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This transcript was compiled by an outside contractor, and GiveWell did not review it in full before
publishing, so it is possible that parts of the audio were inaccurately transcribed. If you have
questions about any part of this transcript, please review the original audio recording that was
posted along with these notes.

0:00:02 Holden Karnofsky: Okay. So thanks so much to everyone for coming. I'm Holden
Karnofsky, I'm the co-founder of GiveWell. My other co-founder, Elie Hassenfeld was planning to
be here. His grandfather passed away yesterday, and so he's in Boston today for the funeral. So,
apologies to everyone that it's just me. And also, because of that I have kind of been a little bit... I
did all the prep today, and so I don't know. Usually, this is a team effort, and today, it's just me, so
just keep that in mind, and apologies for any disappointment that causes.

[laughter]

0:00:37 HK: So, there's a lot to update on people, update people on. The basic approach here is that
I'm going to talk for about 10 minutes on three different topics, and after each topic, I'm going to
take a break for questions, and my goal is for this session as a whole to last about an hour or an hour
and a quarter. And then at the end, I'm going to open up the floor for questions on whatever you
guys want to ask, even if it's not directly related to the things that I said. And then I'm going to stick
around afterward for some more informal questions. So we definitely appreciate you guys coming
and want you to ask whatever questions you want.

0:01:13 HK: We know we put a lot of content out online, and we know that it can be a little bit
overwhelming for some people. The point of these events is to give you guys a chance to interact
with us differently to get a summary fast, whatever is on your mind. So don't feel like you need to
be up on what we've been writing. I may make references to blogposts that we've written or pieces
that you can read for more, but certainly don't hesitate to ask something just because we might have
something written about it, because we probably do and it's probably hard to find.

[chuckle]

0:01:41 HK: So another note on this meeting is that I'm recording this right now and that's our
general emphasis on transparency. Usually with these meetings, we record the whole thing, we
produce a transcript. Now if, at any point, someone wants something to be off the record, just say
s0. You can say so before or after, and the person listening to the recording will take it out. So no
one needs to feel like recording is required, transparency is never an absolute with us, but it's a
default. We share as much as we can. And I also reserve the right to just take something off the
record, although I probably won't.

0:02:12 HK: Another note on this particular meeting is that I'm going to talk about some things that
are not yet public, and that's because we've been doing updates on our recommended charities, and
we've got a lot of new content ready to go, but we're still working with them on exactly how is it
presented, exactly how is it framed, exactly how is it phrased, and this is part of the adventure of
transparency for us is that we want to... In terms with everyone to the extent we practically can. And
that means giving people a chance to review what we're going to write about them before we write
it, a chance to make suggestions, try to reach whatever compromises we can that don't dilute the
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message we're trying to send.

0:02:48 HK: So we have a lot of content. We know that the substance of it is going public, so I feel
comfortable sharing it with you guys, but in terms of getting it out to a wider audience and in terms
of getting it down in writing, that's not something where we are. We're not there yet, and I think we
will be in like a week, maybe two weeks. So please everyone, just keep the information of this
meeting to yourselves and if there's something that you have a question about, that you're not sure
what you can talk about, I'm always happy to just entertain an email about it, about that specific
thing. You can also just watch our blog, because just what I say is going to come out on the blog.
It's just not out quite yet.

0:03:25 HK: So my first topic is going to be... Basically, I'll list all three topics I'm going to talk
about, and you guys can just keep that in mind. I'm first going to give an update on Against Malaria
Foundation. That is our current top charity, it's the charity we've gotten the most money to, and I
think there's definitely some new information about them that is worth a discussion and that is
going to come out shortly. And then, my second topic is going to be other recommended charities
from our kind of traditional GiveWell work, and that's going to be GiveDirectly, Schistosomiasis
Control Initiative, and then Deworm the World, which is going to be a charity that we're probably
going to add to the recommended list. Again, none of this is totally final but it's all very close to
final. And then the final topic is going to be an update on GiveWell Labs, which has actually been
my top priority throughout 2013. So unless anyone... Points of order or questions about the general
structure before I start, I'll just dive right in Against Malaria Foundation. No? Okay, good.

