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11  REPORTING SCHEDULE

Narrative Reports

Period Covered:
From To Due Date
October 01, 2020 December 31, 2020 RECEIVED
January 01, 2021 March 31, 2021 RECEIVED
April 01, 2021 June 30, 2021 July 31, 2021
July 01, 2021 August 31, 2021 September 30, 2021
September 01, 2021 December 31, 2021 January 31, 2022
January 01, 2022 March 31, 2022 April 30, 2022
April 01, 2022 June 30, 2022 July 31, 2022
July 01, 2022 September 30, 2022 October 31, 2022

Financial Reports

Period Covered:
From To Due Date
October 01, 2020 December 31, 2020 RECEIVED 
January 01, 2021 March 31, 2021 RECEIVED 
April 01, 2021 June 30, 2021 July 31, 2021 
July 01, 2021 August 31, 2021 September 30, 2021 
September 01, 2021 December 31, 2021 January 31, 2022 
January 01, 2022 March 31, 2022 April 30, 2022 
April 01, 2022 June 30, 2022 July 31, 2022 
July 01, 2022 September 30, 2022 October 31, 2022 

Cumulative Assessment: No Grantee Products: Yes Country Reports  Due Date: October 31, 
2022

12  PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Payment Method:  Advance Payment

Schedule Date Amount
September 01, 2021 $105,750.00 
January 01, 2022 $80,000.00 
April 01, 2022 $80,000.00 
July 01, 2022 $50,000.00 

NED Fund Code:  2020AA, 

__________________________________________________ 
Total:  $545,750.00

13  SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Item: Description:

1

The Grantee is authorized to use noncompetitive procurement procedures for budget items above the small purchase procurement 
threshold of $10,000 in Attachment B, Grant Budget, with the exception of those marked by an asterisk and highlighted in Attachment 
B. Small purchase procurement requirements must be met for any costs (> $10,000) not in the Attachment B, Grant Budget unless
authorized by NED or one of the exceptions listed under 2CFR200.320 is applicable.
Reminder: Please note Grant Provision 14 (Procurement Standards), which requires your organization to follow a written
procurement policy, which includes provisions for price analysis, standards of conduct, and conflict of interest. The complete
standards for procurement can be found in Grant Appendix B, 2CFR200 Subpart D Post Federal Award Requirements Standards for
Financial and Program Management, sections 200.318 through 200.326.



ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

I.  Project Objectives

• To deepen understanding of the challenges to information integrity in the digital space

II.  Project Activities

The AN Foundation – the US entity of GDI – will use NED support to deepen understanding of the challenges to information 
integrity in the digital space.  GDI will cooperate with local partners to carry out assessments of the local online media 
ecosystems in 4 countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America and the Caribbean, and will help to inform advocacy directed at 
combating disinformation.

Assessing Disinformation Risks

During FY2020, GDI will cooperate with local partners in 4 countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, most likely Nigeria, 
India, Malaysia, and Mexico, to conduct a set of comprehensive assessments of the local online media ecosystems.  GDI selected 
these countries based on the following criteria:  strong levels of internet penetration, high use of online news sources and media, 
robust media landscapes, key upcoming electoral or policy processes, and dynamic online advertising markets.  GDI’s local civil 
society partner groups will be drawn from those working in the fields of media, disinformation, fact-checking, and digital rights. 
In FY2021, GDI will expand its coverage to work with local partners in 5 additional countries to conduct research and 
assessments to produce disinformation risks reports.  During FY2021, cases will likely include Bangladesh, Colombia, 
Philippines, Thailand, and Turkey.

