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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This evaluation report to the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
provides the results of an evaluation of the USAID Ukraine Media Project (U-Media) from 201 |
to the time of data collection in September 2015.

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The purpose of the U-Media evaluation is to:

2.

Assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected U-Media activities, with a particular
focus on

a. Objective | (support freedom of speech and media independence) and

b. Objective Il (increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality) of
the project, and

Inform potential follow-on programming.

The evaluation was conducted to answer the following six questions:

What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media for various U-
Media stakeholders (U-Media grantees and partners; non-assisted civil society
organizations, or CSOs; private-sector organizations; governmental organizations; other
donors; etc.) involved in promoting media independence and quality of news in Ukraine?

How did Internews tailor its tools and approaches to satisfy the diverse needs of its
partners in a changing environment in Ukraine?

Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposal, which were perceived by
U-Media stakeholders to be the most useful for influencing media context under Objective
| and media content, such as news and other information, under Objective Il and why?

Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were adopted and actively
used by its partner organizations to influence media context (Objective |) and/or media
content (Objective Il) in Ukraine?

What major changes in the media context under Objective | and media content under
Objective Il in Ukraine do CSOs and other U-Media stakeholders perceive to be the
result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner organizations?

Based on the evaluation findings, what recommendations can be made for future
programming?
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

The current five-year Ukraine Media Project (U-Media) runs from October |, 201 | to September
30, 2016 and is implemented by Internews. U-Media builds on the previous eight years of the
Strengthening Independent Media in Ukraine Project, also known as U-Media and also
implemented by Internews. The project has four objectives, with varying degrees of Level of Effort
(LOE) prioritization included in parentheses: |) Support and Promote Freedom of Speech and
Media Independence (30%), 2) Increase the Variety of News Sources and Improve News Quality
(40%), 3) Improve the Enabling Environment for Media and Freedom of Speech (20%), and 4)
Improve Organizational Capacity of Ukrainian Media CSOs (10%)

According to the original Request for Applications, at least 55% of the U-Media budget, originally
$14 million (which has since increased to $15.85 million), should be used to fund local Ukrainian
media organizations. U-Media provides grants to three types of beneficiaries— institutional
partners, core partners, and emerging and short-term partners—to achieve these four objectives.

EVALUATION METHODS AND LIMITATIONS

The methods for this evaluation included a desk review of U-Media documentation, in-depth
semi-structured interviews, case studies, and an online mini-survey. The fieldwork for the project
included in-person visits to all || core and institutional partners and 12 selected emerging
partners. The team concentrated its efforts in the capital of Ukraine, Kyiv, and conducted
additional interviews in Mykolaiv and Lviv. In addition, all past and present grant recipients during
the evaluation period (201 1-2015) were invited to participate in an online mini-survey.

Overall, the team reviewed over |,500 pages of documents, gathered and analyzed the data from
36 responses to the online mini-survey (out of 68 current and past partners), and conducted and
reported results of nine case studies and an additional 28 semi-structured interviews and group
interviews with partners, key informants, government officials, other donors, media and political
experts, and other stakeholders. The team collected a total of 80 interview hours of data through
in-depth interviews and case studies.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Question |: What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media
for various U-Media stakeholders (U-Media grantees and partners, non-assisted
Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), private sector organizations, governmental
organizations, other donors, etc.) involved in promoting media independence and
quality of news in Ukraine?

Conclusion 1.1. The longevity and the flexibility of the U-Media project are seen as a long-term
investment in establishing freedom of speech and independent media in Ukraine.

Conclusion 1.2. Although communication with the U-Media implementer was perceived as

quick, flexible, effective, and partner-oriented by many interviewees, a minority reported
frustration with a perceived decline in more personally oriented communication.

Performance Evaluation of the Ukraine Media Project, 2011-2015 vi



Conclusion 1.3. Partners lack a sense of U-Media’s strategic direction, both in terms of
program-related vision and future financing of partners.

Conclusion 1.4. Limited knowledge and lack of incentive to learn more about other media and
media-oriented non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and CSOs in Ukraine (e.g., competitive
pressures) create an isolated, fragmented environment in which current media and NGOs exist
and operate, leading to possible redundancies and potential missed opportunities for learning
across projects.

Conclusion 1.5. Reporting procedures and practices seem to be excessive and burdensome,
particularly for those small regional grantees, media, and long-term partners that are engaged in
multiple levels of activities and projects. The more active the organizations were and the more
recognized they were among other stakeholders, the more these organizations criticized the
excessive reporting.

Recommendation 1.1. USAID and Internews should maintain the flexibility and long-term
perspective of the U-Media project.

Recommendation 1.2. Internews should incentivize collaboration among different levels of
grantees and among regional grantees. For example, Internews could incentivize Kyiv-based
grantees to collaborate with regional grantees to scale up learning.

Recommendation 1.3. Internews should create an open, interactive, and searchable database
of all sponsored projects and supported media, NGOs, and CSOs to encourage collaboration
among grantees, donors, and other stakeholders, particularly in situations where sub-grantees
are implementing similar projects.

Recommendation 1.4. Internews should review reporting and communications procedures
and simplify reporting requirements. It should plan periodical face-to-face meetings with grantees
to discuss current projects and to find points for collaboration.

Recommendation 1.5. U-Media should serve as a center of the highly effective, connected
network of media and media-related NGOs. Internews should build and maintain an
interconnected network of new and emerging grantees that will exchange ideas and collaborate
with each other; it should announce open-door competition rules that encourage collaboration
among three or more organizations in different regions to pursue a strategically important topic.

Question 2: How did Internews tailor its tools and approaches to satisfy the diverse
needs of its partners in a changing environment in Ukraine?

Conclusion 2.1. U-Media was able to support the Ukrainian media and media-related NGOs
during the Yanukovych regime and prior to the Euromaidan period. Its efforts in adopting tools
and approaches allowed it to expand the number of U-Media partners, strengthen election
reporting, promote legal changes, and encourage partners to take advantage of those changes.
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Conclusion 2.2. U-Media was also able to effectively adjust its tools and approaches based on
the needs and requirements in the rapidly changing political, economic, and societal environment
during November 2013 (Euromaidan) and thereafter. By reacting quickly and effectively, U-Media
was able to provide necessary support to media and media-related NGOs in Kyiv and in the
regions.

Recommendation 2.1. USAID and Internews should continue to protect the flexibility and
ability to adjust programming to a rapidly changing environment. Consider positioning U-Media
as a hub, a coordinator in times of greatest need, particularly for regional independent media and
media-related NGOs.

Question 3: Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposal, which
were perceived by U-Media stakeholders to be the most useful for influencing
media context under Objective | and media content, such as news and other
information, under Objective Il and why?

Conclusion 3.1. In relation to the media context, the most influential U-Media tools and
approaches were support of independent broadcasters, support of professional and ethical
standards among journalists in Ukraine, and legal support of journalists. Another effective and
influential approach that U-Media pursued was continuous support for lobbying for new media
laws in Ukraine. Stakeholders saw passage of the law on public access to information and the law
on public broadcasting as a direct result of U-Media related efforts.

Conclusion 3.2. Among the most influential U-Media tools and approaches in relation to media
content were investigative journalism trainings, support of investigative media projects, media
monitoring, and access to new regional multimedia content providers.

Conclusion 3.3. Perhaps the biggest factor that facilitated U-Media efforts and contributed to
successfully changing the media context and media content in Ukraine was the arrival of a new,
more democratically oriented, pro-Western government, which opened public offices to former
media activists and opposition leaders.

Recommendation 3.1. U-Media should continue focusing on tools and approaches that have
been proven to be successful. In relation to Objective | (media context), U-Media should
continue facilitating conversations among various donors and stakeholders on the future of the
public broadcasting system in Ukraine and on the best ways to restructure the current
conglomerate. In addition, U-Media should continue support of nationally recognized professional
competitions among journalists and legal support of investigative journalists, especially in the
regions.'

Recommendation 3.2. To continue influencing the variety of news sources and improve quality
of news in Ukraine, U-Media should concentrate on developing long-term, strategically

' For the purposes of this document, “regions” refers to the provincial areas outside of the Ukranian capital, Kyiv.
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coordinated, advanced trainings, short- and long-term journalism programs, and continuing
education programs in coordination with existing educational media programs at universities.

Question 4: Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were
adopted and actively used by their partner organizations to influence media context
(Objective I) and/or media content (Objective Il) in Ukraine?

Conclusion 4.1. The practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted were not clearly
communicated to the grantees. Many grantees were confused by questions related to practices
and behaviors and were not able to discuss the importance of particular activities.

Conclusion 4.2. Among the listed practices and behaviors, the most identified as used and
adopted were skills taught in trainings of journalists, particularly in investigative journalism and
legal assistance to journalists.

Recommendation 4.1. U-Media should identify a clear list of strategically important practices
and behaviors to be adopted throughout the media sector and communicate their importance.

Recommendation 4.2. For the next funding cycle, U-Media may want to include promoting
open discussions about why promoted practices and behaviors were not well understood.

Question 5: What major changes in the media context under Objective | and
media content under Objective Il in Ukraine do CSOs and other U-Media
stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media
and its partner organizations?

Conclusion 5.1. Among the most prominent changes in the media context (Objective |) that
CSOs and other U-Media stakeholders perceived to be a result, in whole or in part, of the work
of U-Media and its partner organizations were |) the ability to engage in open and public
discussions about freedom of speech, despite the challenging, constantly changing political,
economic, and societal environment; 2) the media reforms adopted in 2012 and 2015, believed
to be a result of continuous efforts of U-Media and partners in pursuit a favorable media context
in Ukraine; 3) a pilot media literacy program, which was seen as a success; and 4) the increased
quality and quantity of independent media and journalists in Ukraine.

Conclusion 5.2. Among the most prominent changes in the media content (Objective 2) that
CSOs and other U-Media stakeholders perceived to be a result, in whole or in part, of the work
of U-Media and its partner organizations were |) several innovative media projects promoting
quality news content and 2) comprehensive development of investigative journalism in the
regions.

Question 6: Based on the evaluation findings, what recommendations can be made
for future programming?

Overall, the team recommends that the U-Media project continue past 2016; however, several
critical adjustments to the program should be made.
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Recommendation 6.1. Internews should concentrate funding efforts around strategically
important media activities that are well coordinated and outcome-based.

Recommendation 6.1.1. U-Media should continue to expand support of regional media
and their news-based programs with organizational support for equipment, specialized
training, and capacity building of staff.

Recommendation 6.1.2. Promote media literacy, particularly among young citizens in the
Eastern, Southern, and Central regions of the country. Any media literacy program should be
outcome-based, coordinated, and should seek formal approval of the Ministry of Education
of Ukraine.

