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This document sets out guidelines for cost evaluations included as part of EEF-funded studies. These 

principles should be observed and outlined in Protocols and Reports. This guidance has been developed 

in association with the EEF’s Evaluation Advisory Group, other experts, and some members of EEF’s 

panel of evaluators. EEF are grateful for all the feedback received.  

This guidance should be used for all evaluations submitting reports commencing on 1 March 2020. Those 

submitting before this date are encouraged to incorporate these principles whenever possible.  

Costs of programme delivery will be estimated for all EEF-funded studies including pilots, efficacy and 

effectiveness studies, and scale-up evaluations. Cost-effectiveness and benefit-cost analyses comparing 

the relative performance of different programmes are not part of EEF-funded single studies but could 

be undertaken by an interested reader. For some considerations when conducting such analyses, see 

Section 9.  
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Section 1: Ten principles of EEF cost evaluation  
1. Costs will be estimated from the perspective of the school as the crucial decision-maker. Costs 

accrued by other stakeholders (e.g. parents, volunteers) will be recorded and reported 

separately where appropriate. These costs are reported to enable an interested reader to 

conduct additional analyses that consider a societal perspective. These additional costs should 

be discussed both in the body of the Report and in the Executive Summary. For a discussion on 

how to account for volunteers and parents’ time, see Section 3. 

2. Costs will be estimated for the programme as it was implemented in the study. When substantive 

differences exist between the model implemented in the study and the usual model employed 

by the developer, the Evaluator may report both. The headline figure of costs for the report 
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would be that of the programme as it was implemented in the study as those are consistent 

with any impact that could be attributed to the intervention. Costs incurred for taking part of 

the study (e.g. filling in surveys, interviews) will be excluded.  

3. Costs will be based on the resources needed to implement a programme in comparison to the 

counterfactual. Evaluators should clearly specify the comparison being made and estimate the 

costs of delivering a programme in comparison to this counterfactual according to the design 

of the study. See Section 2. 

4. Teacher time devoted to training, preparation, delivery of the intervention and teaching cover 

will be presented in units of time. Additional resources above those necessary in the 

counterfactual case will be presented in monetary units. For example, time devoted to teacher 

training and cover could be considered an additional financial cost. This is a departure from 

previous guidance, but as most programmes are labour intensive, excluding the additional 

burden placed on staff may make programmes appear inappropriately cheap. See Section 2 

‘Teacher Training and programme costs’. 

5. Costs will be estimated based on the full additional obligations incurred. For instance, when 

additional teaching staff are necessary to deliver an intervention, the costs assigned to them 

should include all relevant outlays (basic salary, national insurance, pensions, benefits, costs of 

recruitment, etc.). 1  

6. Costs will be estimated using market practices, whenever possible. In many occasions, EEF or 

other stakeholders may contribute to cover part of the costs of a programme, for example by 

subsidising the fees for training. However, cost estimates should be made based on what would 

it cost to procure those resources in the market. Goods and services procured at no cost should 

be valued at its market value, whenever possible but shadow pricing may be considered when 

this is not feasible. See Section 3. 

7. Costs will be measured in common units adjusted by the year when they are incurred. This is 

done to account for changes in prices (inflation) and the value of money over time, and 

facilitate comparability across studies over a long period of time. 2 See Section 4.  

8. Costs will be divided into pre-requisites, start-up costs and recurring costs. This enables schools 

to identify the resources necessary at each stage of the implementation of a project and any 

additional costs that may be necessary depending on their characteristics. See Section 5 and 

guidelines for reporting in Section 11. 

9. Costs per pupil will be estimated for a programme as if implemented over three years. 3 This is 

important because many programmes have high start-up costs and may have low recurring 

costs to continue implementation over time. For instance, many programmes consist of 

teacher training which enable teachers to continue implementing the programme with 

subsequent cohorts. See Section 6. 

10. Variability of costs estimates will be explored through sensitivity analyses recognising that 

schools face a variety of conditions and that costs may be imperfectly measured which may 

impact upon the costs estimates. See Section 7. 

                                                           
1 In accordance to (HM Treasury, 2018, p. 39). 
2 Cost estimates for individual studies will not be directly comparable given that the analysis years will differ. However, 
final estimates could be adjusted for inflation for any year of analysis by an interested reader or someone comparing the 
cost-effectiveness of multiple interventions.  
3 Three years is chosen as an appropriate timescale for reporting the cost per pupil because teachers in England complete 
an average of 6.7 years at each school they work at before moving school, leaving teaching or retiring (Allen, et al., 2012). 
Therefore, we assume a given teacher will stay in their current schools for, on average, three more full years, which would 
be the average amount of time that will pass before start-up costs (including training) have to be paid again. 
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Section 2: The ingredients method  
Cost analyses should follow the “ingredients method” (Levin, et al., 2018) which accounts for the costs 

of all resources necessary to implement a programme, regardless of who incurs the costs. This method 

is grounded in a clear understanding of the ‘logic model’4 which identifies the inputs and activities 

necessary for the delivery of a programme and distinguishes these from the resources needed for usual 

practice. This provides an indication of the resources schools and other stakeholders would need to 

commit to deliver the programme. Research costs should be excluded from the cost estimate. 

Following Principle 3, Evaluators should clearly specify which is the comparison being made between 

the treatment and the comparison group (Hummel-Rossi & Ashdown, 2002; Dhaliwal, et al., 2014; 

Belfield, 2015; Levin, et al., 2018). Normally, programmes are compared with the existing classroom 

provision. For example, for a CPD programme that offers a specific pedagogical approach to teaching 

literacy would be compared with the standard, existing way of teaching literacy. The costs of the 

programme are the additional resources needed to implement this approach. Time devoted to training 

would be considered an additional cost. 5 If the delivery of the intervention occurs solely during school 

hours with existing staff this implementation time does not entail an additional cost. In extreme cases, 

programmes are compared with no existing provision (e.g. after-school activities where no activities 

usually take place) which means all inputs needed would be considered additional costs. Clearly 

defining the counterfactual requires clear understanding of what ‘business as usual’ means in 

comparison schools and the resources needed for that provision. 6 

Ingredients should include all aspects of a programme as implemented in the study. However, in some 

cases, additional support could be built into the programme delivered as part of a study vis-à-vis the 

normal programme implementation. 7 For example, developers may decide to include additional 

refresher sessions after implementation has started. In these cases, Evaluators may present costs for 

both alternatives (Principle 5).  

Ingredients should be specified in detail and according to their relevance for the programme in 

accordance to the logic model (Batura, et al., 2014; Levin, et al., 2018). A granular specification of 

ingredients enables the Evaluator to precisely determine costs associated with each of these 

ingredients. For instance, when a programme requires the participation of staff at different levels of 

seniority (e.g. Teaching Assistants and head-teachers), these should be captured separately as their 

wages are likely to differ.  

The level of granularity should be contingent on the relevance of a given ingredient on the overall costs 

of the programme. As most educational interventions are labour-intensive (e.g. training teachers to 

deliver specific pedagogical approaches or resources) particular care should be given to capturing 

teachers’ involvement and including them in the estimation of costs (Principle 4).  