GDI will conduct a series of 4-6 online trainings for its local partners to apply its methodology to rate the disinformation risks of 
news sites.  GDI and partners will identify up to 40 news sites to analyze, selecting the sites with the highest popularity rankings 
and social media followers as a way to capture sites with high levels of engagement and therefore relatively greater impact and 
reach in the overall media market.  The framework for the analysis involves identifying disinformation flags that are spread 
across 4 pillars connected to news domains’ structure, content, operational policies, and context.  In each country, the review will 
include an automated broad assessment of news sites’ technical metadata and computational indicators to distinguish and filter 
out news sites that have been hastily assembled to capture advertising revenue.  The manual review by experts will then focus on 
a smaller of the most popular new sites’ content, examining sample articles for credibility, sensationalism, hate speech, and 
impartiality, and operational standards, reviewing rules that domains abide by to establish trust and reliability, such as disclosed 
policies on conflict of interest, inaccurate reporting, and operational integrity.  This will be followed by an independent public 
perception survey of informed news consumers from across the political spectrum to assess the reputational practices, reliability, 
and trustworthiness of the news domains.  Throughout the reviews, GDI will provide research support to its partners, including 
by validating findings, visualizing data, and providing overall quality assurance for the assessment and ratings process.  Building 
on these assessments, GDI and its partners will produce 4 reports on the local media ecosystems, including disinformation risk 
ratings for up to 40 of the most popular online media sites.  These independent assessments and disinformation risk ratings can be 
used by legitimate media outlets to strengthen their journalistic standards and practices and by advertisers and ad technology 
companies to inform their decisions about where to channel their funding.

Promoting Informed Policy Responses

Upon completion of the assessments, GDI will work with its local partners to identify opportunities to promote evidence-based 
policy responses to disinformation.  This will include informing national policy debates on combating disinformation and 
strengthening trust in media, as well as domestic and global-level advocacy with advertising companies and trade bodies to 
defund disinformation.  At the outset of the project, GDI will select local partners based on their ability to engage with diverse 
stakeholder groups locally, nationally, and internationally.  GDI will work with local partners to develop their capacity to use the 
ratings to conduct dialogue with the relevant actors and to produce policy relevant materials, such as briefs and infographics, 
based on the risk ratings and media ecosystem report. 

GDI will also work with its partners to map key policy stakeholders in each country, including major media companies, press and 
journalist associations, CSOs, advertising trade associations, leading brands, social media platforms, and the advertising 
technology companies serving the respective markets.  GDI previously piloted this approach in South Africa, working with its 
local partner to engage media companies and press associations on the findings; as a result, some of the largest media companies 



changed their policies and the national press association updated its code to align with stronger operational and editorial integrity 
measures.  For each country in this project, GDI will support the local launch of the assessment reports through virtual and in-
person roundtables where local partners will present the findings for the local media markets.  GDI will also support the local 
partners to lead individual meetings with reviewed news sites to share their scores and respond to any questions, and to present 
findings to individual stakeholder groups in meetings or webinars as a way to promote stronger standards.

GDI will also collaborate with its local partners to build greater engagement and dialogue the private sector on the challenges of 
disinformation more broadly, including undertaking strategic policy outreach and leveraging windows of opportunity to defund 
disinformation.  GDI’s approach has already begun to gain traction globally, as advertising technology firms, as well as 
advertising clients themselves, take action based on its findings. For example, as a result of GDI’s risk assessments and 
advocacy, 2 advertising technology firms have blocked the Russia Today website from their placements. Meanwhile, clients 
themselves, concerned over the bad publicity of having their brands appear on disinformation sites, have demanded that the 
advertising technology firms take action.  Building on this momentum, GDI and its partners will develop mutually reinforcing 
advocacy strategies, through which partners will conduct domestic advocacy and GDI will leverage its global profile and 
connections to pressure global platforms and brands to engage at the local level.  The aim is to use the risk ratings as a well-
grounded entry point for discussions with key stakeholders in government, the media, and private sector on disinformation, trust 
in media, and freedom of information.

In FY2021, GDI will use lessons learned from the assessments produced in the 2020-2021 period to update methodology as 
needed and useful and to update, similarly, the planning process for future work with local partners.  It will carry out a brief 
partner survey to collect feedback from its local partners to surface any unknown areas for improvement. 

GDI, in collaboration with a local partner, will also hold individual meetings/calls with reviewed sites and present findings to 
individual stakeholder groups, including media outlets reviewed, in one-on-one meetings and/or webinars.

III.  Evaluation Plan

Objective:  To deepen understanding of the challenges to information integrity in the digital space

• GDI and its partners will track the reception of the risk rankings of the target countries, including media coverage and 
feedback from participants in the key stakeholder meetings.  The groups’ abilities to draw on the assessments to 
provide new insight into local media contexts will indicate success.  Feedback from local media companies and press 
and journalist associations, as well as the strengthening of operational standards and policies in response to the 
assessments, will also indicate success.

