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Part 1

"What do they do?" section.  
Does this section give you a clear picture of the charities' activities, to the point where you can picture how donations are spent?

This section describes clearly what The KIPP Foundation does, which is to train and support teachers and school leaders. I also feel that I have a clear sense of what kind of schools are part of KIPP’s network – public schools, mostly charter schools, whose students are considered “educationally underserved.” I appreciate the table breaking down KIPP’s expenses because it is nice to have a visual representation of the information, but I don’t know that it helps me visualize how my donation would be spent. I am guessing that the first two categories, “Leadership development” and “Research, design, and innovation” relate to training school leaders, and the second two categories, “Network services and school support” and “Information technology,” relate more to maintaining communication and support once a school has been opened. But it seems fuzzy what the money is actually being spent on – but at this point, I am assuming that I will learn more details as I read further into the review. 

One way that this section could be more clear would be to emphasize more the distinction between “KIPP” and “The KIPP Foundation.” It was not until I had read the review several times that I realized a distinction is being made here (The first sentence describes KIPP, the second sentence describes the foundation). Although I understand the importance of going into detail about the KIPP network of schools and what they do and how they work, the actual “charity” being reviewed here – to whom a donation would go, I assume, if I clicked the donate button – is The KIPP Foundation, which I had no appreciation of until I reached the “What do you get for your dollar” section.
"Does it work?" section.  
Does this section use reasonable methods and use reasonable conclusions to assess the extent to which this charity meets the "impact" criterion laid out at http://www.givewell.org/impact-analysis ?

GiveWell’s Impact Analysis page does not have specific criteria for U.S. education charities, but the three high-quality studies that are discussed use test scores to demonstrate KIPP’s impact on students. The metric of test scores is mentioned on GiveWell’s impact analysis page as being important evidence for an education charity, although the metric has limitations. It might be useful if the review could briefly discuss the advantages and limitations of using test scores as evidence of impact, or at least link to the GiveWell page that discusses this. I understand that concerns with the metric in the developing world would be different from concerns with using the metric in the U.S., but it still might be worth mentioning at the very least why studies looking at test scores are the best available way to measure KIPP’s life-changing impact.   
Does the review discuss any relevant evidence base for the general kinds of programs the charity is running?  (If there is a highly relevant program with a substantial evidence base, the review should link to it, and it should have been included as a separate document in your packet).

The “general kind of program” that KIPP runs is fairly unique to KIPP, so I think it’s appropriate that the evidence base cited is 14 studies (including one literature review) that have examined the impact of KIPP schools. The review states that three of these studies are “high-quality” without fully explaining how it was determined that they are higher-quality than the others, other than stating that they better deal with two specific issues that could skew the results. I found myself wondering here whether that meant that the other studies were also not independent studies of KIPP. 
Does the review competently address the question of whether there is evidence of the charity's past impact, including both "direct" evidence and evidence that the charity has executed proven programs in ways that are likely to replicate their results?  

The review goes into detail about the three studies deemed “higher-quality.” Based on the review’s summaries, all three of these studies seem to demonstrate conclusively that KIPP students performed better on standardized tests than non-KIPP students who were similar in terms of demographics and prior test scores. To me this seemed like a pretty strong indication that the KIPP program is effective, although one point made in the review is that students who enter KIPP schools may be more motivated than other students. This makes the Angrist et al. study seem especially strong because it includes all students that applied to the school – comparing the students who won the lottery with those that didn’t win the lottery.


