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Scope of the report

This report provides a economic breakeven analysisfor Teens and Toddlers - an educational programme designed to help

young people succeed at schoolthrough theexperience of mentoring nursery children. It demonstratesthe improvement in
GCSE attainmentrequired for the T&T programme to cover its costs.

We find that:

« Theincrease in lifetime earnings of a Teens and Toddlers (T&T) student obtaining a one grade improvementin a single
GCCSE subjectas a result of the programme is around £8,500

« Theequivalent forachieving two additional good GCSE grades (equivalent of Grade C or above) is likely to be around
£53,000;

+ QOverthe past 8years, Power2'sTeens and Toddlers programme has cost around £2,000 per pupil

« Thismeansthat23% of studentswould have to obtaina one grade improvementin a single GCSE subject as a result of the
programme for the benefits to outweigh the costs

« Alternatively, 4% of T&T studentswould have to achieve two additional good GCSE grades (equivalent of Grade C or above)
as a result of the programme for the benefits of to outweigh its costs

This analysiscould be developed by improving the evidence on the expected academic attainment of T&T participantsinthe
absenceof the intervention.



Teens and Toddlers (T&T)

Teensand Toddlersis an educational programme designed to help young people succeed at school through the experience

of mentoring nursery children.

The logic model sketched below highlightsthe possible outcomesand economic benefitslinked to the participation of

teenagerstothe T&T programme.

The focusof this project is one specific outcome - improved GCSE attainment - due to the strength of evidence available

linking this outcometowider economic benefits.

Inputs and activities Qutcomes

Improved GCSE
attainment

T&T attendance Reduced
NEET risk

Reduced
truancy

Reduced
exclusion risk

Improved
mental health

Economic benefits

Higher future
consumption and
public sector
resource savings



Approach

We have conducted a breakeven analysis; estimating the improvement in GCSE attainmentrequired for T&T programme to
cover its costs

We stop short of completing a full cost benefit analysisas we were unableto identify an appropriate evidence on what academic
outcomes T&T participantswould haveachieved in the absence of the intervention (known as a counterfactual)’

Step 1. Programme costs Step 2. Programme benefits

Charity data on GCSE
attainment of T&T students
Charity data on programme
set up and running costs Impact of improved GCSE
attainment on
lifetime earnings

Step 3. Breakeven analysis

Improved GCSE attainment required as result of
programme to reach ‘breakeven’ point

Although some data were available on predicted grades, it was not comprehensive enough to be used as to estimate counterfactual attainment and, in addition, there is /\
not a consensus within the literature on how accurate predicted grades are, with some studies claiming that 40% of predicted grades would overpredict, see for example 5
https://assets publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/32412/11-1043-investigating-accuracy-predicted-a-level-grades pdf \ /



https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32412/11-1043-investigating-accuracy-predicted-a-level-grades.pdf

Step I: Programme costs

To estimatethe programme costs we have incorporated thetotal direct costsof the programme as well as the total set-up
and the annualongoing development costs (see next slide).

The total direct costs, set-up costsand costsof ongoing development of the programme were all provided by Power?2.

The cost of teacher'stime was estimated by assuming that completion of two questionnaires of 12 and 15 questions
(respectively at the start and at the end of the programme) would take up T hour of teachers' time per pupil. We tookthe
average weekly earningsin education from ASHE?and then worked out the equivalent earnings per hour.

The cost per pupilwas estimated to be just under £2,000 in 2020 prices.

This has been estimated by:

2/iwvww.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/earningsandworkinghours/datasets/grossweeklyearningsbyindustryearn07

Dividing thetotal direct cost by average group size (8 pupils): £15,925/8 = £1,991

Dividing the set-up costs by the total number of pupils supported so far through the project (8,000 pupils): £25,000/ 8,000
-f3

/Divided the annual on-going development costs by average number of studentssupported per year (1,000 pupils): £1,923
1000 =£2

Summing upthethree to obtainthecost per pupil: £1,996



'temised programme costs

Cost per group (8 pupils)
Direct programme costs
Estimatedteachertime
Total direct costs

Cost per programme (8000 pupils)
Set-up costs

Cost per programme (1000 pupils)
Ongoing development costs

Amount
£15,786
£139
£15,925

Amount
£1,991

Amount
£1923



Step 2: Programme benefits

Educationimprovesindividuals'labour market outcomes, such aslikelihoodof  Table 1. Matching Power2 GCSE attainment