• GDI will monitor its ability to initiate dialogue with advertising technology firms, brands, and platforms on the country 
assessments, and to raise awareness about this challenge.  The number of meetings and responses from interlocutors 
will indicate success.  Any reduction in advertising on high-risk disinformation sites attributable to this advocacy will 
be a key indicator of success in disrupting the financial incentive structure.  Any responses from social media platforms 
and search engines, particularly in down ranking the sites, will also indicate success.

• GDI’s methodology reflects best practices in data collection and risk assessment to strengthen the reputation of this 
work toward developing and global standard.  The organization incorporates lessons from previous years, collects 
feedback from existing local partners to fine tune the methodology, and documents reactions of relevant stakeholders, 
including ad tech companies.









GDI – Quarterly Narrative Report for NED – January to March 2021

Grant no: 2020-1116

Grantee: AN Foundation

Term of project: July 2020 to June 2021 Report for quarter ended: 31 March 2021

Total amount funded:

Amount paid out in
current quarter:

$230,000

Nil

Total spend to date:

Total spend in current quarter:

Amount remaining:

$104,859

$38,234

$125,141

Project activity

Country Roll-out: Data collection for all four country studies is now complete. From January to March, we
completed the site reviews for the expanded list of Indian media sites as well as the sites from Mexico, Malaysia
and Nigeria. Completing data collection for the later three countries included the following activities over the
quarter:

Finalizing the market samples: Local research teams in all three countries compiled complete media site lists,
based on the reach and relevance of the most frequently visited news sites in their media market. Each country
team also contributed to GDI’s global list of disinformation narratives by adding the topics and keywords that can be
considered disinformation flags in their context, and verifying GDI’s machine translation of the entire list in their
study language, supporting the development of a global disinformation classifier framework. Using the site and
keyword lists for each market, GDI constructed a sample of content for review.

Training the local research teams: GDI trained all three teams on an updated version of the review methodology
that included tools to collect over 100 data points on each site. In January and February, the GDI research team
updated all of our data collection tools and developed new video and written training content that provides country
teams with a more comprehensive understanding of how to apply the review methodology, as well as extensive
examples. The updates to the data collection tools focused on improving precision and efficiency, such that country
teams are now able to collect roughly 150% more data, of improved quality, in the same amount of time.

After reviewing the training materials and participating in trial reviews, each country team participated in two
interactive sessions with GDI and received written feedback on their scoring; this portion of the process is designed
to achieve a high level of consistency and reliability between reviewers, thus clarifying the final results by
minimizing the amount of statistical “noise” in the resulting datasets.

Operations pillar site reviews: Using GDI’s questionnaire, codebook, and custom-built data collection system,
country teams reviewed each site in their market sample, answering a set of up to 98 questions on the site’s
ownership, funding, and editorial policies and practices. Each site was reviewed independently by two researchers,
and then the teams worked together to validate and reconcile their data collection. This data will then be
aggregated by GDI into 13 sub-indicators and 6 indicators to calculate the final Operations pillar scores.

Content pillar article reviews: Following the site-level reviews, country teams reviewed 10 pieces of content from
each site in their market sample. Each article was reviewed independently by two researchers; in this case, teams
do not reconcile their reviews, as the content assessments include subjective evaluations of concepts like bias,
sensationalism, and hate speech. Multiple, independent content reviews are one of the ways which GDI reduces
bias in developing site risk ratings. Researchers coded each article on 13 questions, which are used to construct
the 9 indicators that make up the final Content pillar scores.

Context pillar survey data collection: While the site and content reviews were underway, YouGov conducted
informed online reader perception surveys in each market and delivered these datasets to GDI.

The three datasets - Operations, Content and Context - will be collated by the GDI research team and used to
calculate the final risk ratings for each market. Country teams will then proceed to draft their final results reports,
which will be published and launched in May and June.



Some wider context for GDI’s work

During the quarter, we also published a number of blogs, including:

● How Disinformation Fueled the Siege of the U.S. Capitol (blog published February 4, 2021).
● Disinformation Risks in the South African News Ecosystem (blog published February 8, 2021).
● Ad-funded COVID-19 conspiracy sites: A look at the EU (blog published February 23, 2021).
● Climate Change Denial has been Rising Steadily since the Change in Administration in the U.S. (blog

published March 24, 2021)

Links are embedded; click on the underlined word or phrase to download the blog from GDI’s website.

