a change from an average of 
5 hours 26 minutes per month at the baseline survey to 
an average of 5 hours 38 minutes at the follow up survey 
 

Increase of 12 minutes per person 

X 24 months for  the initial two year period 288 minutes 
 

Estimated number of participants taking part over initial 
two years 
 

225 

Total additional volunteering time 
 

64,800 minutes / 60 = 1,080 hours 

Value based on living wage of £7.85 per hour 
 

£8,478 

Source: Ecorys analysis 

It should be noted that the estimation above reflects a lower bound estimate for the value of additional 

volunteering time as this only reflects the initial two year period of the project and assumes the additional 

amount of volunteering time is equivalent to the difference between baseline and follow-up values (in 

reality volunteering may have been lower at the follow-up stage without the GoodGym project).  

The approach of simply using an hourly wage also overlooks the wellbeing benefits of volunteering to 

volunteers themselves.
68

 The wellbeing approach measures the increase in an individual’s subjective 

(self-reported) wellbeing associated with frequent formal volunteering. It then calculates the amount of 
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monetary compensation that they would need to maintain their level of wellbeing if they stopped 

volunteering.  

5.5.3 Wider social outcomes for runners and older people 

Physical activity is used as the key outcome measure in the economic analysis above since comparable 

cost-effectiveness benchmarks are more readily available for this outcome, more robust work has been 

undertaken to place a financial value on undertaking physical activity, and because in our view the 

maintenance of moderate physical activity levels is a clear and attributable benefit of the running element 

of the project. Moreover, there is limited evidence upon which to draw in relation to the economic value of 

the social benefits such as increased social interaction and wellbeing, which have been realised by a 

wide range of participants (as shown by the survey results in chapter four) and in particular the potential 

cost savings to the NHS from reduced social isolation and loneliness. 

5.6 Summary 

This chapter has examined the value for money of GoodGym’s activities, focusing in particular on the 

physical activity element of delivery. The analysis of value for money builds up from an initial analysis of 

cost per participant to cost-effectiveness analysis, which examines cost per outcomes, to a more 

comprehensive assessment of the long-term costs and benefits of particular project interventions.  The 

key findings are as follows: 

● The running element alone appears to be cost-efficient when the unit cost per participant is compared 

with data from other community-based projects designed to impact on physical activity. 

● Using project monitoring data and data from the surveys as input parameters, the modelling of cost-

effectiveness (for the running element) indicates that the intervention is potentially highly cost-

effective (ranging from a cost per QALY of £3,498 to £7,692) as the figures are well below the value 

of NICE’s recommended willingness to pay threshold of £30,000 per QALY.   

● The MOVES model indicates that the financial return on investment to the NHS of the running 

element range from £0.29 to £0.47 for every £1 invested. However, the return on investment based 

on willingness-to-pay for QALYs shows more positive results, ranging from £2.78 to £4.56 per pound 

invested. 

The findings above are based on assumptions regarding the length of the programme (2 years, which 

reflects the initial funded period) and drop off rates of participants during the initial period. However 

MOVES also assumes that the level of physical activity is maintained over the longer-term (for 5 years or 

more); this is necessary for physical activity to generate sufficient positive health gains (as well as being 

consistent with GoodGym’s objective to develop sustainable group runs beyond the two-year period to 

help people to remain active).  

The MOVES model provides a useful tool for understanding the cost-effectiveness and return on 

investment of the physical activity element of GoodGym. The inputs and thus accuracy of this analysis 

can be tweaked in the future through access to improved data on the additionality of GoodGym, and the 

sustainability of involvement. For example, a key assumption in the economic analysis is that the 

programme leads to longer-term changes in behaviour beyond one year. For this assumption to be 

tested, a further longer-term follow-up survey of participants could be undertaken to help assess rates of 

attrition beyond 12 months, as well as the persistence of outcomes.  



 

Health savings derived from the reduced social isolation and loneliness of older people and the value of 

the volunteering time and wellbeing benefits provided by GoodGym’s community of runners provide 

further benefits that could potentially be assessed in the cost-benefit analysis.   

