1. GiveDirectly provides a chart that shows that a clear difference between households in mud and thatch homes and those in cement homes, but fairly small differences between those living in mud and thatch homes and those living in mud and iron sheet homes. We do not know how respondents were selected for the survey.

The research team drew a random sample from the population of households living in different categories of homes.  

2. First, a second field officer visits each selected household to check that it meets the eligibility requirements. We have not seen results from these checks and it is not clear whether this step has been carried out in the selection process to date. 

We could potentially share documentation of these checks in the form of the recipient roster, which includes the identifying information collected in both the first and second rounds, but as this is identifying information we’re concerned about violating recipient’s privacy.  We’d be happy to talk through what sort of documentation would work without raising privacy concerns.

3. GiveDirectly has provided a list of villages that were visited during audits, who conducted the audit, the date of each visit, and the number of households visited in each village. We do not know how these villages and households were selected for the audit. 

Villages were selected on a convenience basis (typically a supervisor whose workflow slackened would take a day to visit the most recently enrolled village).  Within these villages all the enrolled households were audited.

4. Of those who did not receive their transfers the issue in all but one case was that the recipient had not yet been registered with M-Pesa. GiveDirectly was later able to confirm that all of these households had registered; it is our understanding that GiveDirectly has not confirmed with the households that they received their transfers.

GiveDirectly staff members have confirmed receipt of transfer with the household members themselves via phone. 

5. It is plausible that extremely poor individuals may be caught in a "poverty trap" such that an infusion of cash would not only raise their income by the size of the transfer but allow them to invest the funds and raise their incomes by more than the size of the transfer. We have not seen evidence that this is occurring for GiveDirectly's recipients. 

We are investigating these effects through the RCT, which is currently underway. We also want to stress here an important point from the existing literature on cash transfers: long-term impacts often work through channels other than income. For example, impacts on the incidence of low birthweight and on child anthropometrics (which are key factors for later life success) work through eating more and better food. Another standard example is children’s schooling.  Another interesting non-income long-term impact channel that many of our participants are self-reporting is investing in more durable household assets, which increases future net disposable income.

6. It is possible that individuals could take measures to make themselves appear (or actually be) poorer in order to qualify for transfers, or spend more time at home (and perhaps less time working) to increase their chances of being at home when GiveDirectly staff visit. The one-off nature of transfers (recipients are not eligible for a second round of transfers) may help to mitigate these effects among past and current recipients.

We agree that this is a legitimate issue to consider; one reason that we chose our eligibility criteria (i.e. housing material) is that they are less vulnerable to being “tweaked” by households.  

7. GiveDirectly believes it can transfer 90-94% of the funds it receives to poor households, but due to administrative costs associated with starting the organization, costs of identifying households that have not yet received full $1000 grants, and foreign exchange fees that are expected to be lower in the future, it has not yet achieved this 90-94% goal.

Two points of clarification here:

1. It’s very important to us to make clear that we (the board) paid the startup costs you mention (almost all web development fees) out of pocket, not using external donations.  We have a stated policy of using donations solely for transfers and transfer costs and it would be a violation of this policy for us to use donations for these items.  (More on this below.)

2. Our projections assume that exchange rates will be the same in the future as those we are currently getting – they do not assume we will get better rates in the future. 

8. In particular, we note that GiveDirectly's projections do not include any administrative or fundraising costs

Based on this comment we think we may need to clarify a key point about our commitment to donors: we promise to use donations solely for transfers and the costs of making transfers. Using donors’ money for fundraising would violate this commitment.  If we want to do any fundraising (e.g. build a better website) we (the board) will have to pay for it ourselves.  We view this as a key transparency measure and it’s really important to us that we make it totally clear to you and your readers – would be glad to talk it through if that would help.

We don’t project administrative costs simply because we don’t use that cost category: we consider the things that would typically be called “administrative costs” as costs of the activity being administered.

9. Once the households that GiveDirectly has identified receive the full amount of their grants and follow up costs have been incurred, GiveDirectly projects that 88% of total spending will have reached recipients. We note that this projection includes set-up and RCT costs incurred by GiveDirectly, but does not include future ongoing administration costs or the value of donated services.

(Same comment as above.)
10. Note that most of the costs of the RCT are excluded from GiveDirectly's budget; it is not clear to us whether this is a reasonable exclusion (i.e. whether the trial budget is covering costs that GiveDirectly would pay in the absence of the RCT).

We agree that this is an important transparency issue and included on our books our best estimate of the RCT costs that would normally have been incurred by GiveDirectly, i.e. $4,000, primarily for travel expenses.  This cost is included in all of our performance figures. We would be happy to talk through the number if that would help.

11. We do not know how GiveDirectly plans to prioritize the above grant types.

The prioritization will depend on the flow of incoming funds. If we receive large donations (e.g. $500K), we will organize a new round of recruitment and disburse the money to newly-identified households. If we receive smaller amounts, following completion of the RCT we will top-up treatment households that have received $300 to $1K and then to send control households $1K transfers.