0:04:23 HK: So AMF was named our number one charity in late 2011. Since then, we've tracked
about 10.6 million dollars in donations to it that we can attribute to our recommendation. And we've
been doing updates on AMF and what's been going on is, AMF has been looking for distributions of
insecticide-treated nets to spend those funds on. So just as a brief refresher, AMF, Against Malaria
Foundation, their role is to fund the distribution of insecticide-treated nets for preventing and
lowering the burden of malaria. That's a very proven program. It's a very cost-effective program,
and we have recommended AMF because it not only works on an excellent program, but it has a
very high level of transparency and accountability. Unlike all the other organizations we found
working on this program, AMF publishes a lot of information that helps you see when the nets are
delivered, when they do a follow-up survey and they see how the condition of the nets is and
whether the nets are still in use and things like that. So that's AMF.

0:05:25 HK: And one of the challenges that was created when we recommended them, and we
knew this was a challenge at the time, is that AMF, up to that point, had a strong track record of
working with non-profits on small net distributions. So AMF would have its requirements for data
collection, data publication. And it would be things like, we need pictures of people receiving nets
to prove it happened, we need follow-up surveys on the condition of the nets, whether the nets are
still hung, and it had a good track of getting those to go through. But with GiveWell's
recommendation, the amount of funding it had increased several fold, and so it moved up a level
and started looking at government level, national scale distributions.

0:06:11 HK: Now, this, I think, is a very good thing. This is a very good change, and it's something
that we wanted to see happen because we think AMF is bringing a new level of accountability and
transparency to the distribution of nets, and we wanted to see that reach a higher level and become
part of bigger conversations, but it also creates risks. And, I think, in this case in particular, there
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has been a challenge because AMF is now too big to be kind of efficiently working on small
distributions. They have to be sitting at the table with the biggest funders, but they're still smaller
than the biggest funders. They're not the ones who can fund a large country's full country
distribution. And so, the combination of not being one of the bigger funders, and of having unusual
requirements for data collection and publication, creates a situation for AMF that is not an easy
negotiation situation.

0:06:59 HK: And so, they've been trying to negotiate a distribution. We checked in on them last
year and kind of agreed with AMF that they hadn't built up enough of a pipeline of potential
partners and they were going to do a better job of it in the future. I think they did do a better job of
that. They looked at a lot of places this year. They investigated a lot of possibilities. They got very
close on a couple of distributions, but they still haven't gotten one to go through. And at this point,
it's been long enough that both we and AMF are taking a step back and saying, "Okay, this looks
harder than we thought. What is the holdup here to finalizing distribution under terms that are
favorable to AMF and to AMF's values."

0:07:37 HK: So at this point, GiveWell's view, and this is not a view shared by AMF, is that we are
planning to stop recommending AMF until we see it spend the majority of the funds that it currently
has. And the logic there is just it's holding a large amount of money, it's in a new negotiation
environment. We want to see... We think the amount money it's holding is pretty appropriate, it's
allowed it to take a step-up in negotiations, but it's been long enough that we want to see most of
those funds get spent before we start recommending more funds.

0:08:09 HK: AMF wouldn't necessarily take the same attitude, they would say they're still a good
place to give. But as far as our recommendation goes, we're going to be suspending the
recommendation. And that is not a downgrade of AMF, that is a room for more funding situation.
Similar to when we suspended our VillageReach recommendation, not because we were
downgrading them, but because their project that we were recommending was essentially funded as
much as we felt that it needed to be. So, it is not a downgrading. With that said, I think it's
important to note that there have been some issues raised in the course of this, and I think there are
things AMF has done suboptimally. It's very important to us to be very reflective about our own
track record, to talk about our own mistakes, to talk about top charities mistakes. So, although I
don't believe these issues are determinative, although I don't believe these issues are anything
horrible, I think it's very important that we acknowledge them and that we talk about them publicly,
and we'll be doing that.