 

  



 

6.0 Process Lessons  

6.1 Introduction 

Whilst the focus of this evaluation were the outcomes of GoodGym’s work with coaches and runners, the 

interviews and survey data also revealed insights and lessons on the processes through which these 

outcomes are achieved. These are summarised below under thematic headings. Particular suggestions 

for improvements that were made by the interviewees that may be helpful for GoodGym going forwards 

are highlighted in boxes. The main focus of the chapter is the befriending element (as this was the main 

focus of the case study interviews); however, insights are also provided in relation to runners’ general 

experience of GoodGym.  

6.2 Hearing about GoodGym 

Most coaches were unable to remember how they had been put in touch with GoodGym. Referral paths 

that did emerge from the interviews included the managers of a supported housing scheme contacting 

GoodGym, or neighbours passing on a leaflet about GoodGym.  

Runners had heard about GoodGym in a variety of ways, for example a lecture at university, an article in 

the Guardian newspaper or through friends. Some also remarked positively upon a video clip they saw on 

the TV or online. Some runners had heard about the coach runs initially and then later found out about 

the group runs, while for others it was the opposite order.  

Suggestion from a coach on advertising GoodGym: 

GoodGym should advertise in local papers to make it more likely that older people themselves read or 

hear about the charity and do not only rely on others to refer them.  

6.3 Expectations and motivations  

Most coaches did not have any particular expectations about what the visits involved when their runner 

started visiting or they were not able to recall them. However, one coach reported that he found the name 

of the charity misleading; he thought that the name GoodGym indicated that it was about getting older 

people involved in physical activity. Another coach admitted that he initially thought that such short visits 

would be a “waste of time” although he had since changed his mind. Other coaches very much identified 

with their role as a coach and were expecting to assist their runner in their training.  

From the perspective of the runners, the motivations for becoming involved with GoodGym were either 

related to the befriending scheme in particular or the opportunity to get involved in volunteering more 

generally. Runners also highlighted the social aspect of the group runs and the physical/fitness aspect. 

Phrases used to describe their motivation for taking part included: “meeting like-minded people”; “to give 

something back”; “to help someone in the community that I live in” and “to get fit and healthy”.  

 

 



 

When asked specifically why runners had signed up to be matched with a coach, their answers included: 

● Old age or isolation of older people in cities was an issue runners cared about.  

● Desire to improve the life of an older person and provide them with company.  

● Appreciation of older people’s input because of their life experience. 

● Time requirement being flexible and relatively short. 

● Desire to increase motivation to go for regular runs. 

6.4 Signing-up process and introduction to GoodGym 

Most runners found signing up to the website and the group runs very easy and straightforward. Some 

remarked positively on the website’s feature to log one’s runs and cheer other people on. One runner also 

welcomed the fact that the membership fee was not compulsory.  

Suggestions from a runner on online registration: 

It should not be necessary to provide one’s email address in order to view the group run schedule on the 

website. It may put people off who are cautious of receiving too many marketing emails.  

The opening page does not give potential runners enough information about GoodGym for them to decide 

whether they want to sign up or not. 

Suggestion from runners and coaches on information provided to coaches: 

Coaches should be provided with more information on what being part of GoodGym involves, prior to the 

first visit of their runner. Although the coaches receive a letter from the charity beforehand, several 

runners reported that their coach did not understand the purpose of the visits or what GoodGym did as a 

charity. It was suggested that a personal visit by GoodGym staff would be helpful.  

6.5 Group runs and missions 

All runners that were interviewed had a positive experience of the group runs. In terms of the particular 

things the runners enjoyed, their responses can again be divided into volunteering, social and physical 

activity benefits.  

● The missions and community tasks gave runners the opportunity to discover what projects and 

organisations work in their local area. Many respondents felt they were able to contribute positively 

to someone’s life or the community and found satisfaction in seeing the impact of their work and the 

gratitude of the people they had helped.  

● For some runners the social aspect of meeting new people and making friends was most important 

about the group runs. The runs were described as ‘easy, casual and friendly’ and they found that 

there was ‘good camaraderie’ between the participants.  