                                                           
4 As defined in the IPE Guidance  
5 For simplicity, Evaluators may assume that in the absence of the programme being evaluated (Intervention A which 
requires 5 hours), schools would have invested in a different programme (Intervention B which requires 4 hours). Hence, 
resources needed to implement Intervention A would be considered additional costs in comparison to the existing 
classroom provision. This means that the additional cost of Intervention A is 5 hours of time.  
This avoids the difficulty of identifying whether resources devoted to Intervention A (required 5 hours of teacher training 
above existing provision) displace additional resources that would have been devoted to Intervention B (4 hours of teacher 
training above existing provision). In that case, the additional cost of Intervention A over Intervention B is only 1 hour.  
6 Understanding the costs of business as usual should be an integral part of the approach taken. Evaluators may consider 
collecting these data directly from comparison schools or as additional questions made to intervention schools.  
7 When a different model would be required to deliver the intervention at scale, additional piloting to explore costs 
implications of the change in delivery model could be considered before scaling a programme up.  

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/IPE_guidance.pdf
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Broadly speaking, ingredients fall under four main categories including i) personnel for the 

implementation of the programme, ii) personnel during training for the implementation of the 

programme, iii) programme costs, iv) facilities, equipment and materials, and a residual category, v) 

other programme inputs. However, these categories are only indicative and could be adapted 

depending on the programme.  

Personnel, for the implementation of the programme 

This comprises all human resources necessary for the implementation of a programme including full-

time staff, part-time staff, additional time of existing staff, teacher cover, etc. As their involvement in 

the delivery of the programme and their corresponding costs are likely to be different, these should be 

presented separately considering aspects such as their level of seniority, qualifications, and roles in the 

implementation of the programme. For instance, a programme might be delivered by Teaching 

Assistants (TAs) with mentoring from the Subject Leader where both need to attend some training. In 

that case, the costs ascribed to TAs and the Subject Leader should be specified separately as their 

seniority in the school and wages, and their role in the implementation of the programme would be 

substantially different.  

These additional costs should account for the full additional obligations incurred including wages, 

national insurance payments, benefits, cost of recruiting new teachers, among others. In most cases, 

costs of central administration (i.e. overheads) can be regarded as existing and ongoing and would 

generally be excluded from the analysis. However, for some larger programmes for which the additional 

costs of central administration are non-negligible, these may be included at the discretion of the 

Evaluator. 

The staff time requirements for teacher training, teaching cover, and preparation and delivery of the 

intervention will be dealt with in a variety of ways by different schools. To facilitate decision-making for 

specific schools, time devoted to these activities will be presented separately as units of time (Principle 

4). In most cases, programmes will be implemented during school hours with existing staff and thus 

these would not entail additional costs. However, from a school perspective, it is important to 

understand the time commitments necessary for the implementation of the programme. For example, 

even if done within the existing working hours, it would be useful for a school to know that a given 

intervention requires 3 hours of delivery and 1 hour of preparation per week. 8  

When additional staff time is necessary for the implementation of the programme, whether hiring new 

staff or increasing the number of working hours of existing staff, this would entail additional costs for 

the preparation and delivery of the intervention in comparison to the counterfactual.  

Costs related to teacher training and teacher cover are discussed below. 

Personnel, during training for the implementation of the programme 

Programmes tend to require staff to undergo specific training with teachers reallocating time to training 

away from other teaching activities. These teaching activities may need to be covered by others (e.g. 

paying for external teaching cover). To avoid costing twice the time spent in training and how this is 

covered by the school, only the latter should be considered an additional cost. As teaching cover is likely 

to be a financial outlay for the school, this is likely to be more salient and thus more relevant for the 

                                                           
8 The latter is particularly interesting because this might be a hidden time commitment that teachers only identify once 
they start delivering the intervention.  
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cost calculation. Costs to attend training should also be factored into this estimation including expenses 

on transportation and subsistence.  

Explicitly costing additional teacher time deviates from the original EEF Guidance for Cost Evaluation 

(Education Endowment Foundation, 2016) which recommended presenting this information in terms 

of units of time. However, including additional teacher time for the preparation and delivery of the 

intervention and teacher cover in the estimates of costs is paramount because most programmes are 

labour-intensive. Arguably, ignoring these aspects overlooks an important component of costs, 

potentially misrepresenting the financial outlays required by schools to implement the programme and 

making programmes look artificially cheap. Moreover, including these costs is consistent with the 

approach taken by the Teaching and Learning Toolkit (Education Endowment Foundation, 2018). 9 As 

different schools will deal with staff time in a variety of ways, this variability should be considered as 

part of the sensitivity analyses (See Section 7). 

 Programme costs 

Programmes usually require paying fees to access training and relevant resources, for example an 

annual subscription fee. In most cases, EEF would subsidise part of the costs of the programme, but 

this should be valued according to its market price in accordance to Principle 6. Some programmes, 

particularly those in a more developmental stage, may not have known market prices at the time they 

are implemented for the study. In such cases, Evaluators should work closely with the Developers to 

estimate what these costs would be in the absence of the trial.  

Some considerations when evaluating non-commercial programmes include:  

- Development of resources and materials: developing the materials for an intervention and the 

theories that underpin them could be the product of a whole academic career. The costs of 

development are usually covered by the institutions doing research and academics rarely get 

to recover these costs. Moreover, all programme materials and manuals developed under an 

EEF-funded study are subject to Crown Copyright. Taken together, this means that a school 

interested in a programme is unlikely to pay directly for these development costs. Aligned with 

Principle 2, the development costs of a programme should be excluded from the cost estimate 

unless the developers explicitly state they expect to be directly compensated, for example in 

the form of programme fees. 

- Train-the-trainer models: in some cases, the developers of non-commercial programmes may 

require hiring and training people who would then train teachers to deliver the intervention in 

schools. In these cases, costs may be highly dependent on assumptions about the number of 

teachers that a trainer may train. For instance, for an EEF-funded study, a developer may train 

4 trainers to train teachers in 100 schools. The first component of cost would be the time and 

resources devoted by the developer with the trainers. The second component of cost would 

                                                           
9 From the Teaching and Learning Toolkit Manual:  

“Cost estimates can include:  

- the cost of new resources, such as IT hardware or software; 

- the cost of training courses or professional development to support a new approach, and teacher cover to enable 

this to happen; 

- the cost of activities for pupils such as outdoor education programmes or music tuition. 

Cost estimates do not cover resources which are needed for the approach but which schools are expected to already have, 

such as interactive whiteboards, or teachers (unless an additional teacher is necessary to deliver the approach). This is 

because we think additional expenditure is the most useful figure to present to schools leaders who are deciding how to 

allocate budgets.” 
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be the time and resources devoted by the trainers with schools. This second component of 

costs should always be included because those are the costs a school would face. However, the 

costs of the first component could be ascribed to the 100 schools included in the study, or to a 

larger pool of schools that the trainers could train outside of the study. Evaluators need to make 

an assumption around that first component of costs and state it transparently. For example, 

Evaluators may want to consider the sensitivity of the cost estimates assuming that the trainers 

could continue training the same number of schools for 3 years (300 schools over three years) 

and thus only one third of the first component of costs should be ascribed to the intervention 

as evaluated in the study (See Section 7).  

- Resources procured at non-market prices: to support the development of the programme, 

organisations might be able to procure inputs at subsidised prices. For instance, manuals could 

be printed by a University without making a profit. Aligned with Principle 6, these inputs should 

be valued at their market prices whenever possible (See Section 3).  

Facilities, equipment and materials  

Schools may need to invest resources in producing materials, procuring equipment, and preparing the 

facilities for programme delivery. Most EEF-funded programmes will take place in the normal premises 

of schools, so additional facilities should not be necessary in most cases. However, if changes to the 

facilities available in schools are necessary, this should be accounted for. 

