Laura Freschi

Part 1

Are GiveWell's criteria appropriate for individual donors (as defined above)?

Yes, I think they are.

Are GiveWell's criteria appropriately defined and defended on the pages linked to above?

Yes, I think they are.  However, I wonder if the documents rely a bit too much on links to GiveWell blog posts. I didn’t go on to read those links, partly because I wasn’t sure that was part of the “assignment” but also because I had printed out the pages and I couldn’t. I am sure you are trying to keep these documents manageable and short, but at times I wished that you had included more of the substance and examples from the blog posts in the within your text. 

Regarding the “Transparency” criteria, you might be a little more specific about what you mean by “publicly available.” Do you mean that a person can find them searching the website of the charity, or that in the course of your investigations, someone at the charity eventually decided to send you the information? I wonder if these two things represent two different levels of transparency.

In the impact analysis document, I agree with your distinction between anecdotes and representative information, but I would have liked to see more on the topic of what kind of qualitative data would satisfy your criteria (I see you linked to a blog post on this, but I would include more in the document).
Does the content of these pages make any claims that are unsupported (when support is claimed) or unreasonable?
I think you provide good and careful documentation for your claims. In general I find your methodology to be systematic and well thought-out. 
Of the three documents, I found the “guide to room for more funding analysis” to be the least strong, largely because (as you yourselves frankly point out) there is very little research on that topic for you to draw on.  
One question that came up for me in this document was when you write about the need to focus on organizations “that appear capable of replicating activities in different regions.” From your explanations I understand why you want the organizations to be “reasonably large” (although this is a pretty fuzzy concept) but it is less clear why they should be able to span regions; I am not sure why there could not be a large organization with room for funding that operated in only one country or region.

Part 2

For the purposes for which GiveWell is using "priority programs," has a reasonable process been used to identify "priority programs?"
Yes, I think you’ve done the best you can with the information that’s out there. 
You might consider discussing positive and negative externalities caused by different diseases.  Your document doesn’t discuss the possibility that certain diseases have greater negative externalities, and that treating or preventing certain diseases may have greater positive externalities. Even if you conclude that we don’t have enough information to make these comparisons, you might still mention the issue.  

Should other programs be considered "priority" that are not?  Should any of GiveWell's "priority programs" not be considered "priority?"
This is hard for me to answer since I am not a specialist in any particular sector.

Are the heuristics used by GiveWell reasonable for finding top contenders to meet the criteria above?  Are other heuristics possible that might identify other strong charities?
As shortcuts, they seem reasonable to me.  I’m sure there are others possible but I’m not sure they would be better.  I wish there were some way to get more directly at quality of management, although I haven’t come up with a heuristic for that one. Other ideas: Charities that discourage individual donors from earmarking funds (they are being honest about the fact that overhead is necessary and also that donors should not dictate the spending priorities of an organization). Charities that treat beneficiaries respectfully in their materials (ie don’t engage in poverty porn). Charities that conduct independent evaluations, even if they’re not on the website (though it’s hard to imagine why they wouldn’t be). 
