Appendix
This appendix provides a concise overview of the key studies and data sources utilized to parameterize the cost-effectiveness model.
Table A.1: Summary of Evidence Base
	Study / Source (Year)
	Intervention Focus
	Key Finding for Model
	Parameter Derived (ΔC or ΔE)

	Gorard et al. (2023)
	Global review of multiple interventions
	Identifies Conditional Cash Transfers (CCTs) as most promising; notes positive effects of meals and material provision.
	Informs selection of the three modeled interventions.

	Raveenthiranathan et al. (2024)
	Mid-Day Meal Scheme (India)
	Reports a significant positive effect on school attendance and provides an approximate annual cost per upper-primary student.
	ΔC for Free Meals = ₹1,600. ΔE set conservatively at 5 percentage points, informed by this and international evidence.

	Kanyashree Evaluation (2023)
	Conditional Cash Transfer (India)
	Finds a 19 percentage-point increase in secondary school continuation for the poorest girls. Reports total program cost per beneficiary.
	ΔC for CCT = ₹5,600. ΔE for CCT (targeted) = 19%.

	Evans & Ngatia (2009)
	Free Uniform Provision (Kenya)
	A randomized controlled trial (RCT) finds free uniforms cause a 6.4 percentage-point increase in school attendance.
	ΔE for Books & Uniforms = 6.4% (used as a robust proxy for material provision).

	Govt. of India Norms (2022-23)
	Free Textbooks & Uniforms (India)
	Official Samagra Shiksha financial norms specify per-child, per-year allocations.
	ΔC for Books & Uniforms = ₹1,000 (₹400 + ₹600).

	McEwan (2014)
	Cost-Effectiveness Methodology
	Provides the standard framework for calculating Cost-Effectiveness Ratios (CER) and the "ingredients" approach to costing.
	Foundation for the analytical methodology (CER = ΔC/ΔE).




