Selection Methodology:
I used the random number generator at http://www.random.org/ to select charities to review at http://www.givewell.org/international/technical/criteria as follows. First I generated ten random numbers between 1 and 320. I reviewed the correspondingly numbered charities (numbered from the top down). All of these charities fell into Category 2. I therefore subsequently generated five random numbers between 1 and 38 and reviewed the corresponding numbered charities (numbered from top down) in Category 1. Finally, I generated five random numbers between 1 and 191 and reviewed the corresponding numbered charities (numbered from top down) in Category 3. In the report below I’ve the number corresponding to each charity before the name of the said charity.

Category 1:

2

Review of Stop TB Partnership
http://www.stoptb.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "About Us" links, "Country Focus" links, 

Downloaded and viewed: Documents about Global Drug Facility, Progress Report 2006-2008, WHO 2009 Tuberculosis Facts Update, 2009 Annual Report. Was not able to find a IRS 990 form for the charity, presumably because it's under the umbrella organization of the United Nations

Conclusion: M&E link at the GiveWell all international charities we considered page is broken and should be replaced, perhaps by a link to the Progress Report 2006-2008. This organizationqualifies for further consideration based on heuristics 1 and 2. I remain concerned about the fact that donations to StopTB are made to the United Nations Foundation, but this is outside of the scope of the "narrowing the field" stage of investigation.

5

Review of Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria
http://www.theglobalfund.org/en/

Clicked on and viewed: "Who we are" links, "Grant Portfolio" links, "Applicants and Implementers" links

Downloaded and viewed: Grant signing frequently asked questions, Disbursements in detail report, Grants in detail file,  Disbursements in detail file,  2009 IRS Form 990

Conclusion: This organizationappears to me to qualify for further consideration based on heuristic 2 (treatment for Tuberculosis, Malaria and at least certain AIDS treatment/prevention are priority programs). I did not find the link that GiveWell gives under M&E to point to meaningful evidence of impact assessment and though I'm not sure because the website is large, the charity does not appear to me to qualify for further consideration based on heuristic 1. Note that GiveWell lists this charity as qualifying for further consideration based on heuristic 1 but not based on heuristic 2.

17

Review of African Programme for Onchocerciasis Control (APOC)
http://www.who.int/apoc/en/index.html

Clicked on and viewed: "Onchocerciasis" links, "Community-directed treatment" links, "Sustainability and ownership" links, 

Downloaded and viewed: 2007 Progress Report, some of the other documents listed under "Publications." No IRS Form 990 available

Conclusion: This organization does not appear to be accepting donations from casual donors. However, assuming that the organization is accepting donations from casual donors, the organization qualifies for further investigation based on heuristic 2 (River blindness treatment is a priority program). I'm less certain about whether the organization qualifies for further investigation based on heuristic 1 - unclear on what constitutes evidence that medical treatments have been administered appropriately.

23

Review of Measles Initiative
http://www.measlesinitiative.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "Learn" links, "Donate" link, "Reports" link

Downloaded and viewed: Fact Sheet, Key Statistics, Annual Report 2009. No IRS 990 form available.

Conclusion: This organization qualifies for further investigation based on heuristic 2 (immunization is a priority program). There are many documents at the "Reports" link and I'm unable to determine whether the organization qualifies for further investigation based on heuristic 1 in a timely fashion.

26

Review of NetMark, a Regional Partnership for Sustainable Malaria Prevention
http://www.netmarkafrica.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "About Malaria" link, "About ITNs & LLINs" link, "Country Activities" link, "Improving Supply" link, "Policy/Advocacy" link, "Research" link, "Communications" link, "About NetMark" link, "Our Team" link

Downloaded: Net Utilization Study, Ethiopia (Qualitative) report, Uganda 2006 report, Netmark: A case study in sustainable malaria prevention through partnership with business. Could not find annual report or IRS 990 form.

Conclusion: This organization does not appear to be accepting donations from casual donors. Assuming that the organization is accepting donations from casual donors: The organization qualifies for further investigation based on heuristic 2 (mosquito net distribution is a priority program). The organization appears to me to qualify for further investigation based on heuristic 1 (see the website's research page).



-------------------------------

Category 2:

57


Review of African Comprehensive HIV/AIDS Partnership
http://www.achap.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "Programmes" links, "About ACHAP" links, "Document Archives" links & a few "Districts" links. 

Downloaded and viewed: 2008 IRS 990 form, 2008 annual report, Preliminary results: Botswana AIDS impact survey III (BAIS III), 2009 Study titled "A Population - Based Study on Alcohol and High - Risk Sexual Behaviors in Botswana"

Conclusion: While the organization has studied the effects of AIDS and the behaviors that lead to AIDS in Botswana, the organization does not appear to have studied the impact of its programs and so does not meet heuristic 1. The strongest case for this charity is that it spent $1,766,179 of its $7,337,233 budget on condom distribution, but it does not appear to run any of the programs under GiveWell's Priority Programs list and so does not meet heuristic 2. So it appears to me that GiveWell correctly applied its "Narrowing The Field" heuristics to this charity.


82 

Review of Leprosy Mission International
http://www.leprosymission.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "About TLM" links, "about leprosy" links, "TLM worldwide" links, "getting involved" links, "opportunities" links, "resources" links

Downloaded and viewed: 2008 Annual Review, 2008 Financial Report

Conclusion: this charity does not qualify for investigation under criteria 1 and 2. However, according to the WHO, "[multi-drug therapy] is very cost-effective as a health intervention, considering the economic and social losses averted." This makes me wonder about the justification for excluding leprosy treatment from the priority programs list.

93


Review of Business Council for Peace
http://www.bpeace.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "About Us" links, "Where We Work" links, "Donate" link.