Materials could include costs for printed materials, books, office supplies specifically required for the 

programme, among others. Some programme may also require the use of specific equipment like digital 

technologies such as computers, tablets or changes to Internet connectivity.  

In the case of durable goods (e.g. computers) three further clarifications are granted on pre-requisites, 

overlapping uses, and the life use of these goods.  

First, some schools may already own the goods necessary to deliver the intervention. Even if these 

would not be included in the main costs estimates of the programme because they do not imply a 

financial outlay for the school, these would be pre-requisites for the programme which should be clearly 

identified and reported (See Section 11). If data collection reveals that some schools required acquiring 

some of these assets, Evaluators may consider including these costs in sensitivity analyses (See Section 

7).  

Second, some goods may have overlapping uses which requires gauging the extent to which these are 

required for the programme delivery and for alternative uses. For example, schools may need to buy 

tablets which would be used for eight hours per week, two of which are to be devoted to the 

programme under study. In that case, only 25% of the costs of the tablets should be ascribed to the 

intervention. Coming up with these estimates could be challenging so any assumptions made must be 

clearly stated. This is particularly relevant when equipment is expensive and a substantial share of the 

costs of the intervention.  

Third, some of these goods may also have a prolonged life use which should be accounted for. 

Continuing with the example of tablets, these may be expected to last five years while the intervention 

will be in place only for three – tablets will be in use longer than the expected implementation of the 

programme so imposing all the costs to the intervention would unfairly inflate its costs. In these cases, 

assets should be ‘depreciated’ which expresses the reduction in value of an asset over time due to wear 

and tear. A simple, commonly used method is the ‘Straight-line depreciation method’ which follows the 

following formula:  
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𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑑𝑒𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 =  
(𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 −  𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡)

𝐿𝑖𝑓𝑒 𝑢𝑠𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡
 

Where the residual value of the asset is the value that could be expected to be obtained at the end of 

the life use of an asset. This may be zero or a positive value. For instance, in the case of IT equipment, 

it is not uncommon to trade-in old equipment when new equipment is acquired to obtain a discount. 

In this case, the discount received could be considered the residual value. 10 The annual depreciation 

cost of the asset represents the cost of the asset that is ‘used’ in a given year and could be assigned to 

each year the programme is implemented. In this case, the annual depreciation cost for each year of 

implementation would be the cost ascribed to the intervention. 

An alternative is assigning the share of uses that could be attributed to the programme (McEwan, 2012; 

Batura, et al., 2014; J-PAL, 2016). For example, if 20% of the uses of a tablet during its life use are on 

the implementation of the intervention, then this share of the costs should be ascribed to the 

programme. Alternative methods to account for overlapping uses and depreciation may also be used 

by the Evaluators with all assumptions clearly specified. 

To summarise, if a programme requires materials, equipment or facilities that schools already have, 

these should be considered as pre-requisites, clearly specified and valued, but excluded from the costs 

estimates. When schools are expected to acquire additional assets, these costs should be included in 

the costs estimate of the programme taking into consideration their overlapping uses and their life use.  

Other programme inputs 

This may include any other programme inputs that are required for the implementation of the approach 

which constitute using additional resources. For instance, in-kind rewards11 may be given to teachers 

or pupils to incentivise certain behaviours as part of the programme.  

When inputs are excluded for pragmatic reasons, these should be clearly reported. 

 Unexpected inputs and hidden costs  

In some cases, those delivering the intervention might identify other hidden costs and ingredients that 

were not foreseen by the developers of the programme. Recording these potentially hidden costs 

should be an integral part of the approach to cost evaluation, underscoring the importance of collecting 

information throughout the implementation of the programme and taking an iterative approach were 

data collection instruments are refined as the project advances.  

  

                                                           
10 Many companies offer trade-in schemes with different values depending of the characteristics of the asset being traded. 
These usually range between £20 and £200. 
11 When using a societal perspective, some scholars argue that transfers should not be included as the benefits received by 
some net out the outlays made by others. However, as stated by Principle 1, EEF favours a school’s perspective and thus 
these transfers to pupils or teachers would need to be considered in the cost estimates. 
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Section 3: Market prices and shadow prices 
The most common approach to assign monetary value to ingredients is using their market prices. As 

most inputs required for educational interventions are likely to be secured from relatively competitive 

markets (e.g. teachers, computers, office supplies), market prices are a valid and readily available 

option to valuing these inputs. In cases where some of the inputs are subsidised to schools (e.g. EEF 

covers part of the fees for an intervention or contributes towards paying for teacher cover), these 

inputs should be valued at their market prices.  

There might be circumstances where competitive markets for some inputs do not exist or are 

inaccurate reflections of the true costs. In these cases, a shadow price (or opportunity costs12) could be 

used wherein an ingredient is valued based on what must be relinquished to use the ingredient for the 

purposes of the programme. In those cases, Evaluators can make an assumption of the cost that should 

be assigned to that ingredient. One instance where no market price is available is valuing volunteers’ 

and parents’ time.  

As discussed above, some programmes may not be commercially available and thus the cost of training 

and delivery would not be readily available. In these cases, Evaluators should work with Developers to 

estimate the costs of implementing the programme.  

Valuing volunteers’ and parents’ time 

Programmes may require volunteers who are not directly compensated for their time which represents 

a positive opportunity cost in the form of unrealised leisure or work. Some argue that given that 

volunteers willingly lend their time for these activities, the enjoyment they obtain should be at least 

equivalent to the opportunity costs of their time and then it could be ignored from a societal 

perspective (Vining & Weimer, 2010). However, in different contexts and conditions, it might not be 

reasonable to expect volunteers to lend their time without any compensation and thus it should be 

measured (Levin, et al., 2018, p. 66). As this is likely to affect the cost estimates of a programme, it is 

important to collect information on the amount of voluntary labour required.  

Considering the preference for costing from schools’ perspective (Principle 1), costs from other 

stakeholders could be reported separately in terms of time units and monetary units. Evaluators may 

also present an additional cost estimate accounting for the voluntary labour (Principles 1 and 10). There 

is no consensus on how to account for these opportunity costs. However, some suggest using a 

homogeneous, and relatively low wage (e.g. the minimum wage) across all subjects (Belfield, 2015, p. 

144). Alternatively, the monetary value used could be decided contingent on their role in the delivery 

of the intervention – for instance, if they were highly skilled professional mentors, the monetary value 

assigned could be higher than if they were undertaking unskilled, manual labour. In either case, the 

value assigned to account for the opportunity cost of volunteers’ time would be an assumption made 

by the Evaluator and should be explicitly stated. 

  

                                                           
12 Opportunity costs could be understood as the cost in terms of enjoyment or lost output of choosing one option instead 
of other. For instance, a person might choose to take a day out of work. In that case, their opportunity cost would be the 
wage they would not receive by taking the day off.  
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Section 4: Adjusting for value-of-money over time and inflation 
A pound today is not the same as a pound in a years’ time for two reasons: the value-of-money over 

time and inflation.  

The value-of-money over time reflects society’s preference for having resources in the present: having 

£10 today is preferable to having the same £10 in a year’s time. As programmes are implemented over 

multiple years with streams of costs being incurred over time, it is important to consider society’s 

preference for having available resources in the present. To account for the value-of-money over time, 

Evaluators should use 3.5% as the discount rate. 13 The stream of costs for any programme should be 

discounted to a Base Year, which will be the year implementation of the programme started. 