Some press coverage that GDI received during the quarter:

● In this round-up piece in The Washington Post, Dr. Danny Rogers, GDI co-founder and CTO, is quoted
regarding how disinformation peddlers are branding and merchandising their messages on a range of
e-commerce platforms (published January 19, 2021).

● This New York Times article discusses how merchandise, with phrases like “Battle for Capitol Hill Veteran”,
was available on major e-commerce sites, even as other platforms worked to remove related groups. Dr.
Danny Rogers provides insights into the problem. (Published on January 19, 2021).

● In this article published by ABC News, experts including GDI’s Dr. Danny Rogers discuss how and why the
information ecosystem in the US has helped to feed conspiracy theories and extremism. (Published on
January 22, 2021).

● Announcement of Infolinks Media Partners Partnership with Global Disinformation Index to Protect Brands
from Rising Disinformation Across Sites. (Published March 31, 2021).

Signature
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procurement policy which includes provisions for price analysis, standards of conduct, and conflict of interest. The complete
standards for procurement can be found in Grant Appendix B, 2CFR200 Subpart D Post Federal Award Requirements Standards for
Financial and Program Management, sections 200.318 through 200.326.



ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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for both the partner and GDI and contributing to the maintenance of a standard of quality in the 
content of all reports; 

6. An Editorial Style Guide which provides guidance to copy-editors, translators, and graphic 
designers and ensures quality and standardisation across all reports; 

7. Revamped video materials for partner training purposes tailored to the revised content of research 
codebooks; and 

8. A new set of Pre/Post Surveys to measure changes in skills and confidence applying thematic 
knowledge (related to our work) over the course of the partnership. 

 
Activity 2: Cover additional key media and ad markets entering crucial electoral/political processes in 2022 or 2023 
 
GDI began the partner scoping process for the five 2021/2022 cohort of NED-funded countries (Bangladesh, 
Colombia, the Philippines, Thailand and Turkey) and is in conversation with prospective partners in Colombia and 
the Philippines looking to begin in the first quarter of 2022. GDI also conducted partnership scoping in four UK-
funded countries (Ukraine, Chile, Indonesia, and Japan) and finalized agreements with the first two in the last 
quarter of 2021 and the third in the first quarter of 2022.   
 
The partner scoping process is necessarily rigorous and produces two valuable results: a skilled, reliable, non-
partisan partner and a map of influential stakeholders operating in the given country or region. The latter serves as 
a basis for the planning of report launches and supports the work of GDI’s Communications and Policy teams. 
Partners are all respected country anchors, drawn from academia and/or research-driven civil society organisations 
working on political communications, media development, and digital rights among other tech and democracy 
topics. We systematically revised our partner assessment criteria to include their willingness, ability and good 
standing to network and use the Disinformation Risk Assessment ratings for policy engagement with GDI support. 
Partners were also assessed against our newly developed Media Market Report Risk Register, formalised in an 
effort to identify, analyse, and preempt potential risks or setbacks within the project.  
 
GDI’s Research Associates developed preliminary media lists in all five 2021/2022 NED-funded countries and four 
UK-funded countries. GDI’s Research Associates and Project Manager worked with the partners to identify the key 
roles within project teams whose agreements had been finalized. These roles include researchers who assess 
domain operations and content; cleaners who anonymise articles and play a key role in minimising bias; and a 
research supervisor. GDI learned in phase one that the project kick-off is a crucial time to connect the 
Communications teams from both organisations to begin planning the report launch and best leverage the outputs 
of the project. This planning process now takes place in parallel with the actual research and includes identifying 
the intended local audience for the research and designing the tools, events, or forums that will be used to reach 
them. Simultaneously, GDI’s designated Research Associates provide the partner with a framework for mapping 
additional key online media sites in each study language(s). At this stage, partners are also asked to contribute 
context-specific disinformation narratives to GDI’s global topic list and, for 2021/22, are supported with an improved 
methodology for this. 
 
Activity 3: Support local partners to use risk ratings as an evidence-base to anchor their country work on 
disinformation 
 
GDI developed a suite of research training materials and guidance for each component of the media market 
assessment methodology. Based on our learning from previous studies and on the country partners' feedback, the 
following improvements have been realised: 

1. Integrated a training process for Cleaners – members of the team who anonymize the articles used in the 
Content pillar review. This involves a new training video and an exercise in which Cleaners clean a sample 
of articles and Research Associates check for understanding and uniformity and provide feedback where 
necessary. 