Recommendation 6.1.3. Support efforts to reform higher education curriculum and
trainings for professors.

Recommendation 6.1.4. Promote the development of media management education in
Ukraine.

Recommendation 6.1.5. Provide advanced, specific trainings for practicing journalists in
the regions, which should result in packaged multimedia products with determined channels
for distribution.

Recommendation 6.1.6. Evaluate activities and measure projects on outcome-based,
value-driven results.

Recommendation 6.2. U-Media should minimize funding for the following areas:

Recommendation 6.2.1. To encourage sustainability, U-Media should outline a plan for the
gradual reduction of overhead support to organizations (particularly long-time institutional
and core partners) and continue working with partners to promote diversification of their
funding sources and a decrease in reliance on one donor.

Recommendation 6.2.2. Short-term basic trainings by multiple grantees without a clear
understanding of how these programs help in building a network of professional journalists
across the country.

Recommendations 6.2.3. Programs aimed at improving the organizational capacity of
Ukrainian media CSOs, many of which have been around for more than 20 years. The next
cycle of the U-Media project should pay more attention to supporting actual media and other
types of entities.

Recommendation 6.3. Develop comprehensive, proactive, strategic, goal-oriented

communication and programming plans that would guide future selection of programming and
the approaches in the aforementioned selected areas of support (Recommendation 6.1.).
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Recommendation 6.4. Whenever possible, U-Media needs to find effective ways to encourage
institutional and core partners to collaborate by supporting joint projects in critical areas:

Recommendation 6.4.1. Media monitoring: For example, U-Media should consider
creating a call for joint proposals to collaboratively monitor media using qualitative and
quantitative methodologies.

Recommendation 6.4.2. Advanced regional trainings: Encourage collaborative proposals
to conduct a series of advanced specialized online media and investigative reporting trainings
for young journalists, with the involvement of several leading journalism schools in four
geographical areas of Ukraine.

Recommendation 6.4.3. Self-regulation of the industry: Proposals and initiatives to engage
in discussions about self-regulation of journalistic professional and ethical standards.

Recommendation 6.4.4. Legislative work: Collaborative proposals to promote media
literacy across the country and to pursue media analysis of ongoing legal reforms in Ukraine.

Recommendation 6.5. While the Ukrainian media should strive to cover reform process
underway in Ukraine and continue to educate the citizenry about these processes, the
independent media and U-Media supported initiatives should be careful to avoid any potential
perception that it is a mouthpiece for the government.

Recommendation 6.6. Consider creating a collaborative network between donors and
grantees for information and ideas exchange, as well as for the ongoing communication among all
grantees and all donors.

Recommendation 6.7. Support open expert virtual platforms, where media and education
experts from Ukraine, Europe, and the US can conduct virtual discussions, answer questions, and
offer workshops and master classes to all practicing and aspiring journalists, particularly in other
regions of Ukraine outside Kyiv. If Internet connection speed does not allow for live interactions,
consider recording master classes and organizing recorded online trainings and sessions.

Recommendation 6.8. To the extent possible, whenever possible, the project should support

production and distribution of publicly available data on ratings, monitoring, readership, and other
market-driven characteristics of independent media rather than top oligarch media.
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EVALUATION PURPOSE AND
EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The purpose of evaluating the Ukraine Media Project (U-Media) is to |) assess the relevance and
effectiveness of selected U-Media activities, with a particular focus on Objective | (support
freedom of speech and media independence) and Objective Il (increase the variety of news
sources and improve news quality) of the project and 2) to inform potential follow-on
programming. The evaluation will provide the Regional Mission based in Ukraine with information
to reassess its role in strengthening the media sector in Ukraine. It will also offer the implementing
partner Internews and its partner organizations opportunities for learning and recommendations
for improving implementation. While there have been several iterations of U-Media, this
evaluation focuses entirely on the implementation period that began in 201 1.

The evaluation was designed to answer the following six questions:”

I. What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media for various U-
Media stakeholders (U-Media grantees and partners, non-assisted CSOs, private-sector
organizations, governmental organizations, other donors, etc.) involved in promoting
media independence and quality of news in Ukraine?

2. How did Internews tailor its tools and approaches to satisfy the diverse needs of its
partners, given the changing environment in Ukraine?

3. Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposal, which were perceived by
U-Media stakeholders to be the most useful for influencing media context under Objective
| and media content, such as news and other information, under Objective Il and why?

4. Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were adopted and actively
used by its partner organizations to influence media context (Objective |) and/or media
content (Objective Il) in Ukraine!?

5. What major changes in the media context under Objective | and media content under
Objective Il do Ukrainian CSOs and other U-Media stakeholders perceive to be the result,
in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner organizations?

6. Based on the evaluation findings, what recommendations can be made for future
programming?

The sixth question was added from those contemplated in the original statement of work (SOW)
to ensure that the evaluation achieves its objectives. While the SOW also requests that the
evaluation consider the effectiveness and relevance of the intervention, to avoid the addition of

2 In answering the evaluation questions, U-Media is understood to be Internews plus all sub-grantees. “Tools and
approaches” are broadly interpreted to include trainings, mentoring and guidance, capacity-building efforts, the
funding that U-Media provides, and efforts by Internews to shape the programming that it funds.
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two additional evaluation questions, the evaluation team will consider these two factors in
providing its responses to the evaluation questions listed above. Questions |-3 directly relate to
relevance and Questions 3-5 directly relate to effectiveness.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

Since gaining independence in 1991, Ukraine has gone through several stages of media
development.’ The media landscape has shifted dramatically with the changing political context.
Most recently, the Euromaidan protests brought the change in government and subsequent
Russian occupation of Crimea and military interventions in Donbass. These political changes have
created both opportunities and additional challenges for media development in the country.

The current five-year Ukraine Media Project (U-Media) runs from October |, 201 | to September
30, 2016 and is implemented by Internews. U-Media builds on the previous eight years of the
Strengthening Independent Media in Ukraine Project, also known as U-Media and also
implemented by Internews.

The project has four objectives, with varying degrees of Level of Effort (LOE) prioritization
included in parentheses:

I. Support and Promote Freedom of Speech and Media Independence (30%)
2. Increase the Variety of News Sources and Improve News Quality (40%)

3. Improve the Enabling Environment for Media and Freedom of Speech (20%)
4

Improve Organizational Capacity of Ukrainian Media CSOs (10%)

In 2015, these percentages were altered slightly, and improving organization capacity has become
less of a priority than improving the enabling environment for media and freedom of speech.
According to the original Request for Applications, at least 55% of the U-Media budget, originally
$ 14 million (which has since increased to $15.85 million), should be used to fund local Ukrainian
media organizations. U-Media provides grants to three types of beneficiaries: institutional
partners, which play leading roles in Ukraine’s media sector; core partners, which have a long
track record of working with U-Media and have made improvements in their organizational
capacity; and a group of emerging and short-term partners, which receive or have received in
previous years lesser financial support through open-door or other grants. (See Table 1.)

3 Tsetsura, K. (2012). Media Map Project. Ukraine: Case study of donor support to independent media 1990-2010.
Commissioned research report prepared for the Internews Network, USA and the World Bank, sponsored by the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the World Bank. Available at http://www.mediamapresource.org/wp-
content/uploads/201 |/04/Ukraine.pdf
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Table I. Institutional, Core, and Emerging Partners

Institutional partner
Internews Ukraine

Telekritika

The Independent
Association of Broadcasters

The Information and Press
Center (IPC)

Core partner

Regional Press Development
Institute

Institute of Mass Information
Academy of Ukrainian Press

Ukrainian Association of Press
Publishers

Media Law Institute

Center for Ukrainian Reform
Education

“Suspilnist” (Society)
Foundation

Hromadske. TV

Emerging partner

Suspilnist TV Foundation (First
National Channel)

Ukrainian Crisis Media Center

Pylyp Orlyk Institute for
Democracy

Independent Media Trade Union
of Ukraine (IMTUU)

Institute for World Policy (IWP)

Mykolaiv Center for
Investigative Reporting

Kafa, Informtavrika, Crimea

Briz, Crimea
YanukovychLeaks project
Volyn Press Club, Lutsk
Lviv Press Club (LPC)

The U-Media award period has been marked by Ukraine’s Euromaidan Revolution (Revolution of
Dignity), Russian aggression against Ukraine, annexation of Crimea, and the occupation of parts
of Ukrainian territory in the East (parts of Donbass). These dramatic developments have affected
the media climate considerably, particularly in the East and South of the country, and resulted in
some modifications in funding priorities and activities.
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EVALUATION METHODS AND
LIMITATIONS

The team engaged in a theory-based, mixed-methods, utilization-focused approach. Theory-based
evaluation focuses on providing an in-depth analysis of a program’s underlying logic and causal
linkages—in other words, providing a close examination of each step in a program’s Theory of
Change (ToC). The mixed-methods approach allowed the evaluation team to measure results
and relevant phenomena through a variety of data sources. Social Impact’s (Sl) approach also
draws on utilization-focused methodologies to ensure that the information generated by the
evaluation is useful to USAID. The evaluation methods include document reviews, semi-
structured interviews, an online mini-survey, and case studies.

e Document review. USAID provided S| with annual reporting, annual workplans, and
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data for the project, and Internews provided reporting
from all sub-grantees. In total, the evaluation team examined over |,500 pages of
secondary data provided by USAID and Internews, including all sub-grant proposals and
reports, which helped provide preliminary answers to evaluation questions and inform
survey questions and interview guides.

e Mini-survey of all primary and secondary beneficiary organizations. All 68
current and past partners and grant recipients were invited to participate in an online
survey using the online tool SurveyMonkey. With encouragement from the evaluation
team and Internews, 36 organizations, or 53%, responded to the survey.

¢ Interviews. The core of the evaluation included interviews with all eleven core and
institutional partners, four government representatives, seven donor representatives,
three media and politics experts, five USAID representatives, and twelve emerging
partners, which were selected to provide a representative sample of all grant recipients.
The three-person evaluation team conducted the first seven interviews together to
ensure a common methodological approach and then divided into two teams to conduct
interviews in Kyiv, Lviv, and Mikolaiv.

e Case studies. To ensure research depth, the team also conducted nine case studies,
which were designed to provide a representative sample of grantees. These case studies
included semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions, as well as further
document review as necessary. The team conducted all case studies, with the exception
of one, in Mykolaiv.