Inflation refers to changes in prices for goods and services over time. It is important to account for 

inflation in cost estimates because while a book would cost £10 in 2010, the same book could be 

expected to cost £12.72 (+27.2%) in 2019. As programmes are implemented in different years, it is 

important to account for the overall level of prices that each one faced. To account for inflation, 

Evaluators should use the GDP Price Deflator Index14 which provides a broader measure of the prices 

of goods and services than the basket of consumer goods used for the Consumer Price Index (Dhaliwal, 

et al., 2014). The Analysis Year will be the year in which the draft report is first submitted to EEF. 

To ensure all estimates of costs are comparable, Evaluators should follow the next steps: 

1. Gather cost data for each year of implementation of the programme. 

2. Deflate nominal cost in each year to the value in Base Year using the GDP price deflator by 

dividing the costs by the price index. 15 

𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 =  
𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑖

𝐺𝐷𝑃 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑖
𝐺𝐷𝑃 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 

⁄
 

3. Take the present value of this cost using a 3.5% discount rate by diving each cost.  

 

𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 =
𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 (𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑛 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑖)

(1 + 0.035)𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑖−𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟
  

 

4. Inflate this cost forward to the Analysis Year using the GDP price deflator by multiplying the 

costs by the price index. 16 

𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐴𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑠 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 =  𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 ∗
𝐺𝐷𝑃 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝐴𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑠 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟

𝐺𝐷𝑃 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 
 

                                                           
13 In accordance to Section A6.1 of HM Treasury, (2018, p. 101). 
14 The GDP price deflator can be estimated by dividing the Nominal GDP by the Real GDP and multiplying by 100. This may 
be obtained from the Office for National Statistics time series. Note that this dataset presents the year-on-year percentage 
growth in prices which needs to be transformed into the GDP deflator index for each year, to then estimate the growth in 
prices between any two years as expressed in the equation above. The GDP deflator index for a base year can be estimated 
with this time series as 100*(1+(%growth/100)), for each subsequent year, the GDP deflator index is Previous Deflator 
Index*(1+(%growth/100)). At the time of writing, the time series are available on: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/timeseries/mnf3/qna 
15 The price index is constructed by dividing the value of the GDP price deflator in the year the cost is incurred by the value 
of the GDP price deflator in the Base Year. 
16 The price index is constructed by dividing the value of the GDP price deflator in the Analysis Year by the value of the GDP 
price deflator in the Base Year. 

 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/timeseries/mnf3/qna
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Cost estimates for any two projects will not be directly comparable if the analysis year differs. However, 

the cost rating17 will be comparable as this is estimated considering price levels in each year. EEF will 

periodically update the cost rating thresholds to ensure comparability. As interested reader could 

compare any cost estimates in a common year, by inflating the costs forward to the Comparative 

Analysis Year. 

5. Inflate cost forward to the Comparative Analysis Year using the GDP price deflator by 

multiplying the costs by the price index. 18 

𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝐴𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑠 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 =  𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐴𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑠 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 ∗
𝐺𝐷𝑃 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝐴𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑠 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟

𝐺𝐷𝑃 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝐴𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑦𝑠𝑖𝑠 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟
 

Section 5: Separating pre-requisites, start-up and recurring 

implementation costs  
Costs should be grouped into pre-requisites, start-up costs, and recurring implementation costs.  

Pre-requisites include resources required for the implementation of the programme, but that schools 

already have. For example, schools may require computers to deliver a programme. If most schools 

have these resources available, these should be considered pre-requisites and the quantity should be 

reported separately, e.g. 15 computers for 2 hours a week. Staff time for the delivery and 

implementation of the intervention should be reported as described in Section 2. 

Start-up costs are the resources necessary to start the implementation of a programme in a given school 

year. This would generally include training costs and other inputs purchased at the beginning of the 

implementation. In some cases, some resources may be considered as pre-requisites for some schools 

and start-up costs for others. These differences could be explored through sensitivity analyses, see 

Section 7 and Appendix. 

Recurring costs refer to those resources needed each year of the implementation of a programme, 

regardless of when this started. For instance, this may include print-outs, notebooks, and office 

materials, but may also include recurring fees to access programme materials.  

Differentiating between these categories enables decision-makers to gauge the cost implications when 

their schools lack some of the required resources or when they would prefer to deliver the intervention 

on a different time horizon. This granularity helps school leaders to produce their own cost estimates 

before making an investment decision, depending on the conditions they are subject to.  

Section 6: Constructing a pupil-per-school-year estimate of costs 
Evaluators should report the total cost per school for a programme as implemented for three 

consecutive years, and the cost per-pupil-per-school-year. The total cost per school should be divided 

by the number of pupils per school-year expected to benefit from an intervention to create the pupil-

per-school-year estimate of cost.  

For a classroom-level intervention, for instance, 30 pupils will receive the intervention per school-year, 

for a total of 90 pupils over the course of three years. In this case, the total cost over three years should 

be divided by 90 pupil-school-years. Evaluators would ideally use the actual number of pupils from the 

                                                           
17 EEF assign a cost rating to each programme from £ (very low cost) to £££££ (very high cost). See Appendix 2 of EEF 
Evaluation Report Template. These thresholds will be updated periodically to account for inflation every year.  
18 The price index is constructed by dividing the value of the GDP price deflator in the Analysis Year by the value of the GDP 
price deflator in the Base Year. 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/evaluating-projects/evaluator-resources/writing-a-research-report/
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/evaluating-projects/evaluator-resources/writing-a-research-report/
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trial, but national averages would also be acceptable. In either case, any assumptions made need to be 

clearly stated.  

For targeted interventions delivered in a whole classroom setting where all pupils are expected to 

benefit, two calculations should be presented: one considering only the targeted pupils and one 

considering all pupils receiving the intervention. The headline costs figure will be chosen consistently 

with the primary analysis for the evaluation – where the main outcome analysis is on the targeted 

pupils, so would the headline estimate of costs. 

For whole school interventions, the costs estimates should be constructed on the basis of all pupils that 

are expected to benefit from the intervention even if their outcomes were not directly measured as 

part of the study. This implicitly assumes that the effects observed in those who were measured could 

be extrapolated to other pupils in the same school.  

Section 7: Using sensitivity analyses to consider heterogeneity and 

uncertainty in costs  
There are two broad sources of variability in cost estimates that should be considered: heterogeneity 

and parameter uncertainty.  

Heterogeneity refers to how costs and resources will vary between schools facing different restrictions 

and conditions. These costs tend to be non-normally distributed, censored at zero and with a long right-

tail of schools who face higher costs. The mean cost of a programme is usually of upmost importance 

as it is well aligned with the estimation of its mean effect (Franklin, et al., 2019). However, given the 

expected distribution of costs for different schools, understanding this source of variability is 

paramount. Evaluators may explore the heterogeneity in costs for different ingredients reporting 

statistics such as the mean, median, minimum, maximum and standard deviation (see Section 11).  

Parameter uncertainty refers to how the value of some resources may be unknown, for instance 

because they do not have a clear market price (see Section 3). In such cases, Evaluators may need to 

make assumptions and judgments of the value of these resources.  

Any source of uncertainty associated with costs estimates needs to be clearly characterised (Vassall, et 

al., 2017). 

To consider these sources of variability in costs, Evaluators should perform sensitivity analyses. In the 

case of heterogeneity, Evaluators may identify different ‘costing models’ which could be considered 

separately. For instance, a sizable group of resource-constrained schools might decide to accommodate 

teaching cover with their own staff and avoid buying new books while the group of more affluent 

schools could hire external teacher cover and invest in additional books. Two separate analyses could 

be presented for those cases discussing how the overall costs vary depending on these ‘costing 

models’19. Alternatively, Evaluators could consider heterogeneity by using extreme values for 

ingredients to create best/worst case scenarios. Parameter uncertainty could be explored in a similar 

fashion considering other plausible values for relevant ingredients as separate analyses and discussing 

how overall costs vary depending on the assumptions made. 