● Several runners had joined the group runs to be motivated by others to exercise or challenge 

themselves physically. Some runners enjoyed that they could run at their own pace and that the 

improvement in pace or fitness was not the focus of the runs. Others welcomed the opportunity to 

learn from more experienced runners about how to train or stretch correctly.  



 

“[The group runs are] one of the highlights of my week." Runner 

"You really feel like you are making a difference." Runner  

"Wherever we turned up, we were greeted with open arms." Runner 

It was noted that most runners started doing group runs, whereas their focus shifted, sometimes 

exclusively, to coach runs. This was either due to of a lack of time to attend group runs any longer or 

because the emotional attachment to their coach had become more important, making those visits a 

priority.  

Suggestions from runners on group runs and missions: 

Encourage experienced runners to speak to new runners to tell them about how GoodGym works in 

general and the coach runs in particular. 

Offer group runs on different days of the week in each borough to allow more runners to take part. 

Ensure that the amount of runners enrolled for a mission is proportionate to the manpower needed for the 

set task. 

Form partnerships with organisations and people and return to them for tasks regularly. This will allow the 

runners to see the whether their work has made a difference. 

Ensure group leaders make all participants aware of potential health and safety hazards of the particular 

task before embarking on it.  

6.6 Matching process 

None of the runners and coaches knew how the matching was conducted or the criteria that were used in 

the matching process. Some assumed that personal interests and characteristics were taken into 

account. Runners welcomed the ability to determine the distance to their coach, whereas few runners 

expressed a wish to know how the matching process works. Similarly, none of the coaches expressed 

having a problem with them being assigned a runner instead of choosing one.  

Suggestion from runners on information provided about their coach: 

The levels of information runners received about their coach prior to their first visit appeared to vary 

significantly. Many runners said they would have welcomed more information about their coach such as 

whether their coach lived with family members or not, their medical conditions, their nationality or age. 

Many runners reported that the matching process took longer than expected but it was generally 

understood that finding a good match and completing the DBS check demanded close attention.  

Both coaches and runners were asked what they thought constitutes a ‘good match’. Coaches expressed 

that a runner needs to be able to listen as well as be easy to converse with. Runners found it essential for 

anyone who wanted to be matched with a coach to show enough commitment.  

 

 



 

Opinions were divided as to whether similar interests and characteristics were necessary to make a good 

match. Runners who did find themselves matched with a coach with a very different background, 

personality or values did report that they struggled initially and had to be patient to find a common ground 

and allow the relationship to grow. The matched runners who felt more ‘similar’ to their coach were able 

to enjoy their relationship more from the start, as conversational topics were easy to find. Some coaches 

too commented in the survey that they would like to see someone of their age and with the same 

interests, out of fear of having little to talk about.  

"We get on well because we can talk to each other." Coach, 73 years, matched for 1 year 

"Runners have to go into [the relationship with their coach] with a very open mind as to what to 

expect." Runner, paired for 1 year 

6.7 Training and advice for runners  

Runners paired with a coach remembered varying degrees of detail about the initial training they 

received. Details included learning about possible hazards in the coach’s home, the responsibilities of a 

runner, advice on how long the visits should be, and what issues to report to GoodGym. Although the 

majority of runners interviewed found the training useful and interesting, a few thought that it perhaps 

needed to be more detailed in light of their experience with the coach. Those runners who spoke to 

GoodGym’s Befriending team found it very useful for filling in the gaps in their knowledge and answering 

questions not covered by the training. 

In terms of the format of the training, the majority of the runners found the online training and test to be 

useful. Some suggestions were made on how further and ongoing training and advice could be provided.  

Suggestions from runners on how to provide training and advice: 

Informal chats with a group of runners to learn from their experience before first visiting one’s own coach  

Regular catch-ups amongst runners to discuss issues that arise and share learning  

Clearer information on the ‘helpline’ number they could call if they came up against any issues (although 

some runners did know that they could call GoodGym and had found staff very helpful in the past) 

Ongoing telephone and face-to-face support from GoodGym staff for runners for whom the relationship 

with their coach does not run smoothly (this has since been made available for the runners).  