The team engaged in parallel analysis to examine the evidence from the document review, key
informant interviews, case studies, and mini-survey responses. This analysis allowed for
triangulation and ensured the quality of the collected data. All interviews were partially or fully
transcribed. The team engaged in a three-step qualitative data analysis to identify the emerging
themes from interviews and to identify the most common threads throughout the data. All
quotations used in this report were translated twice for accuracy by two or three team members,
who were all fluent in both English and Ukrainian. The team wanted to save the voices of the
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participants and thus preferred to keep the authenticity of direct quotations instead of adjusting
the quotations to fit the standards of the English language. However, some direct quotations and
all indirect quotations have been lightly edited for clarity.

There are several limitations to the evaluation methodology that should be mentioned:

e Document review: While the document review was comprehensive, reporting
documentation can present an overly positive picture of implementation and outcomes.

e Mini-survey: Although a 53% response rate is reasonable, the evaluation team had hoped
to achieve a higher response rate. There is no way to know if the 47% that did not respond
had systematically different views than those that did.

e Interviews: Interviews allowed for considerable depth; however, it was not possible to
interview all key stakeholders in the course of data collection, and some important voices
and perspectives might not have been obtained.

e Case studies: The case studies provided rich information; however, SI’s strict protection
protocols for human subjects, designed to protect the confidentiality of respondents,
prevent the full use of information obtained in the case studies. Nonetheless, much of the
information obtained through the case studies helps inform the evaluation team’s
responses to the evaluation questions. In addition, by providing confidentiality to
participants, the team was able to obtain valuable information that presented multiple
angles and provided both appraisal and criticism of the program.

e Limited geographic scope: Due to the limited time and resources, the evaluation team
focused its efforts in Kyiv with visits to two other cities, Mykolaiv and Lviv. The team was
not able to travel to Donbass area (Donetsk, Luhansk) due to the active military
operations in the region.

The evaluation team consisted of Team Leader Dr. Katerina Tsetsura, a professor in the Gaylord
College of Journalism and Mass Communication at the University of Oklahoma; Local Evaluation
Specialist Dr. Lyubov Palyvoda, Founding Director of CCC Creative Centre (Ukraine); and Local
Media Specialist Dr. Dariya Orlova, Deputy Director of Research at the Mohyla School of
Journalism (Ukraine). In addition, the team received in-country support from Research Assistant
Valentyna Zavyalova and Logistics Coordinator Stanislava Tsarkova. Home office support
consisted of Chief of Party Daniel Sabet, Program Manager Georgie Almon, and Program
Assistant Nathan Youngblood.
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Question |I: What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-
Media for various U-Media stakeholders (U-Media grantees and partners, non-
assisted CSOs, private-sector organizations, governmental organizations, other
donors, etc.) involved in promoting media independence and quality of news in
Ukraine?

QUESTION | FINDINGS

Generally speaking, survey and interview respondents were very positive about U-Media. When
asked to evaluate their experience in working with U-Media on a 0-10 scale, the average score
among the 34 respondents was a very high 9.1. While the overall view is positive, the evaluation
team also identified several disadvantages.

Finding 1.1. Program-Related Advantages and Disadvantages

Finding 1.1.1. Continuous, long-term support for the development of media and
media-centered NGOs in Ukraine, particularly in organizational development
and organizational capacity, is a major advantage. (program-related advantage)
Not unexpectedly, the main advantage to U-Media partner organizations is the financial
support offered through sub-grants. Repeatedly, grantees as well as media experts, non-
grantees, other donors, and government officials pointed out that, for the past five years,
20112015, the U-Media project has continued to be the main source of support for many
media-related organizations and independent media outlets in Ukraine, particularly in project-
specific support, capacity building, and institutional development. Several Western donors as
well as all institutional, core, and emerging grantees indicated that U-Media continued to be
the only project that was able to provide grants for organizational support and day-to-day
functions.

“l do not have a long institutional memory, but | do know that U-Media is a key project that
helped our organization to develop and establish itself. This is the only grant project which
continuously supports our institutional development and growth.” (interview with a core
partner’s representative)

In many cases, partners felt that it would be unlikely to obtain such support through other
donors.

“l do not know any other [donor] organization which would support a web portal, which produces
unbiased, non-paid news from three regions. It seems to me that except U-Media, there is no
organization that would support our organizational development. This start-up happened thanks
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to U-Media.” (an emerging partner in the region)

Furthermore, rather than provide one-time financial support, U-Media offers its institutional
and core partners long-term sustained support. Many grantees, experts, and non-grantees
identified the longevity of the project as one of its main program-related advantages.
Interviewees described this advantage:

“The project that comes for five years is a guarantee of stability. The search for a model [of
support], in which people will not be disturbed because of the financial difficulties, is a plus for
sustainable development. Many partners, as a result, have increased and expanded their
organizational, institutional capacity.” (interview with a media expert)

Nonetheless, some concerns were raised about the amount of financial support. Some
institutional and core grantees pointed out that the current budget for the development of
organizations is smaller than it was in the past:

“Now we receive less money, but we used to get much more in the beginning.”

Finding 1.1.2. U-Media and its implementer Internews were adaptive and
responsive to political, environment, and social changes that happened in
Ukraine. (program-related advantage) The majority of participants highly valued that
the U-Media project and Internews were flexible and attentive to the changing environment
and were able to adjust the programming to better address these changes. Interviewees stated
that U-Media provided support during “samurai redlities” (the time during Yanukovych) and
turbulent times, such as the annexation of Crimea and the war in the East of Ukraine. The
vast majority of interviewees agreed that the U-Media project has been flexible and responsive
to context as it “wants to meet the needs of the real-time.” Open-ended comments in the survey
noted that Internews was “flexible to changes,” “reacts well on innovations,” and “reacts well to
new challenges. As one emerging grantee put it, “It is important that they know how to listen,
where they need to turn [reconsider] and take into account the [grantee’s] opinion.” (For more on
adopting to the media environment, see the response to Question 2.)

Finding 1.1.3. For many interviewees, U-Media works with grantees to fine-tune
projects, especially in the beginning, but also provides freedom and flexibility in
pursuing their goals. (program-related advantage) Sub-grants occur through a
somewhat more collaborative process than a typical proposal-based grant mechanism.
Interested sub-grantees submit a proposal; however, Internews works with them to refine
the proposed activities prior to approving funding. Generally, sub-grantees reported that they
liked and supported this approach. To better understand how projects are decided on,
respondents to the mini-survey were asked to rate their project on a scale of 0—10, where 0
is “your organization designed the project entirely on its own” and where |0 means that the
project was designed by Internews. While two organizations rated their projects as an 8
(heavy Internews design involvement) the average of 34 respondents was only 2, and 12
organizations rated their project as a 0 (entirely designed by themselves).
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For many respondents, this approach works very well. Many interviewees and case study
participants indicated that U-Media aims to establish and maintain relationship with its
grantees as “‘equal partners”

“We know people from U-Media for a long time. We already have established long-term
relationships as partners. If we have a new idea, we would negotiate with them. We would have
a very frank conversation. We do not push each other. It is a plus for us that we know these
people well and that we can offer our ideas freely. And many of our ideas are supported.” (a
core partner)

Grantees valued the trust that U-Media demonstrates toward their projects and the fact that
Internews did not impose its own ideas on projects:

“It was nice to see that Internews offers but does not demand [to accept ideas]. It is always
uncomfortable when the donor imposes its own mechanisms, evaluations, etc. Internews does not
impose these procedures, but rather, recommends and demonstrates why they will be valuable.”
(an institutional partner)

Finding 1.1.4. By contrast, some grantees and other stakeholders reported
disagreements in programming priorities and funding levels. (program-related
disadvantage) There were several disagreements about declining U-Media support of media
monitoring projects. Many emerging, core, and institutional grantees, representatives of
independent media, and experts and government officials clearly stated that this monitoring
was essential to maintaining the balance of the media environment in Ukraine.* Different
stakeholders argued for the necessity of both types of monitoring: qualitative (such as the
ones offered by Telekritika) and quantitative (such as the ones offered by the Academy of
Ukrainian Press). They also agreed that monitoring is necessary for both oligarch-owned and
independent media as well as national and regional media:

“They [U-Media] want to do more advocacy, but we want to do more analysis. This is a field of
tension with U-Media.” (an institutional partner)

“Monitoring is absolutely essential. Sometimes, | have a nightmare: what if | open the Telekritika
page and there would be no monitoring report. How would | then function as a media?”
(independent media representative)

Finally, at least four different grantees found the smaller funding for organizational
development unacceptable or dangerous:

“Our types of activities are now concentrated on production of content, education, consultation
to the media. We distribute the money we get to others (about 50 thousand dollars) and only
have 20 thousand for our institutional development. [But we found a way to have] a clear budget

* By contrast, some donors and other key informants noted disappointment that such monitoring projects had not
led to more tangible results.
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and have become more sustainable [by reducing our organizational budget].” (an institutional
partner)

In some cases, U-Media had delayed funding for projects that were seen as important to
partners. In response to the delay in funding, one interviewee reported:

“...we eliminated that project. And then started getting multiple calls from regional journalists—
and we could not help them. We had a gap in funding for about three months before we could
get back on track with the project, negotiated with [the grantor] and started providing legal
services again” (grantee type has been omitted to protect confidentiality)

Finding 1.1.5. The program grantees have low awareness about one another’s
work and other grantees’ projects and limited opportunity for cross-
organizational learning. (program-related disadvantage) It was clear from the survey
responses, interviews, and case studies that grantees knew little, if anything, about the work
of other U-Media partners or grantees despite biannual U-Media meetings. The survey results
showed that almost everyone had a hard time naming other U-Media sponsored projects
and/or organizations outside their own organization and their own interests. For instance,
grantees whose goals were to monitor freedom of speech and to provide legal support to
journalists knew little or nothing about other aspects of the program, such as media literacy
or support of regional media. Moreover, almost none of the grantees located in Kyiv knew
about regional emerging partners or other grantees:

“We do not always know what our partners are doing or what kind of programs they are pursuing.
Perhaps we could combine our efforts or offer something useful to one another... For example,
| was surprised to find out that the Pylyp Orlyk Institute [for Democracy] does very similar [to
our] projects so some duplication of efforts is going on [by using the same U-media grant money].”
(a core partner)

When asked in a survey, many grantees were not able to name a single other organization
whose projects were also sponsored by U-Media. Several grantees (particularly institutional
and core grantees) were able to name only those organizations with which they have
collaborated in the past or whose services they have used. (For instance, some media
organizations were able to name the Regional Press Development Institute, or RPDI, because
their journalists used legal help that RPDI provides for free to regional and Kyiv journalists).
However, the majority of interviewees had a hard time naming other grantees.