                                                           
19 An additional example could be a case where a programme requires computers for 2 hours a week. In most schools 
these could be considered pre-requisites as they already have them available, but others might need to purchase them 
case in which they could be considered start-up costs. In this case, two separate costing models could also be presented.  
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Choosing which sources of variability should be tested could be guided by criteria such as how relevant 

an ingredient is in the overall costs, how large is its variance, and how uncertain is its value.  

The objective of sensitivity analyses of costs estimates is facilitating decision-making in the wake of 

existing variability, even if the data collected is unlikely to be generalizable to other schools. Tulloch 

(2019), in the context of development interventions, identifies that the cost per output (e.g. cost-

efficiency) of the same intervention could vary up to twenty-fold depending on the scale of delivery, 

local conditions and prices, and relevant contextual factors. 20  However, Evans and Popova (2016) but 

also Tulloch (2019) concur that a transparent costing model based on the ingredients approach (See 

Section 2) enables a more detailed exploration of how different ingredients may affect cost estimates 

for a programme implemented elsewhere. Therefore, all parameters and assumptions must be clearly 

specified so that an interested reader could replicate the calculations with different parameters or 

ingredients appropriate for their conditions. Where granular cost information is collected from a large 

group of schools, more sophisticated sensitivity analyses could be conducted following Evaluators’ 

judgement. For discussions on these analyses see Vining & Weimer (2010), Section B-30-32 in Vassall, 

et al. (2017), Section 11.3 in Levin, et al. (2018), and Franklin, et al. (2019). 

Section 8: Collecting cost data 
Collecting cost data could be challenging and no data collection method can claim superiority over 

others. Thus, data must be triangulated and constructed using multiple sources and methods (Franklin, 

et al., 2019). Cost data could be collected from administrative data provided by developers, surveys, 

interviews and case studies, and bespoke proformas. For the latter, it is important to ensure these are 

easy to understand and fill in and could include some pre-populated cells depending on the ingredients 

identified by the logic model.  

The costing method, the data collection instruments, the sampling frame and number of informants 

used to collect cost data should be clearly specified and justified in the protocol and the final report 

(Vassall, et al., 2017). Evaluators may consider incentivising schools and other informants to provide 

costs data as necessary.  

Cost data should be disaggregated, intervention specific, carefully considering the timing of data 

collection and its sources (Vassall, et al., 2017; World Bank, 2019). 

Disaggregated, describing the characteristics of each ingredient, its prices and the quantities required 

as informed by the logic model. As mentioned in Section 3, ingredients must be specified with sufficient 

level of granularity depending on their relevance such that different values could be assigned for each 

of them.  

Intervention-specific, differentiating between the resources used for the programme and other related 

interventions. This is particularly important, for example, when resources have multiple overlapping 

uses as mentioned in Section 3.  

                                                           
20 Tulloch (2019) describes how the costs per unit of an intervention to provide latrines in refugee camps declines 
considerably with the number of people served. The argument in this case is that most of the costs are driven by the fixed 
costs of building latrines. A second example of an intervention providing legal support to displaced groups highlights that 
costs are less variable with scale as they are highly dependent on the wages of those providing legal aid. Thus, 
implementing the same intervention in countries with lower wages for skilled legal practitioners could reduce considerably 
the costs. A third example of an intervention to tackle severe malnutrition underscores differences between countries 
driven by contextual differences between these countries.  
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Considering timing of data collection, favouring data collected throughout the implementation of the 

project and not only at the end of the study which mitigates recall biases21 and allows adapting data 

collection methods to capture essential cost data that might have been ignored when instruments were 

designed. However, in cases where objective written records are available for some resources, this 

information can be collected retrospectively.  

From multiple sources, considering differences in how stakeholders may have more relevant or accurate 

information than others. Information from different stakeholders may need to be triangulated, 

considering variability and the relevance of each informant for a specific ingredient. For instance, 

teachers delivering an intervention may provide more accurate information of their time commitment 

implementing the intervention than a head-teacher or a head of department.  

Evaluators may also consider conducting an ex-ante costing exercise while developing the logic model. 

At this stage, and alongside the developers of the intervention, they could identify the crucial 

ingredients that a school would require as well as the expected quantities and relevant informant to 

collect. This could be used to design the data collection strategy for the study, also considering that not 

all costs and resources necessary will be identified ex-ante. 

EEF recognises that additional collection of costs data could have financial implications for EEF-funded 

studies. Evaluators are encouraged to capture these data within existing data collection approaches as 

far as deemed feasible.  

Section 9: Considerations for cost-effectiveness analyses 
Cost-effectiveness analyses compare the relative costs of alternative interventions to achieve a 

common measure of progress in outcomes. These analyses are not undertaken as part of EEF-funded 

single studies but could be done by an interested reader with the information available here.  

A cost-effectiveness analysis could compare the number of monetary units required for Intervention A 

to create 1 month of progress in maths in comparison to the number of monetary units required for 

Intervention B to create a similar amount of progress. These comparisons are usually made by 

contrasting cost-effectiveness ratios. 22 For a more detailed description of cost-effectiveness analyses, 

consult Dhaliwal, et al. (2014), Belfield (2015), Belfield and Bowden (2018) and Levin, et al. (2018).  For 

those undertaking these analyses using EEF-funded single studies, two important aspect worth 

highlighting are: 

a. Cost-effectiveness analyses require a single, common outcome. When interventions are 

expected to have multiple outcomes, these should be weighted into a single measure of 

progress. These weights could be determined in reference to theory or the decision-makers’ 

preference (Dhaliwal, et al., 2014; Belfield, 2015; Belfield & Bowden, 2018). 

b. Cost-effectiveness analyses should be made across studies using comparable counterfactuals 

(e.g. business-as-usual in a similar context). This is important because both costs and impact 

are estimated as a contrast between the intervention and the counterfactual group (Dhaliwal, 

et al., 2014). 

                                                           
21 Recall bias is the inability of precisely recalling an event that occur in the past. In this case, recall bias could affect the 
precision of the cost estimates. Vassall, et al., (2017) suggest that a two- to three-month recall period may provide reliable 
estimates of resource use. However, this is defined in reference to health services.  
22 Cost-effectiveness ratios simply divide an estimate of cost by the impact estimate of the programme.  
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Section 10: Additional considerations for scale-up evaluations 
For the purposes of this document, scale-up evaluations are broadly understood as studies that are 

conducted after an effectiveness study that generated evidence of intervention effectiveness, and that 

explore the process of scaling which aims to expand the reach and sustainability of effective 

interventions. 23 Scale-up studies will have different objectives depending on the characteristics of the 

programme implemented and the scale-up strategy chosen. Decisions around the approach to cost 

evaluation chosen will be informed by the particularities of each project and discussed with EEF at the 

design stage. This will have bearings on the analyses conducted and the data collection methods and 

tools employed. 

Generally, the process of scaling up requires implementing a programme to serve a larger number of 

units over a broader geographical areas or different groups of interest. However, to facilitate the 

delivery to a larger scale, rather than a simple replication of the existing programme as implemented 

in the effectiveness study, it may be necessary to introduce changes to the ‘model’. 24 These 

modifications may include both changes to the components and inputs of an intervention (e.g. 

removing some inputs like oversight and additional support provided by the developers), as well as 

changes to the delivery model used (e.g. changing from a one-to-one training to a group training, or 

from a face-to-face training to an online training). Evaluators should consider how these different 

aspects of the scale-up strategy may affect the costs per unit of a programme. When operating with a 

given ‘model’, a programme’s total average cost can be divided into fixed costs, that should decrease 

with scale, and variable costs, that are expected to increase with scale.  