0:09:03 HK: So to give a brief listing of the three things that I feel have been suboptimal about
AMF that generally GiveWell feels have been suboptimal: One, they've asked for a lot of data and
collection on very frequent time scales, multiple follow-ups to see the conditions of the nets. And I
think, in general, we strongly support AMF bringing a new level of data collection and reporting to
bednet distribution. But the specifics of it, I think we're all in agreement right now that those were
more appropriate for working with smaller non-profit partners and maybe just more than is
necessary and more than is realistic for working with the government. So I think it's very important
to do a follow-up on nets to see what condition they're in. I don't think that we need as many as
AMF's been asking for. I think that getting malaria case rate data before and after distribution is a
good idea when feasible. It's not always feasible, and that data isn't always going to tell us what we
need to know. And so I think both we and AMF are on the same page here that more wiggle room is
in order here, and some compromises on that front are in order.
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0:10:10 HK: Second thing that I think could have been better, that we think could have been better:
Communication style and approach. Basically, we think that AMF brought a communication style
that had worked well with smaller partners, and now that it has less leverage, I don't think it's
worked as well. And in particular, I think AMF ought to invest more in building personal
relationships because a lot of the people involved in these large-scale distributions, they know each
other, they're all part of the same community, and AMF should be doing that as well. This is
something also where it looks like AMF is kind of taking steps to address this issue. It's not entirely
clear, and we're still talking with them about the extent to which they would agree with us about
how suboptimal things had been, but they're getting more people involved. They're getting their
malaria advisory group to step-up its involvement. They're getting their board to step-up its
involvement, and I see them going down the right path to address this issue.

0:11:04 HK: The third issue is that AMF has a public commitment that it spends money only to buy
nets and that's what it says on the front page. AMF believes that it has made a commitment to its
donors that it will spend money only to buy nets, and not to pay for other costs like distribution
cost, shipping cost, evaluation cost. Now, this is something that we have known about for a long
time. It's something that we have been a little bit... I mean we've had conversations with AMF
saying it's very important to us that a distribution not get held up by this issue, and that AMF be
ready to pay for non-net cost for evaluation if that's the key factor. AMF has agreed with that.
They've earmarked some funds to be available for that. But when we go back and look at the
situation, I think we and AMF are not exactly on the same page about what the appropriate attitude
is here toward paying... On paying toward... Paying for our net cost versus non-net cost. And |
would broadly say, AMF believes this has lot of value, partly due to donor preferences. And we
believe that the majority of the dollars that have gone to AMF are coming from donors who do not
have that preference, and donors who would prefer that AMF pay for whatever is necessary to make
a distribution go forward. That is, you know, one issue.

0:12:19 HK: There are other reasons to pay for only nets that I think are highly legitimate, and in
the short run, are really constraining on AMF. So, there are legal requirements, and there are
auditing issues around just making sure the funds are spent as intended, and those kinds of audits
are much easier to conduct when delivering nets than when paying for non-net costs. And AMF
doesn't have... There's certain capacity that other funders have that AMF doesn't to do that particular
kind of auditing. And so, AMF has been trying to get those funders to do that auditing by getting
those funders to pay for those costs. This is something that I think makes sense, is reasonable. With
that said, our preference would be to see AMF moving more aggressively toward getting itself in a
position where it could pay for non-net cost, and I don't think that's a priority for AMF.

0:13:07 HK: So, those are three issues. And my opinion is that they've been factors in the lack of
putting together distribution, but not the major factors, not the fundamental factors. The
fundamental issue in my view is that, it's difficult as a relatively small funder to ask for a new level
of accountability. That's an uphill fight. I think it's a good fight, and that's something that AMF is
doing. AMF is now taking what we think are good steps to improve on this front, getting more
people involved is a big one. Its malaria advisory group has malaria scholars and other people have
a lot of relevant experience, who have a lot of relevant contacts, who we think will be able to
definitely improve the process, along pretty much all the relevant dimensions.

0:13:52 HK: With that said, we've also been looking at the global funding situation for bednets, and
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it looks like it's getting better which is good news for the world, which could reduce AMF's
leverage, and could make it more difficult even in the future than it's been in the past for AMF to
put a distribution together. So, looking forward, I'm not sure what's going to happen. We feel good
about having recommended AMF in the past. We think with what we knew, that was the right thing
to do. We feel good right now about suspending the recommendation until and unless we see that
money gets spent. We feel good about discussing all this in public and putting what we feel were
the shortcomings out there, and as far as the future goes, I think there's some reason to be optimistic
and some reason to wonder what's going to happen. So, that's the AMF situation. I know that was a
lot, and I'm happy to take questions on it now.