Finding 1.1.6. Many stakeholders believed that U-Media lacks a clearly
communicated vision for the future and that there was inadequate support for
new small projects and regional media. (program-related disadvantage) Many
grantees, as well as media and educational experts, worried that U-Media lacks a clear vision
for future programming. They expressed concerns that the lack of such vision can impede the
success of the programs that have been supported in the past four years and, potentially, can
create tensions between long-time partners and U-Media:

“When our organization is named as an institutional partner, we would like to see a perspective.
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But we never know toward the end of the year what will happen the next year. As a rule, we
send a project with a budget, and then we are told to cut our activities to a certain volume. And
we cut everything that is essential for a success of this project.” (an institutional partner)

While more recent funding now supports regional partners, such as the Lviv Press Club and
the Mykolaiv Center for Investigative Reporting, some respondents noted the need for
greater regional support:

“We still need a huge support to regional media, especially the ones dislocated from Crimea and
the ones that work near the war zones and near Crimea.” (an institutional partner and an
emerging partner)

Finding 1.2. Management-Related Advantages and Disadvantages

Finding 1.2.1. Internews creates collaborative relationships with its sub-grantees
and has supported their efforts to learn evaluation and monitoring.
(management-related advantage) Core grantees appreciated the ability to do their own
work and realize their missions. They also valued quick, effective feedback and the ability to
have discussions as partners. Regional partners did not report any marginalization.

“Helpful instruments of self-evaluation and monitoring are always available. This was a very useful
exercise for us about monitoring and evaluation [of our organization]. We received the instrument
of self-evaluation thanks to the U-Media.” (an emerging partner)

“Cooperation contributed to organizational development; we got new knowledge and experience;
improved the organization’s image and credibility of performers.” (a survey response)

Institutional and core partners pointed out that the donor does not micromanage the projects
or the personnel of its partners directly, as some other donors do:

“They are not trying to manage our personnel directly, over the head of our director, but some
other donors give directives and direct orders to program managers, bypassing the leaders of the
organization.”

Finding 1.2.2. Accessibility of Internews employees, readiness to help, and good
communication were listed among advantages for many partners. (management-
related advantage) The majority of partners reported that Internews was very responsive.
As one sub-grantee stated, “operational communication is 12 out of 12 points” (an open-ended
survey response). Several grantees saw U-Media and communication culture as a plus. Survey
respondents appreciated regular, clear, professional communication:

“Regular meetings with Internews are a plus; we meet much less often with other donors.”
“Continuous communication with representatives of the project allows us to use even better

measures of the project.”
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“Internews representatives even came to visit us and to conduct trainings on how to write
evaluation reports and consulted us on many topics.”

“We appreciate their availability to answer questions.” (emerging partners)

Finding 1.2.3. Nonetheless, some sub-grantees raised concerns about
communications and the relationship between Internews and its partners.
(management-related disadvantage) In contrast to the quotes above, some long-term
partners felt that communication had worsened. These respondents felt that changes in
leadership at Internews corresponded with a transition from a more informal, personal touch
to a more bureaucratic, distant approach. One participant even mentioned that it felt as if the
Internews office was no longer located in Kyiv, although she was aware this was not the case.
A few respondents expressed concern that the Internews Chief of Party (COP) does not
speak Ukrainian.

“Some time ago, they [Internews] were easy to communicate with, very informal. Now, everything
is very dry and formal.” [One past director] was eager to meet, and we would meet with her
twice a week. Now we meet twice a year. There is no individual touch.” (grantee type has been
omitted to protect confidentiality)

“Before we had more communication. For example, now we presented our idea for the project
but had no live discussion—we only correspond via email. Personal meetings are a must.” (a core
partner)

Some long-term partners also reported that now they face a suspicious attitude from the
implementer:

“All donors point out problems or difficulties, but these are working moments. From all donors we
hear that we are great and that they value us. And what [do] we hear from U-Media? [We see]
only critiques and comments on our evaluation reports and other things. They do not always
support the volunteer activities that we do and they are not interested to hear what we else we
do—if these activities are not done with U-Media, even if they contribute to our core mission.”
(grantee type has been omitted to protect confidentiality)

To be sure, such comments were made by a minority of respondents (six people total) and a
less personalized approach is somewhat to be expected given U-Media’s growth; however,
these minority viewpoints are nonetheless important. Overall, comments about the work by
Internews were positive from the emerging partners and split among core and institutional
partners.

Finding 1.2.4. Grantees perceive the current reporting procedures as excessive.
(management-related disadvantage) In addition to the annual and semiannual reports,
USAID requires reports from Internews every six months, and Internews requires that sub-
grantees submit reports every quarter. Often the deadlines for the quarterly and semiannual
reports are not aligned, and the grantees end up producing the reports every two or three
weeks at the end of the quarter and the six-month periods. Respondents said that they have
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to not only submit reports, but also submit a draft, a final draft with corrections, and then a
final report. Although many grantees confirmed that they receive plenty of support from U-
Media and Internews regarding the evaluation and measurement reporting, some still find the
reporting burdensome. Many grantees, especially those that have multiple projects and are
engaged in various activities, find this reporting excessive.

“Now per each dollar spent on work of journalists, we spend 2—3 dollars for reporting.” (an
institutional partner)

“Recently, donors are getting carried away with the paper reports. Journalists who really change
the picture of media in Ukraine are paid less than project and evaluation managers who write
the reports to donors. For every dollar spent on real activity, we spend 2 or 3 dollars on writing
reports for donors!” (an institutional partner)

Finding 1.2.5. High competitiveness among grantees appears to lead to
reluctance to share new project ideas and to collaborate. (management-related
disadvantage) As noted above, many grantees admitted that they know little, if anything,
about projects of other U-Media partners. This appears to be encouraged by a competitive
environment for funding.

“U-Media organizes meetings once or twice a year for all its partners to discuss plans and
strategies for next year. This is the only meeting to get together and exchange ideas and learn.
And yet, you still get a feeling of competitiveness among grantees.” (a core partner)

“Many are reluctant to share their new ideas at the meetings because they are afraid other
grantees will steal the ideas.” (a core partner)

Finding 1.2.6. Some institutional partners note a lack of progress in moving
toward the desired goal of ‘“direct funding” from USAID, and some respondents
complained about long approval times, and perceived lack of quick reaction or
timely consideration to modify some projects. (Management-related
disadvantage) The U-Media Program Description notes that:

“USAID has made it a priority to increase its support to local organizations. This activity is expected
to result in the development of local organizations which have the technical and organizational
capacity to implement USAID assistance. Therefore, applicants must propose a strategy that
adequately develops local capacity in major program directions so that by the end of year three of
the project, no less than three Ukrainian organizations are qualified to assume a leadership role in
the continuation of media developments efforts in key areas of importance for the sector."

While USAID contends that this should not be interpreted as “direct funding” from USAID
to local organizations, interviews showed that at least four different partners interpreted this
paragraph as direct funding. Seven long-term institutional and core partners reported that

3 USAID. 201 I. Request for Applications RFA-121-11-000001. “Program Description.” Pg. 27
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they expect to get direct USAID funding soon. Nonetheless, interviews suggested that few, if
any of these organizations, would be able to meet USAID requirements for such funding. For
example, some of the organizations had never heard of the preparatory audit that they have
to complete before they can be considered for the direct funding, or they had no knowledge
of what kind of reporting is required from organizations that receive direct funding from
USAID.

There are also perceptions that reporting requirements will be restructured and project-
specific budgets will be guaranteed for longer periods of time, allowing organizations “to
concentrate on projects instead of quarterly reports.”

Long approval times and a perceived lack of effective quick reaction or timely consideration
of new or modified applications were also cited by several organizations as a disadvantage:

“We constantly face multiple questions. A long process of approval is worrisome; we submitted
the proposal last September but received a final approval only in February, when several parts of
the project were already completed. It is a difficult moment—negotiation of new project, new
proposals.” (a core partner)

“The confirmation of the proposal takes a long time. Sometimes it happens quickly, but this
summer when we submitted our proposal to continue the project, we were supposed to start the
new stage on July |, but we received the money only at the end of the month, four weeks later.”
(an emerging partner)

Finding 1.2.7. There is a perceived lack of coordination with other donors and
grantees among some interviewees (management-related disadvantage) Grantees
and experts perceived that U-Media sometimes had poor coordination with other donors
and grantees. Some projects were overlapping (“We do the same projects and yet we are not
coordinating”), and other projects do not seem to have a clear goal (“One time, there was an
idea to work with Polish NGOs—but then it turned out to be a chaos with no clear coordination”).
(survey responses)

QUESTION | CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion I.1. The longevity and the flexibility of the U-Media project are seen as a
long-term investment into establishing freedom of speech and independent media in
Ukraine. [supported by Findings I.1.1, I.1.2, and I.1.3]

Conclusion 1.2. Although communication with the U-Media implementer was
perceived as quick, flexible, effective, and partner-oriented by many interviewees,
others report frustration with a perceived decline in more personal communication.
[supported by Findings 1.2.2, 1.2.3]

Conclusion 1.3. Partners lack a sense of U-Media’s strategic direction, both in terms of
program-related vision and future financing of partners. [supported by findings 1.2.3 and 1.2.6.]
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Conclusion 1.4. Limited knowledge and lack of incentive to learn more about other
media and media-oriented NGOs and CSOs in Ukraine (e.g., competitive pressures)
create an isolated, fragmented environment in which current media and NGOs exist and
operate, leading to possible redundancies and potential missed opportunities for learning across
projects. [supported by Findings 1.2.5 and 1.2.6.]

Conclusion 1.5. Reporting procedures and practices seem to be excessive and
burdensome, particularly for those small regional grantees, media, and long-term partners that
are engaged in multiple levels of activities and projects. The more active the organizations were
and the more recognized they were among other stakeholders, the more these organizations
criticized the excessive reporting. [supported by Findings 1.2.4.2 and 1.2.6]

QUESTION | RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation |.l. Maintain the flexibility and long-term perspective of the U-
Media project. [supported by Conclusion 1.1]

Recommendation 1.2. Create opportunities for collaboration among different levels
of grantees and among regional grantees. For example, Internews could incentivize Kyiv-
based grantees to collaborate with regional grantees to scale up learning. Expect all new projects
to be aware of similar organizations, particularly in the regions, and build connections. [supported
by Conclusion 1.2]

Recommendation 1.3. Create an open, interactive, and searchable database of all
sponsored projects and supported media, NGOs, and CSOs to encourage collaboration
among grantees, donors, and other stakeholders, particularly in situations where sub-grantees
are implementing similar projects. [supported by Conclusions 1.2 and |.4]

Recommendation 1.4. Review reporting and communications procedures and
simplify reporting requirements. Plan additional periodical face-to-face meetings with
grantees to discuss current projects and to find points for collaboration. [supported by
Conclusions 1.3 and 1.5]

Recommendation 1.5. U-Media should serve as a center of the highly effective,
connected network of media and media-related NGOs. Build and maintain an
interconnected, virtual, openly accessible network of new and emerging grantees so that they can
exchange ideas and collaborate with each other; announce open-door competition rules that
encourage collaboration among three or more organizations in different regions to pursue a
strategically important topic. [supported by Conclusion |.4]
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Question 2: How did Internews tailor its tools and approaches to satisfy the
diverse needs of its partners given the changing environment in Ukraine? (For
example, was Internews flexible and fast in re-orienting/refocusing grants/sub
partners?)