2. Expanded the Cleaners’ instruction guide to provide additional support in response to feedback received in 
past project retrospective meetings. 

3. Implemented a new process to scrape news domains for article collection, resulting in a considerably faster 
turnaround time in our data collection phase. The previous method took 14 days for each scrape; the new 
process takes two days. Since article collection usually requires two to three scrapes, the new process is 
saving us considerable time. 

4. Re-assessed two indicators to address concerns raised by local teams. Although conceptually justified, 
these indicators turned out to unfairly penalize a small subset of domains that focus on certain 
communities, topics, and geographical areas. 

5. Introduced new questions in the Content pillar review to capture evidence that flags the enforcement of 
domains’ good practices and/or policies regarding the quality of the journalistic sources used in the articles 
and the attribution of the elements used in the articles (such as statistics and external media). These 
questions were added on the basis of the questions piloted during the Australian country study.  

6. Significantly improved our proprietary online platform to allow for more flexibility in the equitable and 
randomized distribution of articles to review, in case our team has more than the minimum number of 
required reviewers (two) and/or requires onboarding extra content reviewers. 



 

 
 

3 

 
For each media market, at least 2 key risk factors have been identified based on research findings, which can be 
addressed in follow-up activities such as policy recommendations, best-practice recommendations for media, etc.: 
 
Brazil –  Half of the Brazilian outlets in our study were classified as having a high or maximum risk of 
disinformation. The sites that were assessed tended to score poorly on sensationalism and bias levels in their 
article content, suggesting non-neutral reporting. They also lacked funding source transparency and policies for 
ensuring content accuracy and attribution. 
 
Australia – Only three out of 34 outlets were identified as high and maximum risk in Australia. In order to address 
disinformation risks within the media landscape, Australian domains should be more transparent about their 
policies to ensure the accuracy of stories before and after article publication. Australian domains should also 
disclose more information about their funding structure. 
 
Canada – Suggested improvements for the news media market mainly concern disclosure of operational policies. 
Operational improvements can be achieved by publishing more information on the policies and practices regarding 
the sources used in their articles and the attribution of elements like statistics and external media. Canadian 
domains could also publish more editorial guidelines on journalistic content and editorial responsibility. 
 
Spain – Most media sites in Spain were classified as having a low risk of spreading disinformation. Still, Spanish 
domains can improve their overall risk rating by following standard journalistic practices like using an opening fact-
based lead and a byline. Most Spanish domains also lack transparency about their policies for ensuring the 
accuracy of the stories they publish. 
 
Kenya – Only four of the Kenyan domains reviewed were classified as having a high or maximum risk for 
spreading disinformation. Within the Operations pillar, Kenyan domains must strive for greater transparency on 
their policies regarding pre-publication fact-checking and post-publication corrections. 
 
Argentina – More than 90% of assessed Argentinian sites exhibited a medium, high or maximum risk of spreading 
disinformation. Those domains can considerably reduce their risk rating by implementing article bylines as part of 
their standard practice. Argentinian domains should be significantly more transparent with their operational and 
editorial policies.  
 
Italy – More than a third of Italian domains in our study were classified as high or maximum risk in our index. Italian 
domains scored particularly low on their publication of policies for ensuring content accuracy and attribution. In 
terms of the content of their articles, Italian domains should ensure to include byline information and a standard 
introductory fact-based lede. 
 
Reminder of Objective 1 metrics: 
 
Metric 1.1.1: At least five improvements (based on learnings from previous studies) are incorporated into GDI’s methodology 
and process for the 2021/22 countries. Country partners’ feedback evidences a more efficient and impactful project process 
than in the first phase. 
 
Metric 1.2.1: At least 2 key risk factors identified per media market, based on research findings, that can be addressed in follow-
up activities (policy recommendations, best-practice recommendations for media, etc.).  
 
Metric 1.2.2: Findings, recommendations, or research techniques/methods used during the project are carried forward into 
future work by country partners, with or without GDI. This might include policy advocacy, media/journalism-related programming, 
further research projects, or similar, based on the partners’ core focus and competencies. 
 
