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Costs
Total grant cost (millions) $3.80 $3.80 $3.80 We assume just the GiveWell portion. The full study is $4.8m: the Livelihood Impact Fund (LIF) will contribute $1m and we will contribute the remaining $3.8m.
Grant cost going toward direct benefit (millions) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 LIF is providing funding to cover the eyeglasses separately.

Generic parameters
Cost-effectiveness of counterfactual opportunity 8 10 12
Weight on different scenario 15% 50% 35% Assumption. This is based on forecasted funds raised. 
Units of value per dollar, GiveDirectly 0.00335 0.00335 0.00335 Top charities cost-effectiveness analysis
Discount rate 4% 4% 4% GiveWell moral weights

RFMF
Probability that we fund this program in the absence of study 80% 70% 60% Because we currently estimate that this program is highly cost-effective (11-15x), it's more than likely that we would fund some amount of implementation without a trial. However, due to our high uncertainty about the effects of eyeglasses on consumption for a more general population (i.e. not only those in visionally-intensive occupations), we think it is unlikely that we would put a lot of money towards eyeglasses without additional trial evidence (particularly when our funding bar is 10x+). 
Assuming we fund program in future, how long would we fund for (years) 10 10 10 Assumption. We've typically assumed this in CEAs, but we haven't explored this in depth at all.

Assuming we fund this program in future, how much would we fund per year? (millions) $43.0 $34.4 $27.5 Rough guess. We take our estimated RFMF in Africa, South Asia, and Southeast Asia and divide by four to be conservative.
Expected yearly funding to program in absence of study (millions) $34 $24 $17 Key parameter. For RCTs, this is the change in funding as a result of learning this is below the bar (in which case we move less to the program), conditional on updating toward believing this is below our bar.
Additional funding to program in presence of study (millions) $8.6 $10.3 $11.0 Key parameter. For RCTs, this is the change in funding as a result of learning this is above the bar (in which case we move more to the program), conditional on updating toward believing this is above our bar.

Optionality/information value
Probability of different scenarios
Probability the trial/study fails 5% 5% 5% Assumption. This should take into account the probability that trial fails for some reason—e.g., pandemic, political instability, half the treatment group getting lost to follow-up, etc. 
Probability that we conclude program is above bar after the trial (assuming no failure) 80% 70% 60% Key parameter. For RCTs, this is probability we update toward believing the program is above our bar. 
Probability that we conclude program is above bar after the trial 76% 67% 57% Calculation
Probability that we conclude program is below bar after the trial (assuming no failure) 20% 30% 40%
Probability that we conclude program is below bar after the trial 19% 29% 38% Calculation

Probability of scenario 1: We update our view and direct funding to this program 15% 20% 23% Calculation
Probability of scenario 2: We update our view and redirect funding away from this program 15% 20% 23% Calculation
Probability of scenario 3: We make no change to our funding 70% 60% 54% Calculation

Scenario 1: Value from directing more funding to program

Change in funding to program per year if we update (millions) $9 $10 $11 Key parameter. For RCTs, this is the change in funding as a result of learning this is above the bar (in which case we move more to the program) or below the bar (in which case we move less to the program), conditional on updating toward believing this is above/below our bar.
Best guess on CE of this reallocated funding (x cash) 9.00 11.00 13.00 Key parameter. This is based on our best guess of cost-effectiveness after the study in a scenario where we learn the program is above our funding bar. In this case, the program would be more cost-effective than the counterfactual opportunity, and we might direct more funding to the program.
How long we would fund program if above bar after the trial (years) 10 10 10 Assumption. We've typically assumed this in CEAs, but we haven't explored this in depth at all.
Increase in units of value from pilot/trial in this scenario per year 28,810 34,572 36,877 Calculation
Expected increase in units of value from pilot/trial per year 4,379 6,897 8,408 Calculation
Present-discounted expected value of increase in units of value from trial 35,519 55,942 68,196 Calculation

Scenario 2: Value from directing less funding to program
Change in funding to program per year if we update (millions) $34 $24 $17
Best guess on CE of this reallocated funding (x cash) 7.0 9.0 11.0 Key parameter. This is based on our best guess of cost-effectiveness after the study in a scenario where we learn the program is below our funding bar. In this case, the program would be less cost-effective than the counterfactual opportunity, and we would direct funding to other opportunities.
How long we would fund program if above bar after the trial (years) 10 10 10 Assumption. We've typically assumed this in CEAs, but we haven't explored this in depth at all.
Increase in units of value from pilot/trial in this scenario per year 115,240 80,668 55,315 Calculation
Expected increase in units of value from pilot/trial per year 17,516 16,093 12,612 Calculation
Present-discounted expected value of increase in units of value from trial 142,074 130,531 102,294 Calculation

Scenario 3: Value from no change to program funding
Change in funding to program per year if we update (millions) $0 $0 $0
Best guess on CE of this reallocated funding (x cash) 13.0 13.0 13.0
How long we would fund program if above bar after the trial (years) 10 10 10 Assumption. We've typically assumed this in CEAs, but we haven't explored this in depth at all.
Increase in units of value from pilot/trial in this scenario per year 0 0 0 Calculation
Expected increase in units of value from pilot/trial per year 0 0 0 Calculation
Present-discounted expected value of increase in units of value from trial 0 0 0 Calculation

Total information value 179,546 Calculation
Units of value per dollar 0.0472 Calculation
Initial cost-effectiveness estimates 14.1 Calculation

Direct benefits
Cost-effectiveness from the program itself during trial period (x cash) 13 13 13 Average of 11x India and 15x Bangladesh estimates. See cost-effectiveness analysis.
Total units of value created by direct benefits 0 0 0 Calculation

Cost-effectiveness
Total units of value 177,593 186,473 170,489 Calculation
Units of value per dollar 0.0467 0.0491 0.0449 Calculation
Total cost-effectiveness from value of information and program itself (x cash) 14 15 13 Calculation
Weighted cost-effectiveness from value of information and program itself (x cash) 14 Calculation

Ad hoc adjustments
Risk that we learn this is above/below our bar and are wrong -20% Assumption. This captures the possibility that we: (i) draw a noisy/biased treatment effect from the trial, (ii) update our funding decisions according to the trial, (iii) make the wrong ex post decision as a result.
Risk that pilot/study is funded without us in a few years -10% Assumption. This could vary based on likelihood of funging for specific pilot/trial. We shouldn't be assuming trial would never be funded

Benefit from influencing other funders/value to broader research community 20% Assumption. This parameter captures the idea that the trial we fund could update the funding decisions of other grantmakers/policymakers as well as our own. 
Total downside adjustment -10% Calculation

Cost-effectiveness (x cash) 13

% value from directing more funding to a CE program 30%
% value from directing less funding to a program 70%
% value from direct benefits 0%