QUESTION 2 FINDINGS

Finding 2.1. U-Media tailored its tools and approaches by focusing on journalists’
training, focusing its efforts on the protection of freedom of speech during the times
of political change and unrest. Survey respondents reported that Internews was very adaptive
to change. Respondents were asked on a scale from 0-10 to disagree (0) or agree (10) if
“Internews and the U-Media Project is doing the right kinds of things to respond to Ukraine’s
changing political and media landscape.” The average response among 35 respondents was 8.4,
indicating that respondents perceive that Internews adjusts to the changing climate. Respondents
were asked to rank on a scale of 0—10 the degree to which their projects had changed in response
to the changing media and political landscape, with 0 indicating no change at all and 10 indicating
that it completely changed. Of the 35 respondents, ten reported not making any changes to their
projects, and only five offered scores above 5. The average score was 2.8. This suggests some
flexibility in the project design although no wholesale changes. Respondents were also asked to
rank U-Media’s receptiveness to the change, where 10 indicated that they were completely
supportive and 0 indicated that they were not supportive at all. The average response was 9.1,
suggesting flexibility on Internews’s part. Interview responses confirmed these findings:

“U-Media reacted well on the brink of the war. They were there to help. We did not have time
to reach out to them; we were busy doing work, but they reached out to us and helped the other
organization with bulletproof vests for journalists and safety trainings.” (an institutional partner)

“When one grantee proposed to organize live debates, the U-Media reaction was ‘instant’ We
discussed the draft in 10 days. U-Media has a good management team that was able to navigate
this very complex, multi-layered project, which combined online and conventional TV debates. U-
Media shared its precautions, talked through potential problems [with us].”

Finding 2.2. During the first two years of implementation (before November 2013),
in response to the political situation in Ukraine, U-Media concentrated its efforts on
supporting media and media-related NGOs that were focused on changing the media
laws in Ukraine. In the period prior to the Euromaidan, U-Media used several tools and
approaches to respond to challenges. This included supporting the media-centered NGOs that
advocated for the adoption of the law of Public Access to Information, which was eventually
adopted in January 2012. After adoption of this law under the new government, many grantees
were able to actively engage in projects that promoted and influenced the media context through
legal support for and consultations with journalists.

Internews tried to shape U-Media’s programming in response to political challenges: backsliding
democracy, centralization of power, and increased editorial pressure on journalists. Internews’s
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documentation illustrates how the sub-granting process sought to anticipate political events. Prior
to parliamentary elections in October 2012, Internews writes:

“U-Media will evaluate all sub-grant proposals through the lens of the upcoming parliamentary
elections to ensure that activities address major challenges confronting media including: journalist
training on the new elections law and elections coverage; legal protection and assistance for
journdlists; and monitoring media for elections bias, violations of elections law, and paid content,
and communicating monitoring results to domestic and international audiences.”

In addition, Internews offered internal trainings for partners in media-related organizations and
provided more open-door competitions to identify new potential and emerging partners.

Finding 2.3. During the third year of implementation (start of Euromaidan in
November 2013), U-Media reacted quickly and correctly by concentrating its efforts
on closely working with grantees to identify the greatest needs. Based on interviews
with partners and media experts, toward the end of 2013 and in 2014, U-Media utilized the
following tools and approaches during the rapidly changing political situation:

Reacting quickly to grantees’ demands

Providing training for journalists’ physical security

Reaching out to partners to check on their needs (e.g., Crimea)

Offering legal support to regional and breaking-news journalists

Providing materials for journalists’ physical security (helmets, bulletproof vests)
Developing a dictionary to avoid hate speech

Responding to new elections by helping to organize and support nationally televised and
live online debates (presidential and parliamentary)

Supporting emerging partners with good ideas to enable public discussions and debates in
the regions around elections

The following quotes illustrate U-Media’s responsiveness:

“U-Media reacted well [during Euromaidan]. We were able to quickly redirect a portion of our
U-Media grant to the immediate needs of journalists and, for instance, made letters ‘PRESS’ to
put on journalists’ bulletproof vests so that the can be easily noticed.” (an institutional partner)

“After the Euromaidan, there was an increased need for investigative journdlists, [and U-Media]
supported them. We very quickly received a positive response to [our] request [to adjust our
current grant]. After the Euromaidan we needed to organize media literacy discussion in the
regions and show how to counter Russian propaganda (especially in the East and South). And U-
Media project was flexible enough to understand and help us to address this issue.” (a core

¢ Internews. 2012. Ukraine Media Project: Year | Implementation Plan. p. 7.
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partner)

Donors also agreed that U-Media was the only Western project that was able to quickly and
effectively react on the rapidly changing political situation in Ukraine:

“When the Euromaidan happened, all we could do is to sit and watch. We were not able to
change our grants because that would require extensive time. U-Media was the only donor who
was flexible and who was able to help the independent media in the first days of Euromaidan.
They provided help to Hromadkse.TV, they reached out to grantees and asked how they can
help. They supported activities of their current grantees to protect journalists who covered
Euromaidan.” (a focus group with Western donors)

QUESTION 2 CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion 2.1. U-Media was able to support the Ukrainian media and media-related
NGOs during the Yanukovych regime and prior to the Euromaidan period. Its efforts
in adopting tools and approaches allowed it to expand the number of U-Media partners,
strengthen election reporting, promote legal changes, and encourage partners to take advantage
of those changes. [supported by Findings 2.1 and 2.2]

Conclusion 2.2. U-Media was also able to effectively adjust its tools and approaches
based on the needs and requirements in the rapidly changing political, economic,
and societal environment during November 2013 (Euromaidan) and thereafter. U-
Media reacted quickly and effectively, providing necessary support to the media and media-related
NGO:s in both Kyiv and in the regions. [supported by Findings 2.1 and 2.3]

QUESTION 2 RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 2.1. Continue to protect the flexibility and ability of programs to
adjust programming to a rapidly changing environment. Consider positioning U-Media
as a hub and a coordinator in times of greatest needs, particularly for regional independent media
and media-related NGOs.

Question 3: Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposition, which
were perceived by U-Media stakeholders to be the most useful for influencing
media context under Objective | and media content, such as news and other
information, under Objective Il and why?

QUESTION 3 FINDINGS

Objective | focuses on the media context in Ukraine (support and promote freedom of speech
and media independence), and Objective |l addresses media content (increase the variety of news
sources and improve news quality). Respondents to the online survey (n=36) were asked to rate
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if they felt U-Media was “doing the right kinds of things” in a variety of areas on a scale from 0-
10, where 0 was “completely disagree” and 10 was “completely agree.” On average, respondents
perceived that the U-Media project conducted necessary work to support both context and
content:

e Promoting an independent media in Ukraine (context) (mean==8.6)
e Promoting freedom of speech (context) (mean=8.9)
e Increasing the quality of news (content) (mean=8.1)
¢ Increasing the variety of sources (content) (mean=8.5)
When asked about the perceived impact that U-Media has had on a scale from 0—-10, where 0 is

“no impact” and 10 is “major impact,” survey respondents were generally positive; however, they
gave lower ratings.

¢ Promoting freedom of speech in Ukraine as a whole (context) (mean=7.4)
e Promoting media independence (context) (mean=6.I)
¢ Increasing the quality of news (content) (mean =5.7)
¢ Increasing the variety of news sources (content) (mean =5.7)
e Supporting national independent media (content) (mean =5.5)
e Supporting regional independent media (mean=6.4)
During qualitative interviews, stakeholders had a hard time differentiating between the media

context and media content, and many partners reported these as “inseparable.” For the purposes
of this report, the team used the data to divide the tools and approaches into two categories.

Finding 3.1. Media Context in Ukraine

Interviews with various stakeholders as well as case studies and survey responses showed that
the following tools and approaches had the most influence on media context in Ukraine in the
evaluated period:

Finding 3.1.1. Support to independent broadcasters influenced the media
context. Participants indicated that U-Media’s support of media-related NGOs that were
actively involved in lobbying for the adoption of the law on public broadcasting (e.g., Institute
for Mass Information, or IMI; Media Law Institute, or MLI; and Telekritika) was very influential
in promoting the passage of media laws. After almost two decades of active pursuit of public
broadcasting in Ukraine, the Law on Public Service Television and Radio Broadcasting in
Ukraine was signed by President Poroshenko in April 2015.

7 While the reforms occurred during the period evaluated, it is not possible to separate out the effects of current
or previous U-Media periods.
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Additionally, the document review and interviewees revealed that U-Media was the first
donor that supported a newly established Hromadkse.TV and Hromadske Radio during the
turbulent times of Euromaidan. The grant allowed the Hromadske media to provide a live
translation of the Fall 2013 events from Maidan Square, and allowed a small group of active
independent journalists to establish what many interviewees considered to be the most
influential media outlet of the Euromaidan period. Other donors followed suit in 2014 and
2015, after they saw the quality of the media content produced by Hromadske.TV. In terms
of the influence on the media context in Ukraine, the initial support of Hromadske.TV and
radio by U-Media in late 2013 was invaluable in changing the media environment of Ukraine
at the time.

Finding 3.1.2. Support of professional standards through discussions of ethical
standards influenced the media context. Many grantees agreed that U-Media tools and
approaches led to an increase in discussions and debates around ethical and professional
standards in journalism in Ukraine during the evaluated period. Two specific initiatives were
commonly mentioned by interviewees: |) analytical materials published by U-Media
institutional partner Telekritika, and 2) the “Pulitzer Prize in Journalism” in Ukraine, a national
competition for the “Honor of the Profession” (Yecmeo npodgpecii in Ukrainian). The award
was established in 2010 by one institutional partner, International Association of
Broadcasters, and one core U-Media partner, the Ukrainian Association of Press Publishers.