The costs of a programme may vary according to the scale of delivery depending on the balance 

between these fixed and variable costs for the existing ‘model’: when fixed costs represent a larger 

proportion of all costs, implementing a programme in a larger number of schools should lead to a 

reduction in the average unit cost (i.e. distributing the fixed proportion of costs by a larger number of 

units).  

Some interventions are likely to require very small or no changes to their ‘model’ to be implemented 

at a larger scale in which case all savings are driven by the balance between fixed and variable costs. 

For example, a programme that sends SMS reminders to parents is unlikely to require substantial 

changes to reach a larger number of pupils. As most of the costs of this intervention are likely to be 

fixed (i.e. the technological platform and the design of the SMS), reductions in the cost per unit could 

be expected when the programme reaches a considerably larger number of units. 25  

However, other types of programmes may require important changes to the ‘model’ to become 

scalable: changing or eliminating components or modifying the delivery model. In those cases, the 

change in ‘model’ may affect the balance between fixed and variable costs. For instance, instead of a 

face-to-face training programme (Model 1), the training may be delivered in an online format (Model 

2) which reduces the variable costs component in comparison to the fixed cost component.  

The total reduction in the cost per unit in this case would compare the face-to-face model delivered at 

a smaller scale with the online model delivered at a larger scale (see Quadrant 1 and Quadrant 3 in 

Figure 1 below). The difference between these two scenarios could be decomposed in two effects as 

                                                           
23 Scale-up process typically involves delivery of an intervention to a substantially larger number of beneficiaries than the 
existing capacity of the delivery organisation allows. 
24 ‘Model’ is here understood as both the components of the programme and the delivery model to implement it. 
25 In this example, a reduction in the cost per pupil could be expected in at least two ways: first, programme developers 
could reduce programme fees as the cost per unit served are lower, which would lead to lower costs per pupil for schools; 
second, schools could implement it over a larger group of pupils or year groups which will also reduce the costs per pupil.  
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conceptually defined in Figure 1 below: a ‘scale effect’ and a ‘model change effect’. Decomposing the 

total effect in these two components can help understand how different aspects of the scale up 

approach define changes in the costs per unit. First, the ‘scale effect’ represents the change in unit costs 

of implementing the programme in more schools using Model 1 (Quadrant 1 and Quadrant 2). Second, 

the ‘model change effect’ represents the change in unit costs of implementing the programme with the 

two different models, both at a larger scale (Quadrant 2 and Quadrant 3).   

Figure 1: Conceptual decomposition of the ‘scale effect’ and the ‘technological change effect’ 

 

 

The cost per unit using Model 1 at a smaller scale (Quadrant 1) can be derived from the original 

Effectiveness study. However, Evaluators may need to review the original costs estimates to ensure a 

consistent approach is taken. For instance, Evaluators may need to revise the relevant ingredients 

considered part of the intervention and how these were costed. 26 Evaluators could make relevant 

assumptions when revising original cost estimates, all of which should be clearly acknowledged  

The cost per unit using Model 2 at a larger scale (Quadrant 3) would be the main objective of the scale-

up study. The cost per unit using Model 1 at a larger scale (Quadrant 2) would be a hypothetical scenario 

constructed using relevant information from the original Effectiveness study. Evaluators would need to 

make assumptions around the costs of delivering at a larger scale with Model 1 as implemented in the 

impact evaluation. Such assumptions should be transparently reported and substantiated.  

At scale-up, fidelity to the intervention and adaptations need to be considered. Variations in how a 

programme is implemented at scale may allow creating different typologies of the programme as 

implemented by groups of schools. These typologies, which could be interpreted as variations of Model 

2, may be subject to separate costing models in accordance to Section 7. 

Other organizational changes may be required to allow a programme to be implemented in a larger 

scale which may bear additional costs (or savings) as part of the scale-up strategy. For instance, a 

programme developer may need to invest in a larger back office support or a more modern 

technological platform with enough bandwidth to deliver online training in a large number of sites 

                                                           
26 This is particularly relevant for the cases where teacher’s time was not accounted into the original cost estimates. 



   
 

16 
 

simultaneously. The magnitude of the investments necessary to enable these changes would be greatly 

driven by the organisation’s starting point and thus become less relevant when considering a 

comparative perspective between different programmes being scaled up. Organisations may also cover 

these costs in different ways that may or may not affect the cost borne by schools: some may receive 

grants to cover this burden while others may recover the costs from users in terms of higher 

programme fees.  

Given the preference for a school’s perspective for costing estimates (Principle 1), these costs for 

organisational changes may be excluded from the cost estimates, unless they are being transferred to 

schools, for example, in the form of higher programme fees which would be already captured by the 

relevant ingredients (i.e. as programme fees).  

Furthermore, Evaluators may consider how the costs of implementing the programme are paid for to 

inform judgements of the sustainability of the programme, e.g. pupil premium funding, school budgets, 

fees to parents, parent or community fundraising, etc. Evaluators should consider data collection 

instruments capable of capturing this information. Given the preference for a school’s perspective 

(Principle 1), costs incurred by other stakeholders should be reported separately or as additional 

estimates. However, the source of funding is an important aspect of the sustainability of a programme. 

This may need to be complemented by information on other dimensions of the scale-up strategy and 

context of implementation to draw judgements of the sustainability of the programme. 

Changes in the cost per unit of a programme delivered at a smaller scale and a larger scale should be 

considered with caution in the absence of estimates of impact. Changes to the ‘model’ and the scale of 

delivery may jointly affect the mechanisms of an intervention that trigger change in outcomes, may 

reduce implementation fidelity, may prompt adaptations that affect the effectiveness of the 

programme, among others. Therefore, the cost estimates for the programme at scale should not be 

equated with claims of its cost-effectiveness which would also require estimates of impact of the 

programme delivered at a larger scale.  

Scale-up evaluations also have implications for data collection. Some of the data is likely to be derived 

from management information systems complemented with newly collected data. Therefore, it is 

paramount for Evaluators to work closely with delivery partners to ensure costs data are collected as 

the programme is rolled out.  
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Section 11: Reporting tables  
 

These tables serve as examples for presenting cost data. Evaluators may add or delete rows and 

columns, or change the information displayed in each of them as they see fit depending on the 

specific reporting needs of the programme being evaluated. Evaluators may include only some of 

these tables or additional tables as they consider necessary. 