6.8 Frequency and length of visits 

Runners and coaches reported that the frequency of visits – once a week – was adhered to and was 

appropriate. The visits always take place in the coach’s house or the supported accommodation they may 

live in. The length of visits varied between 20 minutes and one hour, some runners sticking very much to 

a maximum time period they had set themselves, others making the length of their visit depend on such 

factors as the flow of the conversation, the mental state of their coach on the day, or whether the coach 

gave them a task in the household such as gardening or putting together furniture.  



 

Generally, the coaches reported being satisfied with the length of time their runner came to visit. Some 

welcomed that their runner was flexible about when they had to leave. 

6.9 Activities at the visits 

Most coaches and runners spent their time together by sitting down and having a conversation. It varied 

significantly who the dominant speaker in these conversations is and how personal the topics become: 

some coaches liked to speak about their past, their family, their daily life and issues, whilst the runner 

talked little. A coach who is matched with a runner from a foreign country reported that he likes to ask her 

about the food and people in her home. In other cases the runner does most of the talking and updates 

the coach on current affairs. Some runners are able to speak about philosophical topics with their 

coaches, whereas others avoid conversations which may involve a clash of values and generations. The 

minority of coaches take an active role as a trainer and discuss running-related topics. The survey 

showed that 21% of coaches motivate their runner “a lot”, whereas 42% do so “a little”.  

 

Besides having “a good old natter” some runners do accept food and drink in their coach’s house. Other 

activities include watching television, occasionally helping with small household tasks. The combination of 

activities varies depending on whether the coach lived in supported accommodation or with family and 

whether they have specific needs or disabilities.  

6.10 Requirements for a good relationship 

The success factors contributing towards a good relationship were mainly commented on by the runners 

as the coaches found it difficult to answer this question. The most important factors highlighted by runners 

included: 

 

● The need for trust and patience on both sides; 

● The need for the coach to be open-minded on who they are they are matched to; 

● Being smiley and welcoming; 

● Being caring and thoughtful; 

● Having a “generous spirit”; 

● Being non-judgemental and open; not expect a certain type of coach; and 

● Ability to listen and not wanting to talk about one’s own topics and issues only. 

6.11 Change in relationships over time 

Whereas some runners and coaches felt that they instantly got along with each other, many reported a 

change in the quality and depth of the relationship over time. Several coaches described their runners as 

being shy initially and very polite. However, they became more familiar and spoke about more topics such 

as family, holiday plans and feelings (although this was not always the case) as the relationship 

developed. The survey showed that, after six months, 89% (17) coaches considered their runner a friend.  

“[We talk about] about every subject under the sun." Coach, 67 years old, matched for 3 

months 



 

 

"[Our friendship] evolved so much that you can say anything to her (the runner)." Coach, 

73 years old, match for 1 year 

 

“[The relationship] is more intimate now and trusting.” Runner, matched for 7 months 

 

6.12 Overall levels of satisfaction 

The vast majority of runners and coaches reported that their expectations of GoodGym had been met or 

surpassed.  

At the end of the follow-up surveys, participants were asked if they had any further comments to make on 

their experience of GoodGym. The responses to this question also provided insights into key success 

factors. Each response was classified according to whether it was generally positive, negative, or neutral 

about GoodGym. The sample of coaches is small however 15 of the 19 respondents to date provided 

additional comments on the GoodGym service and all were positive. Moreover, none of the interviewees 

who contributed to the case studies have had any negative experiences, either in their dealings with 

GoodGym or in the relationship with their match. Examples of additional comments provided by coaches 

in the surveys are provided below: 

“GoodGym has opened up a whole new world for me. I have had 4 runners so far and each 

one has been a friend. Thank you GoodGym.”  

“I would like to say a very big thank you for all you at GoodGym” 

“My runner Lucy is a kind and understanding person and I enjoy her conversation. She is 

always punctual.”  

After six months of receiving visits from a GoodGym runner, 95% of the coaches who responded to the 

survey were very satisfied with the service while and 89% were ‘very likely’ to recommend GoodGym to a 

friend (scoring between 8 and 10 on the scale provided). 

Additional comments were provided by 18 of the 71 respondents to the runners follow-up survey. The 

vast majority of the comments were positive or neutral with suggestions on how the service might be 

improved. 