“We, just as many other public officials, start our morning with reading Telekritika. Because
everyone wants to know who is in trouble this time around. It matters if Telekritika critiques the
government official or media because then you want to take a closer look at why this critique
took place.” (a government official)

“The Honor of Profession competition motivates us to do a better job. Everyone wants to be
recognized for quality work, and now we have a standard we want to achieve.” (a regional media
representative, an emerging partner)

The lack of effective self-regulation in the journalism industry was perceived as a drawback to
improving media independence (context) and quality of news (content). However,
participants saw no clear solutions to the problem:

“Self-regulation of the industry is an important conversation to have. Unfortunately, as of today,
| do not see a single organization that can take this responsibility and that can be respected
professionally among various media and main journalists in Ukraine.” (a core partner)

Finding 3.1.3. Legal support for journalists was also seen as an influential approach
that U-Media utilized. Following passage of the access to public information law in January
2012 (with U-Media support), many interviewed donors and experts credited U-media with
not only encouraging the passage of the law, but also providing legal support for and
consultations with journalists to ensure that the law was followed. The leading organizations
that made the difference were MLI and RPDI, which provided legal support for investigative
journalists, particularly in the regions.
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Legal support was especially valued by regional independent media representatives, who
stated that often they still face “Yanukovych-like thinking” from the local officials in the
regions who refused to provide public access to information or created barriers to journalists
in accessing certain documents.

“In Kyiv, the government officials are all new, but here, in our town, these are the same exact
people who were in power when Yanukovych was in power. Their mentality did not change. So
we still, in some ways, operate under the old regime here.” (an emerging media partner)

Finding 3.2. Media Content in Ukraine

In terms of media content, trainings in investigative journalism, support of investigative projects,
and media monitoring were among the tools and approaches that contributed to improving the
quality of media content in the evaluation period between 201 | and 2015 in Ukraine.

Finding 3.2.1. Training in investigative journalism influenced media content. The
2011-2012 annual report showed that U-Media grantees perceived trainings in investigative
journalism to be of particular relevance and effectiveness. Good examples of projects that
provided effective training to journalists were identified through interviews and survey data,
and included training of journalists in conflict areas (Academy of Ukrainian Press, Ukrainian
Crisis Media Center), investigative journalism trainings (Academy of Ukrainian Press, IMI) and
military journalism trainings (Academy of Ukrainian Press, IPC, Lviv Press Club). Several media
and education experts pointed out that such trainings were more likely to be effective and
sustainable if they involved existing, established educational programs.

“If we can create a solid network of exchanges and training on the basis of existing [journalism]
schools, we can achieve the results much quicker and will be able to reach the larger network of
young professionals who want to change the field of journalism in Ukraine.” (a media expert)

U-Media’s involvement in supporting programs at established, prominent journalism schools
in Ukraine has been minimal; however, some programs (such as projects by Suspilne
Foundation on public debates and regional journalists’ trainings and projects by Academy of
Ukrainian Press, or AUP, on monitoring and trainings) have engaged educational institutions
as contractors or sub-grantees.

Finding 3.2.2. Support of investigative projects influenced media content. Support
of investigative projects was also found to be useful. Annual reports document the many
investigations to result in various kinds of response from the authorities. This particularly
concerns investigations in Crimea by IPC.?

8See 2012-2013 U-Media Year 2 Annual Report Final, p. 72.
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Stakeholders also pointed out successful stories that directly resulted from other investigative
projects, including projects by the Mykolaiv Center for Investigative Reporting and Rivne
Center for Investigative Reporting, with legal help from RPDI.

Finding 3.2.3. Media monitoring influenced media content. Media monitoring efforts
are also regarded as significant instruments for raising awareness about editorial biases. AUP
organization emphasized that its monitoring reports are cited by reputable international
organizations, such as the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe’s Office of
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR), European Network of Election
Monitoring Organizations (ENEMO) Mission to Ukraine, Canada Observation Mission, and
National Democratic Institute (NDI).’

In the 2012-2013 annual report, media stakeholders noted a positive role of media
monitoring reports by AUP and the Center for Ukrainian Reform Education (CURE), which
increased awareness about deficiencies in media content. They also contributed to changing
practices among some local media organizations to distinguish between paid reports (so-
called jeansa) and genuine reporting.'

Media monitoring was also perceived by many as an effective tool and a useful approach to
evaluate the overall media context in Ukraine. The Association of Ukrainian Press, Pylyp
Orlyk Institute, Lviv Press Club, government representatives, and media experts were among
the stakeholders who saw media monitoring as a deterrent to censorship.

Finding 3.2.4. Support for new regional multimedia content providers influenced
media content. Recent efforts to support regional media and organizations was seen as an
important approach for improving the quality and quantity of independent media in Ukraine.
Experts and grantees mentioned the U-Media support for the Centers for Investigative
Journalism in Mykolaiv and Rivne and for Lviv Press Club and IPC in Crimea (the latter of
which has relocated to Kyiv) as exemplars of quality content among regional independent
media.

Findings 3.3. U-Media tools and approaches were particularly influential in changing
media content and media context in Ukraine between 2013 and 2015, after
Euromaidan, because the political environment in Ukraine changed and became
more supportive of freedom of speech and media independence in Ukraine.

To answer the question of why these tools and approaches were the most useful and influential,
the team analyzed the data from interviews with various stakeholders, case studies, and open-
ended answers in the online survey. In short, the team discovered that these tools and approaches
were the most successful because:

e They were offered continuously, during the whole implementation period, by the leading

? Internews. 2012. U-Media Annual Report: 201 1-2012. p. 85
' See 2012-2013 U-Media Year 2 Annual Report Final, p. 17.
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media-related NGOs, which have solid reputations and extensive regional networks. For
example, media monitoring was continuously conducted and published by Telekritika;
Internews Ukraine and AUP continuously offered trainings to journalists; IMI, together
with several other NGOs, continuously represented the interests of independent media
in public forums and conducted public campaigns to attract attention to censorship; and
regional media partners continuously produced high-quality content and shared it online.

e These initiatives produced tangible results and success stories, such as the number of legal
cases won in regional, national, and European courts by RPDI and MLI lawyers on behalf
of journalists against public officials after adoption of the Ukraine law on public access to
information in January 201 1.

e The political environment in Ukraine had changed between December 2013 and 2015,
which allowed many of these tools and approaches to be implemented successfully and to
be more influential in conversations with government officials, many of whom came to
power in 2014 after being media and political activists in opposition for most of the time
between 2010 and 2013."

QUESTION 3 CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion 3.1. In relation to Objective | (support and promote freedom of speech
and media independence), the most influential U-Media tools and approaches were
support for independent broadcasters, support for professional and ethical standards
among journalists in Ukraine, and legal support for journalists. Another effective and
influential approach that U-Media pursued was continuous support for lobbying to adopt and sign
the new media laws in Ukraine. Stakeholders saw passage of the law on public access to
information and the law on public broadcasting as a direct result of U-Media related efforts.
[supported by Findings 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3]

Conclusion 3.2. Among the most influential U-Media tools and approaches in relation
to Objective Il (increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality) were
the investigative journalism trainings, support for investigative media projects,
media monitoring, and access to new regional multimedia content providers.
[supported by Findings 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, and 3.2.4]

Conclusion 3.3. Perhaps the largest factor that facilitated U-Media efforts and
contributed to successfully changing the media context and media content in
Ukraine was the arrival of a new, more democratically oriented, pro-Western
government, which opened public offices to former media activists and opposition
leaders. [supported by Finding 3.3]

"' For instance, a former director of IMI, Victoria Syumar, is now the Head of the Committee for Freedom of Speech
and Information Policy of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine; a former rector of the National Kyiv Mohyla Academy
and former dean of Kyiv Mohyla Journalism School, Serhiy Kvit, is now a Minister of Education of Ukraine; and former
founder and editor-in-chief of the grantor-supported independent investigative media Sivdomo, Egor Sobolev, is now
a head of the Parliament Committee on Fighting Organized Crime and Corruption.
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QUESTION 3 RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 3.1. U-Media should continue focusing on tools and approaches
that have been proven to be successful. In relation to Objective |, media context, U-Media
should continue facilitating conversations among various donors and stakeholders on the future
of public broadcasting systems in Ukraine, and on the best ways to restructure the current
conglomerate. Constant coordination among donors and close cooperation, if not a merger,
between the main players (Hromadske. TV and Public Broadcaster First National) are essential
for a successful transition to a public broadcasting model in Ukraine. U-Media also should
continue to support nationally recognized professional competitions among journalists and
provide legal support to investigative journalists, especially in the regions. [supported by
Conclusion 3.1]

Recommendation 3.2. To expand programs that influence the variety of news
sources and improve quality of news in Ukraine, U-Media should concentrate on
developing long-term, strategically coordinated advanced trainings; short- and long-
term journalism programs; and continuing education programs in coordination with
existing educational journalism programs at universities. Possible programs include
National Kyiv Mohyla Academy Journalism School, Journalism Department of the National State
University, Lviv Catholic University’s School of Journalism and the journalism departments in
major regions of Ukraine: Center (Kyiv), South (Odesa), North (Kharkiv), East (Dnepropetrovsk
and Zaporizhe), and West (Lviv). [supported by Conclusion 3.1 and 3.2]

Question 4: Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were
adopted and actively used by its partner organizations to influence media context
(Objective 1) and/or media content (Objective Il) in Ukraine?

QUESTION 4 FINDINGS

Finding 4.1. Based on the primary data, grantees exhibited a mixed understanding
when asked about the practices and behaviors; U-Media is not perceived as the type
of project whereby Internews or institutional partners overtly promote a set of
formally identified and specific practices to be adopted by all sub-grantees. Prior to
data collection, the team asked Internews to clarify and identify a list of practices and behaviors
it had been promoting to influence the media context and content. (See Table 2.) Internews had
a hard time developing this list, which included many goals and aspirations more than specific
practices or behaviors that grantees could clearly identify and adopt. The team spent a significant
amount of time discussing and clarifying the list with the grantees. In interviews, multiple grantees
indicated that the interview was the first time they had seen a list that outlined these behaviors
and practices. Most emerging partners provided their own responses, which sometimes did not
refer to listed practices and behaviors. In a number of cases, both core and emerging partners
were unable to name a single practice of behavior they had adopted. In others, partners seem to
confuse practices and behaviors with actual programmatic activity. It seems clear that neither
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Internews nor the sub-grantees perceive U-Media as the type of project whereby Internews or
institutional partners overtly promote a set of specific practices to be adopted by all sub-grantees.