The review does raise some concern about the replicability of the results, noting that the most (and best) data comes from the older KIPP schools, while the majority of KIPP schools were founded more recently and there is less data on them. It doesn’t seem like there is any way around this issue, since by definition it takes a couple of years to be able to measure the impact that occurs over several years. So, reading this as a potential donor I did not feel overly concerned about the replicability issue. It made me feel that I should expect to see more studies in the future, as more years of data are available and as the students move on to graduation and college. The review explicitly states that metrics like high school and graduations rates and adult earnings would have been used if available. 
Does the review explicitly raise and reasonably consider all strong "alternative hypotheses" for any empirical patterns noted as evidence of impact?  (For example, if it is observed that vaccination rates rose in the area the charity worked in, one alternative hypothesis for this pattern would be that other nonprofits in the same area were working there as well.)
I think that the main way the review raises the issue of alternative hypotheses is by pointing out two specific issues which, if not taken into account, could result in exaggerating the positive impact of KIPP: students leaving KIPP and students being retained in grades. Another issue raised is that KIPP students may be self-selected—students interested in entering KIPP may already be more motivated than other students. The descriptions of the three high-quality studies demonstrate how all of these issues are dealt with, leading me to believe that the conclusion of KIPP’s positive impact is very robust.
Does the review make reasonable conclusions regarding the likelihood of future impact, considering past evidence?
KIPP’s future expected impact is not addressed directly. However, regarding KIPP’s future, the review expresses concern about the sustainability of KIPP’s model given the high rate of teacher turnover. At the same time, the review also mentions KIPP’s plans to expand significantly by 2015, noting that KIPP successfully expanded from 50 to 99 schools between 2008 and 2011. After reading the entire review, my general impression of KIPP’s likelihood of future impact was that the likelihood is high. Even though the review did not explicitly state this, my impression was based on the strong scientific evidence presented and on the fact that KIPP seems to have no plans to slow down.
In assessing empirical evidence, has GiveWell used the best analytical methods available?  Would other analytical methods be more helpful in reaching reasonable conclusions and predictions?  (Please follow footnotes and read any Excel sheet attachments to the extent that it would help answer this question.)
In focusing on the results of three “high-quality” scientific studies, I think GiveWell has used the best analytical methods available. As I noted and as the review notes, the ability to use reliable metrics other than (or in addition to) the test score metric may have made the assessment of KIPP stronger (college graduation, adult earnings), but this data does not exist yet.
Does the review make a reasonable assessment of possible negative/offsetting impact, as discussed in the "impact" framework laid out at http://www.givewell.org/impact-analysis?
The review does not address potential negative/offsetting impacts. Since the Impact Analysis page does not have examples for U.S. charities, I am not sure what the main concerns would be. However, since KIPP schools receive public funding, perhaps something to consider would be whether the diversion of funds from regular public schools to KIPP schools (and/or other charter schools) causes some kind of negative impact on  the students remaining in the regular public schools. Since the review states that the state funding in NYC is “per-pupil,” I would assume that more spending on more KIPP students would not mean less spending on non-KIPP students, but perhaps it does not work this way in all states.
"What do you get for your dollar?" section.  
This section addresses the "cost-effectiveness" criterion laid out at http://www.givewell.org/cost-effectiveness .  For reasons discussed on the cost-effectiveness page, this section aims to use external analysis as much as possible and reach a "ballpark" estimate with minimal effort.  Please attempt to fully understand GiveWell's cost-effectiveness estimate, including following any footnotes and reading any Excel sheet attachments that are relevant.


Although I could not view the main document that GiveWell apparently used to produce this section because it is confidential, the breakdown of costs in this section is clear. When I first read the review, this section is where I got a bit confused, because I did not yet appreciate that each KIPP school is its own separate charity organization in terms of raising funds to cover the gap between operating expenses and public funding.

Are there issues with the estimates given by GiveWell (ways in which they could be substantially overstated or understated) that are not noted?


The range given by KIPP of $7,500 to $17,000 per student seems like a large range, although the reasons given for the large range from location to location seem reasonable. I think that GiveWell has used be the most reasonable and thorough way to evaluate what you get for your dollar from KIPP. After reading through this section a few times, I realized that there are (at least) three ways to express the cost of educating each KIPP student: (1) The KIPP Foundation cost-per-student: total KIPP Foundation expenses divided by number of KIPP students. As a donor to the national organization, this might be the number I’m most interested in, and this number is given as $1423 per student. 