Table 1: List of resources (ingredients)  

Category Item 

Personnel for preparation and delivery 

[Number] [Type] [Purpose], e.g. Two classroom teachers for delivery 2 
hours per week 

 

Personnel for training 
 

 

Training and programme costs 
 

 

Facilities, equipment and materials 
 

 

Other programme inputs 
 

 

 

Table 2A: Total time devoted by personnel for training and teacher cover – This table is mandatory in 

all reports 

    Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    
Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 

hours 
(measure of 
dispersion)27 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 

hours 
(measure of 
dispersion) 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 

hours 
(measure of 
dispersion) 

Training 
Teacher Type I             

Teacher Type II             

Teacher 
Cover 

Teacher Cover I             

Teacher Cover II             

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
27 Evaluators may use any measure of dispersion they consider appropriate, e.g. SD, Min, Max, Range, Percentiles, among 
others. 
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Table 2B: Total time devoted by personnel for preparation and delivery – This table is mandatory in all 

reports 

    Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    
Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 

hours 
(measure of 
dispersion)28 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 

hours 
(measure of 
dispersion) 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 

hours 
(measure of 
dispersion) 

Preparation 
Teacher Type I             

Teacher Type II             

Delivery 
Teacher Type I             

Teacher Type II             

 

Table 3: Pre-requisites for the implementation of the programme  

    Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    
Quantity 
required 
(mean) 

Mean 
additional 
quantity 
required 

(measure of 
dispersion) 29 

Quantity 
required 
(mean) 

Mean 
additional 
quantity 
required 

(measure of 
dispersion) 

Quantity 
required 
(mean) 

Mean 
additional 
quantity 
required 

(measure of 
dispersion) 

Fa
ci

lit
ie

s,
 e

q
u

ip
m

en
t 

an
d

 m
at

er
ia

ls
 

Item I 

            

Item II 

            

O
th

er
 p

ro
gr

am
m

e 

in
p

u
ts

 

Item I 

            

Item II 

            

  

                                                           
28 Evaluators may use any measure of dispersion they consider appropriate, e.g. SD, Min, Max, Range, Percentiles, among 
others. 
29 Evaluators may use any measure of dispersion they consider appropriate, e.g. SD, Min, Max, Range, Percentiles, among 
others. 
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Table 4: Costs of the implementation of the programme, per ingredient 

      Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    

Start-up or 
Recurring? 

Mean quantity 
required (other 

measures of 
dispersion)30 

Price per unit 
required (other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

Mean cost 
(other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

Mean quantity 
required (other 

measures of 
dispersion)  

Price per unit 
required (other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

Mean cost 
(other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

Mean quantity 
required (other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

Price per unit 
required (other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

Mean cost 
(other 

measures of 
dispersion) 

P
er

so
n

n
el

 

Item I                     

Item II                     

P
er

so
n

n
el

 f
o

r 

tr
ai

n
in

g 

Item I                     

Item II                     

Tr
ai

n
in

g 
an

d
 

p
ro

gr
am

m
e 

co
st

s Item I                     

Item II                     

Fa
ci

lit
ie

s,
 

eq
u

ip
m

en
t 

an
d

 

m
at

er
ia

ls
 

Item I                     

Item II                     

O
th

er
 

p
ro

gr
am

m
e 

in
p

u
ts

 

Item I                     

Item II                     

 

  

                                                           
30 Evaluators may use any measure of dispersion they consider appropriate, e.g. SD, Min, Max, Range, Percentiles, among others. 
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Table 5: Recurring costs of the implementation of the programme, per ingredient – This table is mandatory in all reports 

 

      Nominal values Real values (deflate using Y1 as Base) Present value  
Cost in 

analysis year 

    
Start up or 
Recurring? 

£ Year 1 £ Year 2 £ Year 3 
£ Year 1 (in 

Year 1 prices) 

£ Year 2 (in 
Year 1 

prices)31 

£ Year 3 (in 
Year 1 prices) 

£PV (in Year 1 
prices) 

£PV (in Analysis 
Year prices) 

P
er

so
n

n
el

 

Item I                   

Item II                   

P
er

so
n

n
el

 

fo
r 

tr
ai

n
in

g 

Item I                   

Item II                   

Tr
ai

n
in

g 
an

d
 

p
ro

gr
am

m
e 

co
st

s Item I                   

Item II                   

Fa
ci

lit
ie

s,
 

eq
u

ip
m

en
t 

an
d

 

m
at

er
ia

ls
 

Item I                   

Item II                   

O
th

er
 

p
ro

gr
am

m
e 

in
p

u
ts

 Item I                   

Item II                   

Total cost per school 
  

                

Number of pupils-per-school-year   

Cost per pupil-school-year   

                                                           
31 Formulae to deflate values, account for discounting and inflate values should be included as footnotes or described in the text 
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Appendix: Example  
Note: The details below are provided for context only. It is not necessary to describe the intervention 

again in the cost section of the report. 

Programme: Reading ABC+ 

Brief Description: This is a fictional, whole class reading programme for Y5 pupils which uses one 

tablet per pupil for reading comprehension quizzes for 30 minutes, 4 times per week (total 2 hours 

per week).  

It requires a 2-day training for Y5 teachers (16 hours) and a 0.5-day training for the Head of Literacy (4 

hours). Most schools hired external teaching cover for classroom teachers attending training (e.g. 

teacher cover for 8 hours @£25/h). Classroom teachers are expected to deliver the intervention, 

while Heads of Literacy can provide support for planning resources and exercises. The training has a 

cost of £2,000. 

Training materials (100 pages) are available online but may be printed by teachers who wish to 

consult them. Teachers will require a tablet to create weekly quizzes. Most schools had tablets 

available, but a small number of schools had to acquire them (£150 per tablet) – in those cases, the 

intervention accounted for 20% of the uses of the tablets. To access the app, schools need to pay a 

yearly recurring fee (£500 in the first year but expected to increase £50 per year) in addition to the 

additional up-front cost of training teachers. Schools are expected to have 100 year-appropriate 

books and readings for pupils. However, if these are not available, the developers will provide a list of 

appropriate books to be bought by the school.  

The programme was implemented in 2-form schools with an average of 25 pupils per class. 

Table 1: List of resources (ingredients)  

Category Item 

Personnel for preparation and delivery 
2 Classroom Teachers for delivery of the intervention 

1 Head of Literacy for support 

Personnel for training 

2 Classroom Teachers for training 

1 Head of Literacy for training 

2 Classroom Teachers (Cover for training) 

Training and programme costs 

Training fee 

Travel fees for training 

Subsistence fee for training 

Programme app fee 

Facilities, equipment and materials 
50 tablets for delivery for 2 hours a week (one per pupil) 

2 tablets for teachers for 2 hours a week (one per teacher) 

Other programme inputs 
Printing training materials 

100 Age-appropriate books 

 

Note that not all ingredients were included in the description above (e.g. travel and subsistence for 

training). This intended to reflect that some costs may be hidden or unforeseeable initially.   
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Table 2A: Total time devoted by personnel for training and teacher cover 

    Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    
Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 
hours (min, 

max)32 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 
hours (min, 

max) 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 
hours (min, 

max) 

Training 

Classroom 
Teacher 

2 16 (14,20) 0 0 0 0 

Head of Maths 1 4 (0,4) 0 0 0 0 

Teacher 
Cover 

Classroom 
Teacher 

2 8 (0,16) 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 2B: Total time devoted by personnel for preparation and delivery  

    Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    
Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 
hours (min, 

max) 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 
hours (min, 

max) 

Number of 
teachers  

Mean 
number of 
hours (min, 

max) 

Preparation 

Classroom 
Teacher 

2 1 (0,3) 2 0.5 (0,2.5) 2 0.5 (0,2) 

Head of Maths 1 0.5 (0; 0.5) 1 0 1 0 

Delivery 
Classroom 

Teacher 
2 2 (1,2.5) 2 2 (1,2.5) 2 2 (1,2.5) 

 

Table 3: Pre-requisites for the implementation of the programme  

    Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    
Quantity 
required 
(mean) 

Mean 
additional 
quantity 
required 

(min-max) 

Quantity 
required 
(mean) 

Mean 
additional 
quantity 
required 

(min-max) 

Quantity 
required 
(mean) 

Mean 
additional 
quantity 
required 

(min-max) 

Fa
ci

lit
ie

s,
 

eq
u

ip
m

en
t 

an
d

 

m
at

er
ia

ls
 

Tablet 
(pupils) 

52 tablets, 2 
hours per 

week 
0 (0, 52) 

52 tablets, 2 
hours per 

week 
0 

52 tablets, 2 
hours per 

week 
0 

O
th

er
 

p
ro

gr
am

m

e 
in

p
u

ts
 

Age-
appropriate 
books 

100 books 0 (0, 80) 100 books 10 (0, 20) 100 books 10 (0, 20) 

 

Note that Evaluators need to decide whether an ingredient should be considered a pre-requisite or a 

start-up cost for the main costing model depending on aspects such as how many schools had them. 

or how expensive these resources are. This assumption should be clearly stated and may prompt 

additional sensitivity analyses.   