being employedand their wage. data with Hayward et al (2014) data
These individual outcomestranslateinto economic benefitsto society as Category Sample Estimated
higher qualificationstranslatesinto higher productivity (and, in turn, higher feiire
economic output). oroductivity
We use two Department for Education (DfE) publicationsthat estimatethe returns
lifetime productivityreturnsto improved GCSE results. All monetary figures No good 26% 0
have been adjusted to 2020 prices using the HMT GDP deflator series. GCSEs
1. Improvement of a single GCSE grade: Hodge et al (2021) estimatethat the E(z:gémd 26% £165,744
average increase in discounted lifetime earnings from a one grade >
improvement at GCCSE level across all subjectsis £9,063 3-4 good 22% £52,300
. ) GCSEs
2. Improvement in number of GCSEs at Grade C (Grade 4) or above: To estimate
the potential benefits using Hayward et al (2014): 5-7 good 10% £55,68]
o . : GCSEs
« We have computedthegradesdistribution ofthe studentsin the
sample provided by Power2 and matched it to the categoriesfor which 7+ good 17% £48,105
the Department for Education estimate lifetime productivity returns; GCSEs
« We have estimated lifetime producitivtyreturnsfor each category by Weighted - £62,555
averaging between male and female and average and marginal average

lifetime productivityreturns.

« Thisgivesan average weighted increase in lifetime earningsfrom
attaining two additional Good GCSEs (equivalent of Grade C or above)
of around £63,000°

583% of students achieve between 0 and 7 GCSEs meaning that the estimated improvement from moving up an attainment category is the equivalent of two good GCSEs
or less for the majority of T&T participants.



Step 3. Break-even analysis

We explored what outcomesthe T&T project would need to realise in order to justify the cost of the project, known as a
breakeven analysis.

In thiscontext, theoutcomeis the transition toa qualification category that isassociated to higher lifetime productivity
returns.

Using Hodge et al (2021), we estimate that 22% of studentswould need to obtain a one grade improvementin a single GCSE
subject as a result of Teens and Toddlersfor the programme to break even.

Using Hayward et al (2014), we estimatethat 3% of studentssupported through the Teens and Toddlers would need to jumpa
qualification categoryas a result of taking part in the project for the programme to break even.



Final thoughts

In order to carry out a comprehensive cost benefit analysisadditional work should be done to estimate the academic
attainment of T&T participantsinthe absence of the intervention.

A randomised controlled trial is the gold standard in terms of evaluating the impact of an intervention but would have
challenging cost, logisticaland ethical issues to consider.

Ifthis was not possible, an alternative would be to use the National Pupil Databaseto create a matched comparison group for
studentswho were recommended to T&T but did not take part or dropped out, or based on other observable characteristics



Annex: illustrative “what-if’ scenarios the benefit to

cost ratio

*  Whilst we lack the evidence base to estimate a
benefit to cost ratio (BCR), we can conduct
scenario analysis to establish the BCR under a
range of potential improvements in GCSE
performance

* The first shows the the benefit to cost ratio that
would result from various scenarios reflecting the
percentage of students achieving (i) asingle grade
improvement (based on DfE 2021); and (ii) a grade
category improvement (based on DfE 2014)

« The second chart shows the same scenarios, but
for the net annual benefit per student

 ltis important to take these as purely illustrative, as
we do not have evidence at this stage to come to a
view on the improvement in GCSE that results
from Teens and Toddlers

» Itshould also be noted that it would be feasible for
a student to achieve an improvement in multiple
GCSE subjects, whilst the scenarios based on DfE
(2021) are examining the impact of improvement
in asingle subject

Figure Al : BCR scenario analysis
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Figure A2 : netannual benefitscenario analysis
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Distribution of benefits

«  Thebenefitsdiscussed in this report refer to increases
IN gross (i.e. pre tax) wages

«  The benefits of these gross wages will accrueto both
the individualand the Government (and therefore the
wider public) as a result of increased tax revenue

« Therewill also potentially beadditional benefitsto
societythat couldaccruein various forms: reductions
INn welfare payments, increasesin compan%
profitability or impacts on expenditure for health or
justiceservices

« \Whilstthese latter set of benefits would be
complicatedto model, we can provide a crude
breakdown of the distribution of benefits that flow
from the taxation

 Thetableshowsthe benefitsaccruingtothe
employee, HMRC and DWP per £ of benefit

 Thechartappliesthese breakdowns to the net annual
benefit scenario analysis based on the benefits
arising from a one grade improvement presented in
DfE (2021)

Table Al: Breakdown of gross wage benefits

Category Benefit per £ gross wages
Employee £0.72
HMRC £0.2
DWP £0.258

Figure A3 : Breakdown of net annual benefits from
scenario analysis based on DfE 2021

£9,000
£8,000
£7,000
£6,000
£5000

£4,000 O
£3,000 L O
£2,000 — I I
£1000 l

., m N

30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage of students achieving one grade uplift

Net annual benefits per pupi

W Drivate benefit HMRC ®DWP

)
—



PRO BONO ECONOMICS

@ProBonoEcon

WWW.Oro bonoeconomics.com

020 3632 2668

()