(2) KIPP cost-per-student: The KIPP Foundation cost-per-student, plus the funds raised by each individual school divided by number of students in the school. As a donor, I might be interested in this number if there was a specific KIPP school I wanted to donate to in addition to The KIPP Foundation. GiveWell’s review provides this number for the NYC schools. (3) Total cost-per-student: The KIPP Foundation cost-per-student, plus KIPP cost-per-student, plus public funding, divided by number of students. The review gives this information also by including the state per-pupil funding amount for NYC. This information feels a little less relevant to me, the individual small donor deciding where to donate to impact the most students, but it does give a more full picture of the total dollars required to run the program for each student.

It might be helpful if the review could summarize in this section that per-student (at least in NYC), KIPP spends $2,373 (31%) on school operating expenses, $3,870 (50%) on supporting the school’s teachers, and $1,423 (19%) on development of future new schools. My understanding is that the way this would actually work though, if a donor were to “subsidize” one student, would be to give $1423 to The KIPP Foundation and $6243 to the local KIPP school.
Is GiveWell's conclusion the most firm that can be reached with relatively little work?  Are there adjustments and/or other methods and sources that would lead to a different, and better, estimate of cost-effectiveness?

GiveWell’s conclusion on cost-effectiveness is, “Depending on what one wishes to include in "per-student" expenses, the total cost of the program for NYC students was between $13,000 and $19,000 per student in 2008, $11,023 of which comes directly from state per-pupil funding.” This conclusion was arrived at using confidential documents provided by KIPP, which I trust would allow a more firm and precise assessment than would be provided by publicly available sources. If KIPP were willing to share more budget documents, perhaps this assessment could be further refined, but I do believe that the review gives the most firm conclusion that can be reached with relatively little work.
"Room for more funds" section.  
Does this section clearly address what is known about the likely impact of additional donations?
This section seems to say that not much is known about what KIPP would do with additional donations. But the implication of the statement that it doubled its number of schools in the last 3 years is that KIPP knows how to direct funding to additional expansion, and seems like a reasonable conclusion to me.
Part 2

Footnote spot-check.  Please spot-check at least five of the footnotes in this review (i.e., follow the footnote and open any relevant document or website).  For each, please write your assessment of whether the citation is accurate both in letter and in spirit.
18. Used to support the statement: “A study of 22 KIPP schools found that a substantial share of students leave KIPP schools and that lower performing students are more likely to leave.”
The citation is accurate both in letter and in spirit.
25. Used to support the statement: “The study will also include a randomized experimental design in a subset of schools.”
I think that this entire paragraph (which includes Footnotes 23-26) fairly and accurately summarizes the methodology of the  Tuttle study.

43. Used to support the statement: “Only a small subset of those who started in 5th grade stayed through 8th grade, and those who stayed are different from those who left. This would, according to Woodworth et al. (2008), make a longer follow-up assessment biased.”
I was not able to follow the footnote because the document does not appear to be publicly available, but it seems reasonable to cite the paper here. A side note, I think it would be slightly less awkward to say “This would, according to the authors, make a longer…”

55. Used to support the statement: “KIPP did not provide us with a specific scenario analysis of what it would do with different levels of funding.”
This citation is literally correct, i.e., KIPP did not address the part of the question about what it would do with an additional $1M of funding, vs. $2M of funding, vs. $5M of funding, etc. But when I initially read this Room for Funding section, I thought that KIPP had basically provided no information about what it would do with additional funds. Even though it is a little vague, the section from the GiveWell Due Diligence Questions quoted in this footnote does elaborate on what would be done with donations exceeding KIPP’s operating needs. I think it might be useful to expand this sentence along the lines of, “KIPP did not provide us with a specific scenario analysis of what it would do with different levels of funding, but has indicated that donations exceeding KIPP’s operating expenses could be used for expanding leadership training, rolling out new technology tools, and growing the Partnership for College Completion initiative.”
59. Used to support the assets-to-expenses ratio bar graph. 
The footnote: 

