From Neo et al 2013 We have the main outcome amount returned:
Immediate treatment: 1.76 (2.56)
Delay Treatment: 1.81 (2.34)
The difference in the means is 0.05, suggesting a very small effect (0.019)
Cohen d=(mean1-mean2)/SD

	Effect size
	d
	Reference 

	Very small
	0.01
	[10] 

	Small
	0.20
	[9] 

	Medium
	0.50
	[9] 

	Large
	0.80
	[9] 

	Very large
	1.20
	[10] 

	Huge
	2.0
	[10]



For a small effect size (0.2) we get:
power twomeans 1.76, diff(0.512) sd(2.56) m1(3) m2(3)
Estimated numbers of clusters for a two-sample means test
Cluster randomized design, z test assuming sd1 = sd2 = sd
Ho: m2 = m1  versus  Ha: m2 != m1
Study parameters:
        alpha =    0.0500
        power =    0.8000
        delta =    0.5120
           m1 =    1.7600
           m2 =    2.2720
         diff =    0.5120
           sd =    2.5600
Cluster design:
           M1 =         3
           M2 =         3
          rho =    0.5000

Estimated numbers of clusters and sample sizes:

           K1 =       262
           K2 =       262
           N1 =       786
           N2 =       786

A medium effect size (0.5):
power twomeans 1.76, diff(1.28) sd(2.56) m1(3) m2(3)

Performing iteration ...

Estimated numbers of clusters for a two-sample means test
Cluster randomized design, z test assuming sd1 = sd2 = sd
Ho: m2 = m1  versus  Ha: m2 != m1

Study parameters:

        alpha =    0.0500
        power =    0.8000
        delta =    1.2800
           m1 =    1.7600
           m2 =    3.0400
         diff =    1.2800
           sd =    2.5600

Cluster design:

           M1 =         3
           M2 =         3
          rho =    0.5000

Estimated numbers of clusters and sample sizes:

           K1 =        42
           K2 =        42
           N1 =       126
           N2 =       126

Table 1. Sample size calculations for amount returned
	Cohen’s d effect size
	Sample per treatment to obtain 80% Power

	0.5
	42

	0.4
	66

	0.3
	117

	0.25
	168

	0.2
	262



The problem is in their paper the effect is very small: Cohen’s d=0.019
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