Some examples of the additional comments provided by runners included: 

“This is such a great group of people that have been brought together by a simple, yet far 

reaching idea.” 

“I love the tasks, but they are often repetitive and this has been mentioned by people I 

have invited i.e. picking up leaves at Castlehaven is nearly every third week.” 

In the interviews and surveys, runners and coaches made further suggestions on possible improvements 

GoodGym could make to its services and processes.  

Suggestions made by coaches in relation to services provided: 



 

Provide physical activities and advice for older people to get them active or more mobile.  

Offer more activities outside of the home such as going to the movies or going cycling. 

Make it a core part of the service to provide help with housework and shopping.  

Suggestion by a runner in relation to facilitating progress in running: 

The website should send automated messages or a trainer should send tailored messages to the 

runners, commenting on their logged runs and cheering them on to reach their targets.  

Suggestion by a runner in relation to general quality assurance: 

GoodGym should ask for member feedback on the various trainers in the boroughs to get a picture of 

satisfaction levels. 

6.13 Summary  

Through the interviews with coaches and runners, GoodGym were keen to learn about how to improve 

processes and thus the experiences of both runners and older people. The key findings with regard to 

process lessons are as follows: 

● Amongst the runners, a strong motivator for becoming involved with GoodGym appears to relate to 

the opportunity to get involved in volunteering more generally and particularly the befriending 

scheme. For some runners the social aspect of meeting new people and making friends was also 

important.  

● The frequency of visits – once a week – was adhered to and considered appropriate for a befriending 

scheme of this nature. 

● Runners suggested more opportunities to speak to and learn from other runners with coaches would 

be useful, and were positive about the website and their experience of GoodGym staff.  

● Both groups had had predominantly positive experiences of the matching process and were pleased 

with the resulting relationship, with 89% of coaches considering their runner a friend after six months. 

● Both coaches and runners appear to be highly satisfied with their GoodGym experience to date; 95% 

of coaches surveyed were very satisfied with GoodGym’s service, with 89% ‘very likely’ to 

recommend GoodGym to a friend. 

  



 

7.0 Evaluation Conclusions  

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter sets out the overall conclusions from the research. These have been structured in line with 

the main objectives of the study. It also highlights some particular learning points from the evaluation.  

7.2 Relevance 

GoodGym’s aims are grounded in a strong rationale, based upon evidence of the importance of physical 

activity in reducing long-term health risks and recognition of the increasing problems of social isolation 

and loneliness associated with the growth of the ageing population. The project also fits well with the new 

strategic setting for sports policy which, as well as the physical and mental wellbeing benefits, 

emphasises the wider transformative benefits of sport for individual, social and community development.  

7.3 Outcomes and impacts 

An important focus of the evaluation framework is the measurement of the extent to which GoodGym 

generates positive outcomes and impacts for participants. The study has developed an evaluation 

framework to answer the following questions:  

● To what extent has GoodGym increased/sustained older people’s health and wellbeing? 

● To what extent has GoodGym increased/sustained fitness and physical activity levels among 

participants?  

● To what extent does GoodGym assist local public health delivery and community development 

objectives? 

7.3.1 Older people 

Taken together, the qualitative interviews and survey results suggest that the visits from the runners are 

having a positive effect on older people’s social isolation, loneliness and wellbeing.   

All 19 respondents to the follow-up survey said they felt a little (4) or a lot happier (15) as a result of the 

visits from their runner while 98% of coaches (18) consider their runner a friend. More individuals scored 

their life satisfaction as high (7-8 points) or very high (9-10 points) after six months of seeing a GoodGym 

runner (eight in total at the follow-up stage compared to four at the baseline stage) 

Triangulating these results with the information gathered during interviews and comments left by coaches 

in the survey demonstrates that GoodGym runners have a direct, positive impact on the older people they 

visit, alleviating their social isolation and loneliness, as well as improving their mental wellbeing. This was 

also the case where coaches had carers, family members, friends, neighbours, other volunteers or a 

combination of these visit them on a regular or irregular basis. Rather than the quantity of social contacts, 

the depth and quality of the interaction with their runner is the key to achieving positive outcomes.  



