1. It was founded in 2011 and is run by part-time employees.
GD incorporated in 2009 but began accepting anonymous donations from the public in July 2011.

GD has had one person working full-time since January of 2011.  Jeremy Shapiro was full time during 2011 and Piali Mukyopadhyay is full-time now.

2. We are not fully clear on how GiveDirectly will use additional funding. 

At a high level, all donations we accept from the public will be used for transfers and the costs of making those transfers.

In more detail, additional funding will be sent to one of the following groups of recipients:

· Recipients currently in the RCT treatment arm.  Because some of these are currently scheduled to get $300, it will take approximately $250,000 to get all of them to $1,000.

· Recipients currently in the RCT control arm.  There are roughly 500 of these and thus capacity for approximately $500,000 in transfers here.  Before sending money to this group we would need to re-establish contact with them and audit a fraction of them.

· Completely new recipients.  We would locate these using our standard enrollment process.

3. It was started in 2011 by a group of economists who work on the project part-time.

On incorporation date and full-time / part-time, see point #1 above.  On occupations, we have one economist, two consultants, and one investment banker on our board.

4. GiveWell has listed USD 440,000 under “Total Unfunded Commitments” to RCT control group

We have not committed to sending any money to the control group.  We certainly hope to, but we never commit to sending any household money unless we have that money on hand and are 100% sure that we will be able to fund the commitment.  If and when we have money to send this group we will notify them.

5. GiveDirectly [sic] targeting methodology is to select recipients based on a single observable characteristic: the materials of their house.

We condition household eligibility on three distinct criteria: the materials used in their roof, the material used in their walls, and the material used in their floor.  This distinction is important as households that meet one or two of these criteria are statistically quite different from those that meet them all.

6. It is our understanding that GiveDirectly does not plan, going forward, to directly monitor recipients' poverty levels. 

We plan to continue collecting data on poverty indicators as part of our ongoing enrollment process.  We are analyzing baseline data from our RCT to identify subsets of variables that are good statistical predictors of broader measures of consumption poverty.

7. We have not seen the full results of the survey.

Let us know if you want to see the raw data with identifiers stripped for IRB purposes; I don’t expect any of the principal investigators would have a problem with this.

8. From a fairness perspective, it is less clear from this survey that households excluded from the program are significantly less poor.

Let us know if we can provide anything that would help clarify this – perhaps the micro-data as mentioned above.

9. We have not seen information on the details of how audits are carried out (how households were selected for the audit out of the 779 households that have received transfers, what questions were asked) or detailed results.

Two notes.  First, households recruited during our early pilots were enrolled by senior staff themselves (Michael, Rohit, and Jeremy) and thus were not audited.  Second, we’ve attached a list of the villages and recipient counts that were enrolled by field staff and then audited by senior (foreign) staff.  As you know the only information we recorded in these audits was whether a household was ineligible or had paid a bribe; we found one borderline ineligible case and no reports of bribes.

10. GiveDirectly notes that only "successful surveys" were included; participants who could not be reached by phone or in person were not included in the results. We do not know how many participants could not be reached.

As of the end of January we have attempted to reach 70% of the households that have received transfers, and have successfully contacted 78% of these.  Calls to the remainder of the recipients are in progress. We are weighing conducting an in-person follow-up with a sample of those we ultimately do not reach by phone.
11. At the time of the follow-up survey, 89% of recipients reported receiving transfers… GiveDirectly notes that at a later follow up all but 1 household had received their transfer; however, this information appears to have been received from M-PESA rather than the recipient.

Small point, this number is 93% in the latest stats.  Larger point – if I understand correctly which situations you’re referring to, the issue was that some households had not started receiving transfers because they had not yet registered for M-Pesa, and we later confirmed that they had successfully registered with M-Pesa (which can be done online without a phone call). If the issue were that the M-Pesa agent was being uncooperative (say) then we would have to check on that by calling.

12. We remain unclear on what changed between the point where GiveDirectly was giving out smaller grants above and the point where GiveDirectly decided to give out larger grants. 

In brief, the two things that changed were (a) our funding situation, and (b) our sense of what people outside the organization wanted to learn from the RCT.

In more detail, we originally designed the RCT to generate as much information as possible, given our budget constraints, about (i) how households use lump sums v.s. streams, and (ii) how men and women use money differently.  We placed less priority on learning how uses of funds varied with the size of the transfer.  In subsequent conversations with people outside our team we have realized that others are interested in the latter question, and so we have scaled up transfers to a subset of the households in the RCT to the full $1,000 in order to generate information on this point.
13. We do not know if GiveDirectly has a plan for monitoring whether $1000 per household is an appropriate grant size.

We plan to publish detailed results from the RCT on the uses of $300 v.s. $1000 and then have open conversations both within and outside our team about whether these push us towards a different transfer size. As you know we also track external research on cash transfers for relevant information.

14. We have not seen evidence that this [income effects] is occurring for GiveDirectly’s recipients.
We have self-reported information on what households are using money on; uses include both consumption items (e.g. food) and investment items (e.g. school, livestock, metal roofs, paying down debt).  Let us know if you could use any more detail on this.

15. We have not investigated this claim [that a typical return on $1,000 would be enough to raise the income of the average eligible family to that of a poor but ineligible neighbor] 

Would more details on this be helpful? The income gap data come from our baseline survey, and our estimates of local rates of return were triangulated from several sources including local MFI rates.
16. GiveDirectly interviews some participants after transfer are sent to ask if they have received the transfers.

Our policy is to interview all participants who can be reached by phone or by calling a neighbors phone, and we are weighing conducting an in-person follow-up with a sample of those we have not reached.

17. GiveDirectly attributes this to delays in receiving IDs and in harmonizing name records.

You sound suspicious – would further detail on these individual cases be helpful? By way of background, we do not begin sending transfers to a recipient until the name registered to their SIM card in the M-Pesa system matches the name we have in our records.  (I assume this is what you mean by “harmonizing name records.”)  Registration requires that they hold a National ID card, so some recipients have to first obtain this and then register for M-Pesa, which can take some time. 

18. “What do you get for your dollar” section.
We’ve already discussed this section over the phone – we realize that the way in which our financial performance is presented in the offering document you saw was not as clear as it could have been, and have been re-writing it.  We are in the process of rewriting it ourselves to try to make it clearer and will share this with you as soon as it’s ready.  In addition, we’ve provided a note on what $1,000 means in context that gives some sense of the kinds of things recipients could do with the money, which is another way of thinking about what you get for your dollar.

19. We note that in the past GiveDirectly used additional funds to increase the size of existing grants… rather than increase the number of recipients who would receive grants.

I just want to note that we did this because we have made a public statement that we will give each household $1,000, and it is important to us to follow through on that.  We had already paid for the smaller $300 grants out of our own pockets.  The tone of this comment makes it sound as if we did something misleading and I want to be sure we are totally clear on the point.