Finding 4.2. Five of the “practices and behaviors” identified by Internews were
frequently adopted and actively used; however, interviewees also identified
additional practices and behaviors that were adopted and used. After additional
clarification, some, but not all, grantees were able to identify certain practices and behaviors on
the list that they had adopted. The list of practices and behaviors identified by Internews is
provided in Table 2. As demonstrated in the table, seven organizations reported maintaining
reliable information pertaining to media professionalism, independence, censorship, and violation
of laws protecting journalists and freedom of speech; six organizations reported advocating for
professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights, and press freedom; and another six listed
ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal advice and protection for
editors and journalists.

Table 2. The Most Commonly Mentioned Adopted and Actively Used Practices and
Behaviors

Type of
Grantee Who Total
Practice or Behavior (As Identified by Internews) Adopted Mentions (#)
Objective |
.1 Use of credible data and methodologies to Core, 4
effectively monitor the media sector institutional
1.2 Maintenance of reliable information pertaining to L
: ; ; ; . Institutional,
media professionalism, independence, censorship, and
- - A q . core, government 7
violations of laws protecting journalists and freedom of .
representative
speech
1.3 Establishing feedback mechanisms for journalists
. . . . Non-grantee I
and citizens to report on ethical violations
1.4 Promotion of transparency of media ownership Core, 3
allowing consumers to judge the objectivity of news institutional
. . . Core,
1.5 Advocating for professional standards, protection of N
. e Ly . institutional, 6
journalists’ rights, and press freedom .
emerging
1.6 Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and
c : . Core, non-
competent legal advice and protection for editors and 6
. . grantees, experts
journalists
Objective 1l
2.1 Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and .
. . . Core, regional 3
national news and information
2.2 Transformation of traditional media into convergent Institutional, 5
newsrooms core, emerging
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2.3 Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online Institutional,

content produced by Ukrainian journalists core, emerging >
2.4 Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news .

R Core, emerging 3
coverage, and content sharing
2.5 Improving quality of elections campaign coverage
through balanced information about the electoral Core )
process and candidates’ platforms; cultivating a debate
culture
2.6 Focusing on policy issues of critical importance for o 0
Ukraine’s future
2.7 Production of substantial local content . Re%g|o.nal, 4

institutional

2.8 Facilitating news production for and about Crimea Institutional I

In addition to what appears on this list, several organizations identified additional behaviors and
practices. Many of these blurred the lines between programmatic activities that U-Media was
supporting and behaviors and practices that could be adopted. These include institutional support
and capacity building (e.g., developing monitoring capacity), journalist best practices (e.g., in
investigative journalism), ethical practices, and collaboration. In fact, practices surrounding
institutional strengthening and building capacity were the most commonly mentioned by
interviews and survey respondents, even though they were not included in the list. We explore
each of these in greater detail below and discuss challenges to fostering ethics and collaboration.

Finding 4.3. Institutional support and capacity-building efforts of U-Media led to sub-
grantee adoption of reporting, monitoring, and evaluating practices. Among the
practices designed to strengthen media institutions, many of the interviewees and survey
respondents indicated that they had adopted reporting procedures and self-assessment as a way
to measure and evaluate their organizations and practices.'> Many core and emerging partners
mentioned that they had attended workshops on reporting, self-assessment, evaluation, and
organizational capacity that were organized by Internews. Regional emerging partners said they
had met with Internews representatives who traveled to visit them to discuss reporting
procedures. Nearly all emerging grantees reported that now they were more confident in
evaluation reporting. Several core and institutional partners reported that, as a result of adoption
of the capacity-building practices and reporting behaviors promoted by U-Media, they were able
to pursue large grants from other Western donors:

“If it were not for U-Media trainings and the push toward the self-auditing and self-evaluation,
we would not have been able to receive SIDA grants.” (one core and one institutional partner)

2 As noted above, and by contrast to the finding here, other respondents complained about excessive reporting
requirements.
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Finding 4.4. Trainings of journalists, particularly in investigative journalism, led to
adoption of best journalism practices. One of the commonly funded activities under U-
Media is trainings, where a variety of practices and behaviors are promoted, depending on the
nature of the training. There was a general consensus about the importance of training, with a
particular focus on the adoption of tools related to investigative journalism and new forms of
media. The team received comments from interviewees that journalists who participated in the
trainings produced higher-quality content, and that they would like to continue to receive these
trainings:

“l did not know anything about independent investigative journalism, and these trainings were a
great help to get ahead. They explained how to work with government documents, how to look
for information, how to request information, using the new law on public information access. |
now write fact-based stories, supported with documents. | got excited about journalism, and |
want to learn more.” (a media regional representative)

Respondents noted that investigative journalism is gaining ground in the regions, and that
government officials are now paying attention and responding to what journalists are producing.

Finding 4.5. Professional and ethical standards were also promoted by Internews, but
the grantees explicitly pointed out the lack of established mechanisms to report
ethical violations. Many U-Media—supported initiatives promote professional and ethical
standards in journalism. One of the most frequently violated ethical and professional standards in
Ukraine is the acceptance of payment for publishing or presenting news or other materials on
the editorial pages or on air (hidden advertising, or jeansa). This violation of a professional and
ethical journalistic standard is perhaps the most salient and prominent topic among
professionals.” The number of jeansa materials in the Ukrainian media is particularly alarming
around the election periods."* Document review showed that several grantees conducted
monitoring of jeansa in 2012-2013 (IMI, Telekritika, Center for Ukrainian Reform Education
(CURE)"® and 2013-2014 (IMI, RPDI, CURE).'® The discussions of jeansa usually revolve around
the need for enforceable codes of ethics and consequences for violating professional standards.
The evaluation team spoke with several partners that had an optimistic view of the continuous
efforts of U-Media to support ethical and professional standards among journalists in Ukraine.

“U-Media forms the team of experts who, like viruses, infect others with professional media
standards.” (an emerging partner)

Nonetheless, while grantees believed that these standards were important, there was some
skepticism given that many ethical practices were not adopted or widely used. The difficulty in

13 Grynko, A. (2013). “Ukrainian journalists’ perceptions of unethical practices: Codes and everyday ethics.” Central
European Journal of Communication, 5(2), pp. 259-274.

' Internews (2013). Ukraine Media Project Annual Report: 2012-2013, p.32.
'S Ibid., p. 22.
' Internews (2014). Ukraine Media Project Annual Report: 2013-2014, p. 25.
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fostering ethical and professional standards among journalists in Ukraine was a particularly painful
subject:

“The situation is aggravated, journalism labor devalued, and house mortgage often pushes people
to compromise either with professional standards or with their own values.” (a core partner)

Finding 4.6. Promotion of collaboration, cross-regional exchanges, news coverage,
and content sharing (2.4) was not adopted by grantees, but the participants indicated
a clear need for several of these practices to be further developed. There are several
positive examples of collaboration. For instance, the media portal Nashi Groshi (Our Money),"”
which is produced by grantee organizations, collaborated with regional partners to conduct
journalistic investigations, and the Ukrainian public broadcaster featured some of its
programming. A second example is that some programs of Hromadske.TV now air on First
National TV, the Ukrainian public broadcaster. However, these efforts remain relatively
uncommon. For example, the majority of experts, donors, and even grantees (except two) agreed
that the First National Media hub, which became public in April 2015 as a result of the newly
signed law on National Public Television and Radio Broadcasting, must collaborate with
Hromadske.TV and Hromadkse Radio to truly achieve quality news content that could be
distributed across the country. This would allow both organizations to utilize the vast resources
of the legacy media system, which has now become part of the public media. In addition, it would
bring the high-quality content of the most popular TV channel from the Euromaidan era.

QUESTION 4 CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion 4.1. The practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted were not
clearly communicated to the grantees. The list of practices and behaviors that the U-Media
implementer presented to the team included goals and aspirations more than specific practices
or behaviors that grantees could clearly identify and adopt. Many grantees were confused by
questions related to practices and behaviors and were not able to answer or tended to discuss
the importance of particular programmatic activities. [supported by Finding 4.1]

Conclusion 4.2. The most commonly adopted and used practice and behavior, which
focused on issues of institutional support and capacity building (e.g., building
monitoring, reporting, and evaluation capacity), was not on the list provided by the
implementer. [supported by Finding 4.1, 4.3]

Conclusion 4.3. Among the listed practices and behaviors, the most identified as used
and adopted were skills taught in trainings of journalists, particularly in investigative
journalism. Professional and ethical standards were listed as extremely important, but grantees
did not believe that such practices were effectively adopted or used by others. Collaborative
practices, cross-regional exchanges, and content sharing, particularly in relation to the newly

' For more information, please see http://nashigroshi.org/
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established public broadcasting, were also discussed and partially adopted and used. [supported
by Findings 4.4, 4.5, 4.6]

QUESTION 4 RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 4.1. For the next funding cycle, U-Media and Internews should
identify a clear list of strategically important practices and behaviors to be adopted
by partners, communicate their importance, and ensure that grants and
programming support their adoption. [supported by Conclusions 4.| and 4.2]

Recommendation 4.2. For the next funding cycle, U-Media and its implementer may
want to include promoting open debates and discussions about why promoted
practices and behaviors were not well understood. These discussions may include the
establishment of clear feedback mechanisms for journalists and citizens to report ethical
violations. U-Media should also consider promoting an enabling environment in Ukraine that will
encourage long-term, highly respected media-related NGOs to consider creating a self-regulating
body to oversee the quality of journalism in Ukraine.'® [supported by Conclusions 4.1, 4.5]

Question 5: What major changes in the media context under Objective | and
media content under Objective Il in Ukraine do CSOs and other U-Media
stakeholders perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media
and its partner organizations?

QUESTION 5 FINDINGS

To answer EQ5, the team reviewed the documents and reports, consulted peer-reviewed
academic and industry-published research (to search for external verification and confirmation),
and analyzed primary data gathered through the online survey, interviews, and case studies.

Finding 5.1. In relation to Objective | (support and promote freedom of speech and
media independence), stakeholders perceived the following major changes to be the
result, in whole or in part, of the work U-Media and its partner organizations
conducted between 2011 and 2015:

e Maintaining a spotlight on freedom of speech issues

e Fostering legal reforms

'® Other examples of the handling of this issue in the region include the Polish Journalism Association and the Polish
Public Relations Consultancy Association, which worked together to establish principles and enforceable guidelines
to monitor jeansa (hidden advertising practices). Tsetsura, K. (2005). “Bribery for news coverage: Research in
Poland.”  Institute  for  Public  Relations  Online:  International =~ Research.  Retrieved from
http://www.instituteforpr.org/research_single/bribery_for_news/
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e Advancing media literacy

Finding 5.1.1. U-Media projects foster an ongoing discussion on freedom of speech
among professional journalists and influential individuals in the public arena in
Ukraine. Despite the “pendulum swings of political and economic changes,” as one
interviewee put it, U-Media projects were able to focus public discussions on the importance
of freedom of speech and media independence during the evaluation period. Between early
2011 and late 2013, the situation with media freedom in Ukraine deteriorated dramatically.'9
Nonetheless, public discussions on the need to provide equal access of various political parties
to the Ukrainian media remained influential. For example, ongoing public discussions likely
created pressure on the INTER TV channel, incentivizing improvements and contributing to
fairer coverage of the election process.”