0:14:40 S?: I have several questions, and I think you should feel free to comment on any of them
later.

0:14:45 HK: Okay. And by the way, I'm going to be repeating questions for the recording, and if I
forget, and if someone can remind me, that would be great.

0:14:51 S?: So the first question is, you said you wanted to wait until AMF has spent its existing
funds. If they've just allocated to distribution, you're not going to check, would that be okay?

0:15:03 HK: Yeah. Just... I'll answer that quickly 'cause that's a quick answer. I should have been
clearer. We're looking for AMF to commit the majority of its funds before recommending it again.
And again that's not a hard requirement; that's kind of our statement about what we're basically
looking for.

0:15:17 S?: They've raised about 20 million actually, how much of that do they have in hand? Just
to get a sense of...

0:15:21 HK: Oh I mean... So the question, how much has AMF raised, how much do they have on
hand. So we've... We've counted up the dollars we've directed to them, and it's about 10 million. I
think that's far more than the majority. So, I don't think it's been 20 million...

0:15:34 S?: I think it's over 20 million.

0:15:35 HK: What?

0:15:36 S?: I think it's over 20 million.

0:15:37 HK: The time period in question, not total over its history. The time period in question, not
total over its history. I don't know exactly how much it has on hand, that's just not a number I have
in front of me. I think it's in the ballpark of 10 million. They did do a smaller distribution in
Malawi, but you know, the majority of their funds are unused at this point.

0:16:00 S?: You said they have like 10 million unused right now, is that what you said?

0:16:02 HK: Something like that.

0:16:05 S?: And then the second part of that question was, if that happens, that they have an
allocated distribution, would you change your recommendation right away or would you wait till
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the end of the year?

0:16:16 HK: Okay. So the question is, if AMF did commit its funds, do we change their
recommendation right away or till the end of the year? So I mean, we've written a little bit about
this. Normally, the way we do this is, we don't want to have whiplash. We don't start change our
recommendations around every time like a new piece of information comes in, and we think it
might be important. We generally try to have all our ducks in a row and to have checked things out
to a reasonable level of detail, before we go changing recommendations, because of all the kind of
communications issues that causes, and because of the work it takes on our part. So, I wouldn't say
we'd do it immediately, I'm not going to like say that it'll definitely be one or the other. I would say
that like hypothetically... Let's say it's March, and AMF has committed the majority of its funds, we
would put up a blog post ASAP saying it's happened. And probably like a month later, we would
have thought about it, had the discussions, had the preparatory conversations and change the rating.
On the other hand, if this happens in like October, we're probably just going to hold it for
December, because that's just easier in our workflow. Either way, the blogpost goes up as fast as we
can put it up, but that includes the process of working with AMF on it and making sure they get a
chance to see it and share their thoughts. Yeah?

0:17:29 S?: So, if AMF is an organization that you still basically believe in, have you considered
maybe changing the allocation to 20% or something like that instead of to zero?

0:17:42 HK: Question is have we considered just lowering allocation to AMF as opposed to
changing it to zero? I mean ... This is not a possibility that's like specifically come up. It's not one
that I think we want to do. I mean, we basically feel that... We feel that it's holding on to a good
amount of cash right now, which puts it in about as good a position to negotiate as it will be with a
little more cash. I think a lot more money would actually improve AMF's position a lot. I think it's...
If its cash on hand tripled, it would have a lot of leverage 'cause then it would... It might be able to
do a whole country for a bigger country, but that's not something that's really in the cards with the
amount of money we're expecting to move. There's other reasons I wouldn't be comfortable with
that. So the basic position is like we don't want to see it have less than it has because this is what it's
been negotiating with and this gives it a certain amount of leverage. But we don't feel that a... We
feel a little more would, if anything, just make things a little harder for it, in terms of getting all that
money out of it.

[background noise]
0:18:44 HK: Question? Yeah.

0:18:45 S?: It sounds like AMF might have room for non-program funding, that would improve its
organizational capabilities. Have you discussed this at all with them?

0:18:54 HK: So they... I'm going to ask you what you mean first before I repeat the question. So
what exactly do you mean by that?