 

Beyond the four key outcome areas, qualitative evidence suggests that GoodGym runners facilitate the 

achievement of further positive outcomes for their coaches, namely: ability to stay in own house for 

longer; increased active mental engagement: inspiration to take up new activities and improved attitude 

towards younger people.  

7.3.2 Runners 

Overall, the qualitative and quantitative evidence pointed to the importance of GoodGym in helping 

runners to maintain and increase their levels of running activity.  

The volunteering element of GoodGym also seems to give runners an increased sense of belonging to 

their community, an outcome which is positive for runners and appeals to commissioners, demonstrating 

GoodGym’s role in getting people out and volunteering and helping to develop more cohesive 

communities. 

The longitudinal survey numbers were slightly lower than required to show statistically significant positive 

changes; however there is potential to improve the accuracy and robustness of the before-and-after 

results by using larger sample sizes as GoodGym expands its area coverage. Key findings from the 

survey included: 

● The average number of days spent running amongst the participants was 9.5 days per month at six 

months after joining (an increase of 0.7 days).   

● The average distance run by GoodGym participants was 6.2km (an increase of 0.6km). 

● 25% of the matched sample reported an increase in the number of days spent running in the six 

months after joining GoodGym. 

At baseline, 78% of runners were not meeting the Government’s recommended level of weekly physical 

activity. The survey findings also suggest that GoodGym helps participants to meet the Government’s 

recommended levels of weekly physical activity, as the survey showed some short-term overall increases 

in levels of weekly physical activity at six months after first joining GoodGym. The changes detected 

were: 

● An average weekly increase of 0.29 days of moderate physical activity. 

● An average weekly increase of 0.21 days of vigorous physical activity.  

● An average weekly increase in total time spent doing vigorous activity from 93 minutes per week to 

113 minutes between the baseline and follow-up stages.  

7.4 Cost-effectiveness 

The study has also considered how existing tools can be used to analyse how GoodGym contributes to 

benefits for local health and social care economies. 

● Using project monitoring data and data from the surveys as input parameters, the modelling of cost-

effectiveness (for the running element) indicates that that the intervention is potentially highly cost-

effective (ranging from a cost per QALY of £3,498 to £7,692) as the figures are well below the value 

of NICE’s recommended willingness to pay threshold of £30,000 per QALY.   



 

● The MOVES model indicates that the financial return on investment to the NHS of Participation Fund 

projects range from £0.29 to £0.47 for every £1 invested. However, the return on investment based 

on willingness-to-pay for QALYs shows more positive results, ranging from £2.78 to £4.56 per pound 

invested. 

Health savings derived from the reduced social isolation and loneliness of older people and the value of 

the volunteering time provided by GoodGym’s community of runners provide further benefits that could 

potentially be assessed to enhance the cost-benefit analysis.  

The findings above are based on assumptions regarding the length of the programme (2 years, which 

reflects the initial funded period) and drop off rates of participants during the initial period. However 

MOVES also assumes that the level of physical activity is maintained over the longer-term (for 5 years or 

more); this is necessary for physical activity to generate sufficient positive health gains (as well as being 

consistent with GoodGym’s objective to develop sustainable group runs beyond the two-year period to 

help people to remain active).  

7.5 Process lessons 

The evaluation has highlighted some specific lessons regarding engagement and targeting and the 

management of the runners relationship with their coaches: 

● Almost three-quarters of the registered runners were female showing that GoodGym holds a 

particular appeal for female runners and highlighting the scheme’s potential in helping to address the 

underrepresentation of women in terms of regular participation in sport and physical activity. The 

social aspects of the group runs and volunteering opportunities appear to provide a particular 

motivation for women to take part in the running activities. 

● The GoodGym befriending scheme is successfully reaching older people who feel socially isolated 

and lonely as the majority of coaches felt that they needed more social contact at the time of the 

baseline survey or lonely at least some of the time. The wellbeing of older people supported by 

GoodGym also appears to be below the national average for the relevant age category. 

● More specific targeting could engage true beginner runners and contribute more to increased 

participation in sport. A more targeted approach might require developing stronger links with health 

providers, workplaces, County Sports Partnerships, other charities and voluntary sector groups, for 

example. 