Objective 2: Promote policies to defund disinformation and rebuild the trust and resiliency of media 
 
Activity 4: support the development of viable local and global policy solutions to defund disinformation 
 
Forecast to begin in April 2022.  In the interim, GDI has hired a Senior Policy Advisor who will support the 
development of strategic policy influencing plans and drive more impactful event launches. The office is also 
preparing to expand its in-house communications capacity to develop more ambitious report distribution plans and 
to produce more thought pieces, and additional, possibly comparative reports based on a digest of our growing 
country reports data.   
 
Mexico – Data Cívica in Mexico held a workshop in which they discussed how to improve news sites' editorial 
practices and transparency based on the GDI country study. The audience was composed of around 30 people – 
predominantly news editors and journalists. Data Cívica reported that the audience was very responsive and 
satisfied with the guidance they received. 
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Brazil – Following the launch of the Brazilian Media Market Report, local organizations working in fact-checking 
and media standards reached out to GDI to inquire about training in methodology, to discuss opportunities for 
collaboration on local counter-disinformation initiatives, and to learn more about working with ad tech. We are in 
communication with them about potential next steps.  
 
Australia 

● Following the receipt of their risk rating report card, the Head of Digital and Head of Marketing and 
Communications at Sky News Australia contacted GDI to better understand their performance and 
rankings to inform their strategy and digital product. 

● Following the receipt of their risk rating report card, the Managing Director of Publishing at Nine 
Entertainment contacted GDI to better understand the scores of three news domains in our study that he 
manages – the Age, Sydney Morning Herald, and Australian Financial Review. 

● Following the receipt of their risk rating report card, the Social Media Editor of the Australian (of News Corp 
Australia) contacted GDI to better understand their performance and rankings to inform their strategy and 
digital product. 

● Following the launch of the report, GDI was contacted by the UK Government, Department of Health and 
Social Care, UK COVID-19 Vaccine Security. GDI was asked to demonstrate the work we carried out and 
share observations/lessons learned from HSA disinformation and internal misinformation in Australia. 

 
Canada 

● Following the receipt of their risk rating report card, La Liberté applied and secured government funding to 
improve their policies and other operations, with an aim to set an example for other small media.   

● Following the receipt of their risk rating report card and a call with the GDI team, the Executive Director of 
Strategy and International Relations for CBC/Radio-Canada organized a call with GDI to go through all the 
parameters GDI assesses in-country evaluation in detail. They asked both about the content and 
operational dimensions of our work but focused predominantly on the latter because that is where they 
scored the lowest. 

● Following the receipt of their risk rating report card and a call with the GDI team, the Editor of Le Devoir 
decided to implement all of the operational aspects recommended by GDI. GDI put him in contact with our 
Canadian counterpart at the Journalism Trust Initiative to support the audit and revamp of their website. 

● The Canadian team is working on a think piece on the basis of GDI’s methodology; it is expected to be 
published in early 2022 in Policy Options, the Institute for Research on Public Policy’s online magazine.  

 
Spain 

● Academics working on Spanish and UK discourse analysis contacted GDI to inquire about receiving 
training in our methodology and to discuss opportunities to produce additional articles and comparative 
analyses using GDI’s existing data. We are in communication with them about potential next steps.  

● The release of our report was covered by AP Madrid and Asociación de Periodistas de Santa Cruz de 
Tenerife. 

 
Kenya – Following the completion of the partnership, our partner organization (who works across several South 
and East African countries) encouraged us to re-engage in the regions in the coming years. They reported that the 
domains that were reviewed in our first African studies actively contact them to ask when there will be a repeat of 
the study. These domains are interested in a second assessment so that they can showcase the improvements 
they have made to their operations and content following the first study. 
 
Italy – Uptake of recommendations to be reported following the launch of the report in the media market in Q1 of 
2022.  
 
Argentina – Uptake of recommendations to be reported following the launch of the report in the media market in 
Q1 of 2022.  
 
Reminder of Objective 2 metrics: 
 
Metric 2.1.1: Production by country anchor of a set of clear recommendations to build resilient media for key stakeholder 
groups. 
 
Metric 2.1.2: At least one documented uptake of recommendations in each media market, such as changes made by media 
outlets directly, contributions by the partner to changes in public policy, incorporation of recommendations by local press bodies 
or ad industry groups, or similar. 
 
Objective 3: Provide tech solutions for ad industry to redirect ad funding from high-risk sites to high-
quality journalism 
 
Activity 5: leverage country findings for local and global efforts with advertisers and ad tech companies to defund 
ad-supported online disinformation and fund trusted media 
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