                                                           
32 Evaluators may use any measure of dispersion they consider appropriate, e.g. SD, Min, Max, Range, 
Percentiles. 
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Table 4: Costs of the implementation of the programme, per ingredient 

      Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

    

Start-up or 
Recurring? 

Mean quantity 
required (min - 

max)33 

Price per unit 
Required (min 

– max) 

Mean cost 
(min - max) 

Mean quantity 
required (min - 

max) 

Price per unit 
Required (min 

– max) 

Mean cost 
(min - max) 

Mean quantity 
required (min - 

max) 

Price per unit 
Required (min 

– max) 

Mean cost 
(min - max) 

Personnel NA                     

Personnel 
for training 

Teacher cover Start-up 
16 hours (0 - 
20) 

£25 per hour £400 (0 - 500)             

Training 
and 

programme 
costs 

Training fee Start-up 1 
£2,000 per 
training  

£2,000             

Travel fees 
for training 

Start-up 
3 (or only 2 
teachers) 

£75 per trip £225 (150)             

Subsistence 
fee for 
training 

Start-up 
3 (or only 2 
teachers) 

£35 per trip £105 (70)             

Programme 
app fee 

Recurring 1 £500 per year £500 1 £550 per year £550 1 £550 per year £550 

Facilities, 
equipment 

and 
materials 

Tablets  

Pre-
requisite, 
or 
Recurring  

 52 tablets, 2 
hours per 
week 

£8 per tablet34  £416  
 52 tablets, 2 
hours per 
week 

£8 per tablet £416  
 52 tablets, 2 
hours per 
week 

£8 per tablet £416  

Other 
programme 

inputs 

Printing 
training 
materials 

Recurring 
100 pages (0 -
200) 

0.1 per page £10 (20) 
20 pages 
(0,200) 

0.1 per page £2 (20) 
50 pages 
(0,200) 

0.1 per page £5 (20) 

Age-
appropriate 
books 

Start-up / 
Recurring 

20 books (0 - 
80) 

£5 per book £100 (0-400) 
10 books (0 - 
20) 

£5 per book £50 (0-100) 
10 books (0 - 
20) 

£5 per book £50 (0-100) 

                                                           
33 Evaluators may use any measure of dispersion they consider appropriate, e.g. SD, Min, Max, Range, Percentiles. 
34 Tablets are expected to be used for 10 hours per week for 3 years with an average cost of £150. The programme requires tablets for 2 hours per week for 3 years which 
accounts for 20% of the uses. The residual value of tables is assumed to be £30. When new tablets are acquired (an additional cost), then, a total of £24 (or £8 per year) can 
be ascribed to the intervention 
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Table 5: Recurring costs of the implementation of the programme, per ingredient (Main costing model) 

      Nominal values 
Real values (deflate using Y1 as 

base) 
Present 

value  
Cost in 

analysis year 

    
Start up or 
Recurring? 

£ Year 2014 £ Year 2015 £ Year 2016 
£ Year 2014 

(in Year 
2014 prices) 

£ Year 2015 
(in Year 

2014 
prices)35 

£ Year 2016 
(in Year 2014 

prices)36 

£PV (in 2014 
prices)37 

£PV (in 2016 
prices)38 

Personnel NA         0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 

Personnel for 
training 

Teacher cover Start-up 400     400.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 410.8 

Training and 
programme 

costs 

Training fee Start-up 2000     2000.0 0.0 0.0 2000.0 2054.0 

Travel fees for 
training 

Start-up 225     225.0 0.0 0.0 225.0 231.1 

Subsistence fee for 
training 

Start-up 105     105.0 0.0 0.0 105.0 107.8 

Programme app fee Recurring 500 550 600 500.0 544.5 588.1 1575.0 1617.6 

Facilities, 
equipment and 

materials 
NA                   

Other 
programme 

inputs 

Printing training 
materials 

Recurring 10 2 5 10.0 2.0 4.9 16.5 16.9 

Age-appropriate books 
Start-up / 
Recurring 100 50 50 100.0 49.5 49.0 193.6 198.8 

Total cost per school 
  

 3340 602 655          4637  

Number of pupils-per-school-year  150 

Cost per pupil-school-year 30.91 

With a total cost of £30.88 per pupil-school-year, Reading ABC+ is considered a ‘very low cost programme’

                                                           
35 Real Value 2015 =Nominal Value 2015/1.0101 
36 Real value 2016 =Nominal Value 2016/1.0277 
37 PV2014=Real Value 2014+Real Value 2015/(1+0.035)+ Real Value 2016/(1+0.035)^2 
38 PV2016=PV2014*1.0277 
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Table 6: Recurring costs of the implementation of the programme, per ingredient (Costing model including costs of tablets) 

      Nominal values 
Real values (deflate using Y1 as 

base) 
Present 

value  

Cost in 
analysis 

year 

    
Start up or 
Recurring? 

£ Year 2014 £ Year 2015 £ Year 2016 
£ Year 2014 

(in Year 
2014 prices) 

£ Year 2015 
(in Year 

2014 
prices)39 

£ Year 2016 
(in Year 

2014 
prices)40 

£PV (in 2014 
prices)41 

£PV (in 2016 
prices)42 

Personnel NA         0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Personnel for 

training 
Teacher cover Start-up 400     400.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 410.8 

Training and 
programme 

costs 

Training fee Start-up 2000     2000.0 0.0 0.0 2000.0 2054.0 

Travel fees for 
training 

Start-up 225     225.0 0.0 0.0 225.0 231.1 

Subsistence fee for 
training 

Start-up 105     105.0 0.0 0.0 105.0 107.8 

Programme app fee Recurring 500 550 600 500.0 544.5 588.1 1575.0 1617.6 
Facilities, 

equipment and 
materials 

Tablets (20% of the 
uses) 

 Start-up (or 
pre-

requisite) 
416 416 416 416.0 411.8 407.7 1194.5 1226.8 

Other 
programme 

inputs 

Printing training 
materials 

Recurring 10 2 5 10.0 2.0 4.9 16.5 16.9 

Age-appropriate books 
Start-up / 
Recurring 100 50 50 100.0 49.5 49.0 193.6 198.8 

Total cost per school 
  

3756 1018 1071         5864 

Number of pupils-per-school-year  150 

Cost per pupil-school-year 39.09 

Including the costs of tablets increases the total cost £9.04 per pupil-school-year, equivalent to an increase of 26.4%. However, even if this is necessary, 

Reading ABC+ remains a ‘very low cost’ programme

                                                           
39 Real Value 2015 =Nominal Value 2015/1.0101 
40 Real value 2016 =Nominal Value 2016/1.0277 
41 PV2014=Real Value 2014+Real Value 2015/(1+0.035)+ Real Value 2016/(1+0.035)^2 
42 PV2016=PV2014*1.027 
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