The data on KIPP Foundation's assets to expenses ratio comes from

KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990-PF (2001)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990-PF (2002)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990-PF (2003)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990-PF (2004)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990-PF (2006)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990 (2007)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990 (2008)." 
KIPP Foundation, "IRS Form 990 (2009)." 
My calculations using the IRS forms:

2001 5,350,437/1,221,468=4.3803
2002 422,254/6,692,704=0.0631
2003 3,259,294/11,959,742=0.2725
2004 18,793,312/11,447,861=1.642
2006 7,451,374/19,924,300=0.3740
2007 19,364,090/22,561,500=0.8583
2008 18,168,755/18,541,107= 0.9799
2009 19,681,940/22,113,781 =0.8900
The numbers look good to me.

Fairness of summary.  Having read the entire review and spot-checked footnotes, please read the summary at the top of the review.  Does it accurately and fairly summarize the content of the full review?
The March 2011 review is missing a summary. I don’t know whether this was an inadvertent omission. I decided to read the summary from the July 2008 review. I think it is a very good summary of the review that I read, except for some numbers that would need to be updated. I appreciate that it includes the bottom line statement that “KIPP's expenses come to $2,000-8,000 per student per year,” and as I said earlier I don’t think it would hurt to state this more directly in the review itself as well.
Independent assessment of the charity. 
 Please attempt an independent assessment of the charity, by:
· Examining its website.

· Examining its tax records at http://nccsdataweb.urban.org/PubApps/990search.php?bmf=1
· Googling it.

· Reading any document attachments on the GiveWell review that seem particularly relevant to the case for its impact, cost-effectiveness and room for more funding.

Keep a log of all links you clicked and website/document pages you read.  Then answer the following questions:
Is there any publicly available information that calls into question GiveWell's assertions about the charity's activities, evidence for impact, evidence for cost-effectiveness, or room for more funding?
Assertions about KIPP’s activities


I looked at many of the sources cited by the review and explored KIPP’s website extensively. Everything that I read on KIPP’s website and elsewhere was consistent with what I read in GiveWell’s review about KIPP’s activities. The only issue I had, as I stated earlier, was that I didn’t immediately understand the relationship/difference between The Kipp Foundation and the national network of KIPP schools. This, however, became crystal clear as soon as I read KIPP’s FAQ page.
Evidence for impact


The only source of potentially new information that I found was a report released in March jointly by Columbia University and Western Michigan University (at http://www.edweek.org/media/kippstudy.pdf). I did not read the entire report, only the executive summary. The report claims that KIPP’s high outcomes are due primarily to high attrition, selectivity, and disproportionately high public funding. Based on everything else I had learned about KIPP, and based on KIPP’s official response to the report, I found these claims hard to believe. 

The report also makes the claim that KIPP’s high outcomes are positively influenced by the fact that KIPP schools have a smaller percentage of students with disabilities or who are English language learners. It states also that female students are more likely to apply and enroll. I did not see anywhere else the issue of students with disabilities and English language learners, so I am not sure how valid an issue this is. Although I realize that KIPP itself can hardly be an objective source, KIPP’s commitment to rigorous evaluation, and willingness to share information exposing its own weaknesses/challenges, gives me reason to believe that KIPP may be correct in stating (at http://hosted.verticalresponse.com/242322/8d5a77e4ff/1643506715/5f473a63d9/) that the report is “riddled with errors.”
Evidence for cost-effectiveness


 I saw nothing that called into question GiveWell’s analysis. The Columbia/WMU study claims that KIPP spends $6500 per pupil beyond what public funding provides. KIPP’s response states that this number should be $3715. Of course, it all depends on how you count it exactly. The KIPP FAQ page says, “On average, it costs about $1,100 to $1,500 per student to fund KIPP's extended school calendar, higher staff salaries and other KIPP extras, such as field trips and enrichment classes.” I’m assuming this number refers only to operating expenses cost-per-student.
Room for funding

I did not see much information addressing room for funding. The source used for the review was a confidential document, so I wasn’t able to read that. However, much of what I looked at confirmed that KIPP does want to expand further, especially by adding more elementary and high schools in areas where there are existing KIPP middle schools, so presumably that requires an increasing budget.
Does this independent assessment raise any important issues not discussed in the GiveWell review?