0:19:00 S?: I mean... So I don't mean non-net program funding, I mean things like hiring... Like if
they need to fly people to Africa so they can be at the right meeting, if they need additional
personnel on the management side to get them working as effectively as they can be. Is having
GiveWell direct non-program funding to them something that either of you brought up?
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0:19:29 HK: Yeah, this hasn't come up. So the question is have we talked with AMF about directing
more administrative funding to them, funds that are available for them to fly to Africa, for them to
hire more staff, to build relationships? All the funding that we have, that has been directed to AMF
on our recommendation has been unrestricted, at least from our point of view. And we've told them,
"Look, we think these funds are unrestricted. We don't think you should be considering them to be
limited by donor preference." So, yeah, we haven't... They haven't asked and we haven't asked about
that possibility. My sense is that they feel they have the resources they need 'cause they do have
some unrestricted funds, even from their perspective. They have the resources they need to do the
level of scale up that they want. I think I would expect... I would ask them to be the driver of any
further scale up on the administrative side. But, hey, if they ask for it and they felt they needed it,
that'd be a conversation. Frankly, the first thing I would do is I would just say, "Let's go back to
some of the bigger donors who gave to them and just get them to agree that those funds are
available for this purpose." 'Cause that's how we always intended it anyway. Yep, Karen.

0:20:35 S?: So if you provide out the clause that you really like that they have to be doing and
there's the organization and their issues, if there were a scenario where for whatever reason AMF
just couldn't get it together, couldn't get this big, are there other contenders in this space that you
feel like is un-funded enough space, that you want to take another, maybe one that's a little worse
on the transparency side, but is still pretty good and is doing a great cause and is effective.

0:20:57 HK: Right. The question is are there other bednet organizations, since we like bednets, that
we might turn to in lieu of AMF? So our attitude on this front... I would say there's no other bednet
organizations that we feel good about right now in terms of transparency. You could certainly give
your money to someone and hope that it is used for nets and kind of... And not really learn all that
much about it. We're actually going to be giving donors that option. We're going... We're planning
to publish a list of all charities that work on evidence-backed programs. That's something that I'll
get to in a little bit, but we want people to know their options. But our recommended charities, our
charities that we have thoroughly vetted, and that is I think pretty reasonable condition for our
recommendation is that we've really scoped it out. And for us to really check it out, that means the
charity has to work with us, and there aren't any that are at that point right now.

0:21:49 HK: I do think that as the... As we learn more about how all this works and as the capacity
of this side of GiveWell improves, I think we will get better and better at working with the existing
players to encourage them to be more transparent. I think that's something that's already happened a
lot. So just as AMF, I think, has improved its data collection and the kinds of things it's looking at,
Schistosomiasis Control initiative has become dramatically more transparent. Deworm the World
has become dramatically more transparent. I think these are things... We don't know exactly why
they happen, but I think it was a factor, and I think will continue to be a factor. So I think we're... |
think we continue to have an eye out, and I think we'll get better and better at getting those
organizations to become more transparent. But for this giving season, we'll have a list. If you want
to know who those organizations are, you're welcome to write a check, but we recommend charities
that we've checked out.

0:22:42 S?: So it sounds like you're saying you have an extra 10 million dollars available for a

bednet charity that can meet your transparency requirements. Somebody is going to hold up their
hand and say 'we'll do it." Is that kind of accurate?
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0:23:00 HK: So the question is do we... How much money do we... Can we say is available for the
next bednet charity that's highly transparent, accountable, and is that going to cause someone to
come forward? I would say that the pool of GiveWell money moved is probably perceived correctly
as being available for charities that work on great programs that are also highly transparent and
accountable. That's the space, it's not a huge space. So I think it actually is a pretty good incentive
right now for a charity to come forward, and that's why we've actually seen some come forward. I
think this has actually happened, this isn't just theory.

0:23:37 HK: Basically, none of our current recommended charities existed in a form that would
have been palatable to GiveWell at the time we were founded. So I think we... You could argue
we've been a factor in all of them, that includes GiveDirectly. So I don't think... We don't have a
space carved out for bednets, but we have... There's a pool that I think is correctly perceived as
available for organizations that work on a certain set of proven programs and do it in a highly
accountable manner and are willing to get thoroughly vetted by GiveWell. And I think that provides
a real incentive, and I think we've actually seen the effects of that.