● Amongst the runners, a strong motivator for becoming involved with GoodGym appears to relate to 

the opportunity to get involved in volunteering more generally and particularly the befriending 

scheme. For some runners the social aspect of meeting new people and making friends was also 

important.  

● The frequency of visits – once a week – was adhered to and considered appropriate for a befriending 

scheme of this nature. 

● Both coaches and runners appear to be highly satisfied with their GoodGym experience to date. 



 

7.6 Methodological lessons and priorities for future research and analysis 

The earlier sections have highlighted the challenges and limitations of the methodology. As it was not 

possible within the confines of the evaluation to use a comparator group methodology, the evaluation 

framework adopted a longitudinal approach to the assessment of impact additionality with the baseline 

effectively acting as the counterfactual reference point for the analysis.  

The survey instruments and questions employed provide valid and relevant measures of change in the 

principal outcomes of interest to GoodGym (including physical activity, social isolation and loneliness). 

The survey numbers were lower than required to show statistically significant positive changes 

particularly for the older people survey; however there is potential to improve the accuracy and 

robustness of the before-and-after results by using larger sample sizes as GoodGym expands its area 

coverage. Larger sample sizes could also potentially consider different types and intensities of activities 

and effects on specific sub groups (e.g. women, less active people for the runners survey), supporting 

internal impact comparisons (where sub group samples are of a sufficient size).  

A key challenge was ensuring sufficient numbers of responses from older people at the follow-up stage to 

provide a statistically robust before-after-analysis. Several attempts were made to increase the response 

rate from older people including the provision of a franked return envelope, asking runners to remind their 

coach to complete the survey and following up by phone. Challenges preventing coaches from 

completing the survey however remain with some being visually or otherwise physically impaired and 

others passing away. However, while the 19 responses received to the follow-up survey to date could 

only provide indicative results of how GoodGym contributed to older people’s wellbeing, the response rate 

of 50% was good and it is hoped that robust results can be generated over time as GoodGym expands 

and broadens its area coverage (assuming a proactive approach to encouraging good response rates 

remains in place). The response rate for the runners follow-up was lower at 31% (70 out of the 224 

respondents who completed the baseline survey between September 2015 and December 2015 

responded to the follow-up at six months). 

The MOVES model provides a useful tool for understanding the cost-effectiveness and return on 

investment of the physical activity element of GoodGym. The inputs and accuracy of this analysis can be 

tweaked in the future through access to improved data on the additionality of GoodGym, and the 

sustainability of involvement. For example, a key assumption the economic analysis is that the 

programme leads to longer-term changes in behaviour beyond one year. For this assumption to be 

tested, a further longer-term follow-up survey of participants could be undertaken to help assess rates of 

attrition beyond 12 months, as well as the persistence of outcomes.  

Finally, the report has also highlighted particular methodological issues in developing a framework for the 

overall assessment of GoodGym’s value for money in terms of the potential cost savings to the NHS from 

reduced social isolation and loneliness, the monetised benefits of volunteering time and the wider social 

impacts of the scheme.  

 

 

  



 

  



 

Annex One: Research tools 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Welcome 



 

 

We would like to ask you to complete this survey before your runner comes 
to visit you for the first time. If you agree, we will send you a similar survey 
every six months. By answering our questions, you can help us to find out 
whether your GoodGym runner is making a difference to your life and how 
we can improve our service.  
 

You do not have to answer the questions if you do not want to. If you 
cannot answer a question, just leave it and go on to the next question.  We 
would like to assure you that your responses will remain confidential. If you 
have any questions about the survey, please contact GoodGym.  
 

1. What is your date of birth?  

(Please write day/month/year in the box below) 

 

 

2. What is your gender? (Please make a tick next to one 
answer option below) 

 

                             

            

                                

3. How would you describe your ethnic background? 
(Please choose one answer) 

 

                           

 

 

 

 

 

           /           / 

  Male 

  Female 

  Prefer not to say 

    White Mixed 

  Asian   African/Caribbean 

  Other   Prefer not to say 



 

 

4. Thinking about how much contact you’ve had with 
people you like, which of the following statements 
best describes your social situation? (Please choose 
one answer) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. How often do you feel lonely? (Please choose one 
answer) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  I have as much social contact as I want with people I like. 