Some of the articles I looked at raised the question of whether the KIPP model is functional and widely applicable enough that entire public school districts could replicate its methods, implying that if not then it is not worth devoting resources to. This question had not really occurred to me because I thought that my main question as a donor considering a U.S. education charity was along the lines of, “Where should I give my money to positively impact the greatest number of (socioeconomically disadvantaged) students?” The question of whether the KIPP model would be good for everybody to replicate seems like a much larger question and this doesn’t seem to be necessarily a goal of KIPP (yet). Perhaps this would be a worthwhile question if there were a number of high-quality U.S. education charities to compare to each other. But it also seems like it would be a complicated variable to measure.
Log
Documents downloaded
-Attachment A-3: Application response - Round 2

- Henig, Jeffrey R. 2008. What do we know about the outcomes of KIPP schools? East Lansing, MI: Great Lakes Center for Education Research and Practice. [available online and simon has so upload]
Note: I think there is a mistake in the way this is cited on the review page—the part in brackets looks like an internal note.

-Tuttle, Christina Clark, et al. 2010. Student characteristics and achievement in 22 KIPP middle schools: Final report. Washington, DC: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

Websites visited
KIPP pages

-http://kipp.org/about-kipp/results/college-completion-report
-http://kipp.org/about-kipp/the-kipp-foundation
-http://kipp.org/index.cfm?objectid=1DFD4FF0-AEDD-11DF-8000005056883C4D
-http://kipp.org/about-kipp/the-kipp-foundation/initiatives-and-impact
-http://kipp.org/about-kipp/support-kipp
-http://kipp.org/teachers
-http://kipp.org/press
-http://kipp.org/about-kipp/faq 
-http://www.kipp.org/news/philanthropy-news-digest-newsmakers-richard-barth-chief-executive-officer-kipp-foundation- 

-http://www.kipp.org/reportcard/2008/
- http://www.kipp.org/about-kipp/results/independent-reports 
Other pages

-http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/class-struggle/post/kipp-criticizes-its-college-graduation-record/2011/04/28/AF6Tao7E_blog.html
-http://weblogs.baltimoresun.com/news/education/blog/2011/03/high_attrition_funding_rates_f.html
-http://hosted.verticalresponse.com/242322/8d5a77e4ff/1643506715/5f473a63d9/
-http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Knowledge_Is_Power_Program
Bottom line. Please summarize whether you feel GiveWell has reached a reasonable assessment, based on the most relevant available information and best available analytical methods and data, about the extent to which this charity meets its criteria.

GiveWell’s silver medal rating for KIPP makes sense to me. KIPP’s attention to results, and evidence of very good results so far, make it a high-quality charity. The fact that it does not have a gold rating reflects the fact that certain data which would make the case stronger are not available yet. These include the results from the randomized experimental part of the Tuttle study, and data on metrics such as college graduation rates, etc that may be measurable in the future. In addition, KIPP has not yet proven the ability to reliably replicate its model, since most of the data comes from the earlier schools. 

Another relative weakness I perceived was the limited information available about room for more funding. GiveWell lists KIPP as having “Limited” cost-effectiveness on the chart comparing U.S. charities. This seems fair enough, based on the rule on the “Guide to cost-effectiveness” page that an excellent rating requires less than $1,000 per life changed. I do wonder if that rule makes sense for this type of charity, but at the same time I did not get the sense that KIPP is excessively cost-efficient. One of the main messages in KIPP’s materials is that “there are no shortcuts” and that one of the reasons KIPP succeeds is that everyone – leaders, teachers, students, parents – works really hard. So, I wouldn’t necessarily expect that to translate to economizing of resources in comparison to other schools.

But overall, my feeling from this review is that KIPP is a very worthy charity and that GiveWell’s review covers all the major issues.