0:24:11 S?: Are you talking with any other bednet charities right now?

0:24:13 HK: Not at this moment. At this moment, our entire workflow is finalizing our
recommendations, getting our website ready. Are we going to go back... I mean, have we talked to
other bednet organizations this year? Yes. And are we going to go back and do it again next year?
Yes.

0:24:28 S?: How does that option for other bednet charities compare to just persuading or
negotiating with AMF to lower their standards or consider something less viable in terms of their
procedures?

0:24:42 HK: So the question is, how would I compare looking for other bednet organizations to
persuading AMF to lower their standards? So, I mean I don't really want AMF to lower their
standards depending on what that means. I think part of the reason AMF is having trouble is the
reason that AMF is good, which is that it's going for a new level of accountability. I think this is a
real issue, I mean one of the people that we talked to about AMF who is a major malaria scholar
said, "Look, AMF was asking why isn't... What's the plan for post distribution survey here?" And
there's kind of those standard plan and it was added to the agenda for the next meeting of the
relevant players on this topic. So I think AMF is having a positive impact. I don't think, I think to
look at this situation and say, "Well it's been hard for them to negotiate a distribution, so let's just
try and find someone who asks nothing and just hands over the money to a government and says
"Go." That's not my response. You're welcome to make that your response, and we'll have a list of
charities and you could pick out the ones that distribute bednets. That's not my response to the
situation.

0:25:43 HK: In terms of finding more bednet charities that are willing to raise the bar and may do it
differently and may do it more successfully, I think that's something worth doing but I lump it in
with everything that that part of GiveWell's going to be doing which is looking for charities
working on evidence-backed programs that are accountable. So, if we find a bednet one that's going
to be considered alongside, if we find another one that does vaccines or food fortification or
something like that.
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0:26:11 S?: So earlier you mentioned that there's a lot more money in bednets and perhaps this is
not really a question as much as a request. Can you share more about that on the blog, like links or
something?

0:26:26 HK: So the question is, can we get more information about the fact that the funding
situation for bednets is improving? It's not something we've written about yet, it's definitely
something we're going to write about, and it will probably be up by giving season. I mean, there
were some issues with the Global Fund over the last couple of years. The Global Fund is a huge
player, billions of dollars a year, focused on AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria. And it looks like those
issues have been smoothed out for the time being, that's a major factor. I think also like the
recession was a major factor and so...

0:26:59 HK: Oh, and also another interesting thing that happened. The price of bednets dropped
pretty dramatically and then may... This is something that I don't really know about so I'm not going
to promise that this is right. I think that may have something to do with the problems that the
funding community was experiencing. In other words, there was less money for bednets, the price
dropped. And now there's more money for bednets, but the price isn't going up because the way that
norms work in aid. I mean, people are not expecting that price to be raised. So yeah, I mean that
was another factor, and we'll be writing about all that. It still looks like there will be a gap, but the
gap will be probably considerably smaller. It could end up being a situation where we have to work
with some of the toughest government partners, if you're AMF. And that could be a hard situation,
so we'll see how that goes.

0:27:47 S?: Are you guys doing here internally to think through like... It sounds like you have a
super power which is you could direct huge amounts of money through proper... And potentially
may be more than they're ready for or able to deal with...

0:28:02 HK: Yeah.

0:28:02 S?: What kind of internal planning are you... Or what kind of [0:28:05] solution you
are going to think about like how you're going to handle that in the future?

0:28:09 HK: Yeah. So I guess the question is how do we handle our super power of, I just want to
repeat that for the recording, of directing charities more money than they may be ready for? I mean
I think our ideal is... I think a lot of times the right thing to do is to direct the charity more money
than it's currently set up to spend, but not so much more that it's ridiculous. But so much more that
it creates a new challenge, that it creates a step-up that it needs to enter a new field. I mean, that's
what seems ideal to me from a maximum impact perspective. And it also is what we have to do
given how many people want to give now, and how many charities we're able to find that fit the
criteria we're laying out there.

0:28:51 HK: So that's our situation. I mean I don't know that we're... We're not manage