 

  I have adequate social contact with people. 

 

  I have some social contact with people, but not enough. 

  

  
I have little social contact with people and feel socially 

isolated. 

 

  Often 

  Some of the time 

  Occasionally 

  Hardly ever 



 

 

 

 

6. Below are some statements about feelings and 
thoughts. Please circle the number that best describes 
your experience of each over the last 2 weeks.

69
 

 None of 
the time 

Rarely 

 

Some of 
the time 

Often All of the 
time 

I’ve been feeling optimistic 
about the future 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been feeling useful 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been feeling relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been dealing with problems 
well 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been thinking clearly 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been feeling close to other 
people 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been able to make up my 
own mind about things 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. We would like to ask you how satisfied you are with 
your life nowadays. 

Please make a circle around a number on this scale of 
nought to 10, where 0 is “not at all satisfied” and 10 is 
“completely satisfied”. 

0 

Not at all 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 

Completely 
satisfied 
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  Never 



 

8. Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 
Please write any comments in the box below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for completing our survey. Please send your 
completed survey together with your completed GoodGym 
participant consent form back to us in the pre-paid 
envelope we sent you with this letter.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Survey 



 

 

 

We would like to ask you to complete this survey. Thank you for 
completing a similar one in the past. To remind you, this survey is 
part of GoodGym’s ongoing monitoring activities and many other 
people like you receive this survey. We are trying to understand 
whether your runner makes a difference to your life and how we 
can improve our service.  

You do not have to answer the questions if you do not want to. If 
you cannot answer a question, just leave it and go on to the next 
question.  We would like to assure you that your responses will 
remain confidential. If you have any questions about the survey, 
please contact GoodGym.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Thinking about how much contact you’ve had with 
people you like, which of the following statements 
best describes your social situation? (Please make a 
tick next to one answer option below) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  I have as much social contact as I want with people I like. 

 

  I have adequate social contact with people. 

 

  I have some social contact with people, but not enough. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. How often do you feel lonely? (Please choose one 
answer) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Below are some statements about feelings and 
thoughts. Please circle the number that best describes 
your experience of each over the last 2 weeks.
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 None of 
the time 

Rarely 

 

Some of 
the time 

Often All of the 
time 

I’ve been feeling optimistic 
about the future 

1 2 3 4 5 
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I have little social contact with people and feel socially 

isolated. 

 

  Often 

  Some of the time 

  Occasionally 

  Hardly ever 

  Never 



 

I’ve been feeling useful 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been feeling relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been dealing with problems 
well 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been thinking clearly 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been feeling close to other 
people 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been able to make up my 
own mind about things 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

4. We would like to ask you how satisfied you are with 
your life nowadays. 

Please make a circle around a number on this scale of 
nought to 10, where 0 is “not at all satisfied” and 10 is 
“completely satisfied”. 

0 

Not at all 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 

Completely 
satisfied 

 

 

5. Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied have you been 
with the visits from your runner? (Please choose one 
answer) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Very satisfied 

 Fairly satisfied 

 Neutral 

 Fairly dissatisfied 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Do you motivate your runner to do exercise? 
(Please choose one answer) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. Please choose one answer to complete this 
sentence:  
 

The visits from my runner make me feel: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Yes, a lot 

 Yes, a little 

 No, not really 

 No, not at all 

 I don’t know 

 

 A lot happier 

 A little happier 

 No different 

A little unhappier 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

8. Do you consider your runner a friend?  

(Please choose one answer) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

9. How likely or unlikely would you be to recommend 
GoodGym to a friend? 

Please make a circle around a number on this scale of 
nought to 10, where 0 is “not at all likely” and 10 is 
“extremely likely”. 

 

 Yes 

 

 No 

 

 Somewhat  I’m not sure 



 

0 

Not at all 
likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 

Extremely 
likely 

 

10. Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 
Please write any comments in the box below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for completing our survey. Please send your 
completed survey back to us in the pre-paid envelope we 
sent you with this letter.  
 

 



 

 