Downloaded and viewed: 2008 IRS 990 Form

Conclusion: The organization does not qualify for further investigation based on heuristics 1 and 2.

105


Review of First Isabela Cooperative (FICO)
http://www.ficobank.com/

Clicked on and viewed: "Corporate Profile" links, "Awards" links

Conclusion: This organization does not appear to be a nonprofit organization. I'm perplexed as to why GiveWell listed it eligible (or even evaluated it for eligibility).

117

Review of Kashf Foundation
http://www.kashf.org/

Clicked on: Impact assessment links.

Conclusion: GiveWell links to http://www.kashf.org.pk/ which does not appear to be a valid URL and should probably be replaced by the one above. Kashf publishes impact reports at their Impact Assessment page and appears to me to qualify for further consideration based on heuristic 1 and the standard for impact for economic empowerment charities given here http://www.givewell.org/international/technical/criteria/impact#Whatconstitutesimpact 

200


Review of Childcare Worldwide

Clicked on and viewed: "What we do" links, "About us" links, "Get involved" links, "News and Events" links.

Downloaded: 2010 annual report, 2008 IRS 990 Form

Conclusion: This organization does not qualify for further investigation based on heuristics 1 and 2


201

Review of Children International
http://www.children.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "About Sponsorship" links, "How We Can Help" links, the "Advocate Center" link, the "About Us" links

Downloaded and viewed: 2010 Youth Report Card, 2009 Annual Report, 2009 Accountants' Report and Financial Statements

Conclusion: There's a lot of material on the Children International website (as the charity is huge, netting over 100 million dollars a year) and it would take a lot of time to confirm that there's no information whatsoever about impact on their website, but if there is such information it's not in an easily accessible place. Moreover, there is an abundance of most charities' evidence on their website and the absence of impact analysis attached to such evidence strongly suggests that Children International is not impact oriented.  As such I feel fairly confident in asserting that Children International does not qualify for further consideration based on heuristic 1. 

Children International does not qualify for further consideration based on heuristic 2.

260

Review of Slums Information Development and resource Centres (SIDAREC)
http://www.sidarec.org/

Clicked on and viewed: "About Us" links, "CIDAREC 4 pillars" links, "Library" links, "Slums news" link, "Contact Us" link, "Donate" link
Downloaded and viewed: Nothing (no financial records available)

Conclusion: SIDAREC does not qualify for further consideration based on heuristics 1 and 2.

272

Review of Trees, Water & People
TreesWaterPeople.ORG

Clicked on and viewed: "Our Programs" links, "What You Can Do" links, "About Us" links

Downloaded and viewed: 2009 Annual Report, 2009 IRS 990 Form

Conclusion: The organization does not qualify for further investigation based on heuristics 1 and 2. However, it would be a good idea to revisit this charity when studying climate change. This charity claims to plant many trees. I could imagine that it would be easy for the charity to provide evidence for this if it is in fact going on.


314


Review of WaterCan/EauVive
http://www.watercan.com/

Clicked on and viewed: "Who we are" links, "Where we work" links, "How we work" links, "What we do" links, "Learn more" links, "Supporters' corner" links 

Downloaded and viewed: WaterCan Annual Report 2008-2009, Water and Sanitation Factsheet, Index of Water and Sanitation Related Diseases, Case For Support 2009. Note: there is no IRS 990 form on NCCS, presumably because WaterCan is based in Canada.

Conclusion: This organization does not qualify for further investigation based on heuristics 1 and 2


-------------------------------

Category 3:

8 

Review of Alliance for Health Policy and Systems Research (AHPSR)
http://www.who.int/alliance-hpsr/en/

This charity was correctly excluded out for being outside of the scope of GiveWell's international charity investigation (it's a research charity).

48

Review of Easter Seals
http://www.easterseals.com/

This charity does not appear to be an international charity. I suppose it's reasonable to have ruled this charity out based on scope but there's a judgment call to be made here. 

In any case, the charity does not appear to publish impact reports and is certainly not focused on a priority program.

117

Meningitis Vaccine Project at WHO/PATH (MVP)
http://www.who.int/alliance-hpsr/en/

This charity was correctly excluded out for being outside of the scope of GiveWell's international charity investigation (it's a research charity).


150

Review of Spandana
http://www.spandana.org/

This charity (now) has a website and should not be excluded from consideration on the basis of not having a website.

176

Review of War Child
http://www.warchild.org/

This charity was correctly excluded out for being outside of the scope of GiveWell's international charity investigation (it's an advocacy charity).

--------------------------------------


Reflection: 
I don’t think that GiveWell is missing out on outstanding charities on account of the weeding heuristics that GiveWell applies being unrepresentative of GiveWell’s broader criteria. The heuristics seem to me to be very reasonable.

There’s an inherent subjectivity to applying the “Charity stands out for publishing M&E (monitoring and evaluation) reports” heuristic. Not sure what there is to be done about this. In any case, it probably doesn’t matter too much, as Holden says in Our Process: narrowing the field “we are always ready to look at charities that don’t pass these heuristics, if they meet our broader criteria.” 
As comes out in my reviews above, there are a few instances in which I feel that the heuristics may have been misapplied or applied inconsistently, but these occurrences are minor. The only possible nontrivial lapses that I perceive concern Kashf Foundation (which may warrant further investigation based on heuristic 1) and Spandana (which does in fact have a website). I recognize that Spandana may not have had a website at the time when GiveWell originally went through the “narrowing the field” process. 
Some charities publish ostensible impact reports and are nevertheless not deemed worthy of further consideration by GiveWell. In such instances, I think it would be a good idea for GiveWell to publically record why an ostensible impact report does not meet GiveWell’s standards. 