“These monitorings help us to keep the media on their toes; we can come to them and have an
informal conversation about the very fact that they violate the media balance. When we show
numbers to major television channels owned by oligarchs, editors of these channels listen to us,
and we see a more balanced coverage in the next months.” (an interview with a core partner)

Success of the Internews Ukraine’s crowdsourcing mapping project ElectUA.org was another
example of external validation of improved media context. The project allowed Ukrainian
citizens to participate in the monitoring of the 2012 parliamentary election. Professional
journalist trainings resulted in the improved performance for some media outlets. U-Media’s
Year 2 Annual Report showed that between September 2012 and early November 2012, the
program received 1,723 violation reports from citizens throughout the country. On voting
day, October 28, the ElectUA crowdsourcing platform received 368 violation alerts.?'

Finding 5.1.2. Media legal reform was possible thanks to the continuous efforts of
the U-Media and its partners. Two major laws were adopted in Ukraine during the
evaluation period: Access to Public Information Law (January 2012) and the Law on Public
Service Television and Radio Broadcasting in Ukraine (April 2015). The first law was seen by
the vast majority of interviewees (grantees, experts, government officials, and journalists) as
a major victory for freedom of speech in Ukraine. The law in fact changed the media context
in several ways. As discussed above, U-Media’s support of IMI, MLI, RPDI, and Telekritika
helped catalyze these reform efforts.

' Grynko, A. (2013). Journalists’ roles and ethics in turbulent times: Contemporary controversies in Ukraine. Media
Transformations, 9, 52-79.
20 U-Media Year 2 Annual Report Final, pp. 76, 94.

?! Internews. 2013. Ukraine Media Project Annual Report: 2012-2013. p. 20.
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The legal support provided by U-Media and its partners during the U-Media project cycle also
resulted in changing the legal landscape in Ukraine and helped to establish several precedents
for future journalistic investigations. Among the most prominent court cases, supported with
the help of U-Media and its partners (RPDI and MLI), was the lawsuit against the Ministry of
Justice of Ukraine to gain open, searchable online access to the Registry of Corrupt Officials,
which was first introduced in 2014 but was only available for internal use by the Ministry.
Three prominent Ukrainian journalists, Yury Kireev, Irina Kushnir, and Egor Soboley, filed a
lawsuit against the Ministry to require open access to the database. As a result of the lawsuit,
a newly redesigned, searchable open registry became publicly available in a beta-testing
version in July 2015.2

U-Media—supported projects were also influential in advancing the implementation of newly
adopted laws. Through a number of initiatives and projects (implemented mostly by MLI;
RPDI; Ukrainian Association of Press Publishers, or UAPP; IMTUU; and IMI), legal aid and
advice to journalists became more accessible and more widely used by journalists. Because of
these efforts, regional and national journalists learned how to use the newly adopted law on
public access of information, understood their rights, and acquired tools to resist pressures
from local officials who did not want to provide public information. Local media became more
active agenda-setters in their regions and started utilizing the right for information requests
(particularly, in the cases of Lviv, Mykolaiv, Rivno, and other regional partners). A number of
Lviv media outlets regularly use LPC’s information requests to prepare their own news
coverage.”” As a result, in Lviv the percentage of responses to journalists’ requests grew
significantly due to journalists’ persistence in utilizing the right for public access to
information:

“Before April 5, 2012, journalists and the public were refused responses to informational requests
90% of the time despite the law on access to public information that assumed 5-day terms for
response. After LPC watchdog activities, the LRSA [Lviv Regional State Administration] and Lviv
City Council started to respond properly; if the response required more time for processing,
requestors received notification about estimated timing and cost.”**

Finding 5.1.3. Media literacy was advanced through a pilot media literacy program
that was developed and implemented in some regions in Ukraine. One U-Media

22 For more information, please visit
http://en.censor.net.ua/news/346203/10000_officials_listed_in_corruptionists_registry_pm_yatseniuk_says
3 See, for instance, examples from the portal Lvivsky Portal, portal.lviv.ua
(http://portal.lviv.ua/news/2013/07/24/184225) or from the Nashi Groshi, Lviv online outlet
(http://lviv.nashigroshi.org/2013/07/18/popry-velykyj-shtat-piarnykiv-v-miskradi-lviv-promuyut-fizosoby-
pidpryjemtsi/).

* Internews. 2013. Ukraine Media Project Annual Report: 2012-2013. p. 91
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partner, AUP, has been at the center of promoting media literacy programs among
schoolchildren and schoolteachers during the entire evaluation period. AUP conducted
multiple trainings in the regions and tested its media literacy program, which has been
especially developed for Ukraine. The goal of the course was to contribute to raising
awareness about media literacy, particularly among young audiences in the regions. Due to
Internews’s efforts and AUP’s activities, a curriculum for a pilot media literacy course was
developed and approved in 2013. Currently, a new and improved curriculum is under review
by the Ministry of Education. Efforts of practical implementation of the media literacy
programs were externally validated and recognized by media experts and independent
researchers.”

Finding 5.1.4. Overall, the quality and quantity of independent journalists and
media, as well as media activists, increased in the evaluation period, which
influenced the overall media context in Ukraine. Several experts and grantees pointed
out that by improving the content of journalism, the overall landscape improved between
2011 and 2015, despite the political changes and challenges Ukraine faced in the East and in
Crimea. One media expert noted that many of the media activists and leaders were nurtured
by the U-Media projects.

“Now, different journalists start speaking the same language—the language of journalism
standards.” (an emerging partner)

U-Media’s support for improved content in media in the war-torn and annexed regions also
had the effect of contributing favorably to the media context and strengthening independent
media and freedom of speech in Ukraine.

Finding 5.2. Stakeholders perceived U-Media-supported innovative media projects
and efforts to promote investigative journalism to have increased the variety of news
sources and improved news quality in Ukraine (Objective IlI).

Finding 5.2.1. Hromadske.TV, Hromadske Radio, and regional centers for
investigative reporting (all with strong online presences) were among the
innovative media projects supported by U-Media, which promoted quality and
variety of news. Interviews and survey data show that opinion makers and influential
individuals pay attention to what these media cover. Many interviewees concluded the
increased quality of independent media in Ukraine that arose from the U-Media programming
contributed to the increased attention to the media from government officials and experts.
One interviewee noted the following:

“The whole school of TV in Ukraine was provided by Internews in the early *90s. All newsmen
[sic] out there have gone through U-Media—sponsored trainings, many took over the standards
and became examples of independent media in Ukraine. Internews is a large hub that attracts

2 Fedorov, A. V. (2012). “Russia and Ukraine: Media literacy education approaches.” European Researcher, 30 (9-3),
pp. 1566—1578.
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and promotes standards, and it is difficult to say what exactly has changed in the past three
years, but basically it is the synthesis of the different projects that really makes a difference in
terms of the quality of news. Watchdogs like IMI and Telekritika, and other organizations—we
all contributed to the increased professionalization [and quality of news content]. The
infrastructure now exists, but new times [political, etc.] may call for new changes.” (a media
expert)

Finding 5.2.2. More comprehensive, pronounced development of investigative
journalism at the regional level and media monitoring deliver concrete results.
Grantees reported increased awareness about journalists’ investigations, more feedback from
their audiences, and, in some cases, increased responsiveness of the authorities to investigated
cases. For instance, locally focused media attracted bigger audiences compared to previous
years. The U-Media Annual Report for Oct 201 1-Sep 2012 noted that a discussion of
monitoring reports reportedly reduced the amount of hidden political advertising in Crimea.
The report states that two Crimean newspapers, Golos Kryma and Krymskaya Pravda, paid
attention to distinguishing advertisements from regular reporting.” This trend was confirmed
by other institutional and emerging regional partners:

“Before the monitoring, editors used to say that they did not care what we write. Now, they show
us that they do care: they ask why you ranked us that way? We are trying to improve.” (interview
with a representative of an emerging regional partner)

As noted above, interviews with government officials confirmed that the continuous
monitoring and oversight of the media as well as government action help to keep those in
power in check:

“Many government officials start their day with reading Telekritika. Everyone in the government
is curious if she or he got in trouble under a watchful eye of Telekritika. Officials respond to
critique of Telekritika. [Telekritika is, perhaps,] the most certain way to find out who in the
government overuses the power and who needs to pay more attention to the media.” (interview
with a government official)

Local journalists were successful in utilizing the new law on access to public information with
the help of U-Media and its partners to obtain information and improve the content of
journalism. For example, a rector of the local State University in Chernovtsy refused to
provide information about his income to a local journalist, Nadezhda Babinska. In March 2015,
the journalist filed a lawsuit against the rector, and the court ordered the rector to provide

% Internews. 2012. Ukraine Media Project Annual Report: 201 1-2012.
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documentation.”’” A journalist from Rivne won another court case against local officials who
did not want to provide their income declarations.

Another prominent case was brought to light by Valentina Samar, a regional journalist with
IPC in Crimea, who conducted an investigative reporting in Crimea in 2012-2013 in which
she was set out to determine the true owners of the vast seaside land in Crimea, which had
previously belonged to a municipal health sanatorium for children with tuberculosis. She
discovered that the land now belongs to Viktor Medvedchuk, who has connections to Russian
president Vladimir Putin, and that he illegally built a large residence on the land.”® The lawsuit
against Medvedchuk was filed and went to the European court for Human Rights. However,
because of the annexation of Crimea the dispute ended, and the land still belongs to
Medvedchuk.”

QUESTION 5 CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion 5.1. Among the most prominent changes in the media context (Objective
I) perceived to be influenced by the work of U-Media and its partner organizations,
interviewees identified:

o An ability to engage in open and public discussions about freedom of speech, major
Ukrainian CSOs, leaders, influential individuals, opinion leaders, and media
professionals, despite the challenging and constantly changing political, economic, and
societal environment.

o Media reforms adopted in 2012 and 2015 were believed to be a result of continuous
efforts by U-Media and its partner organizations in pursuit of a more favorable media
context.

o An implemented pilot media literacy program supported by U-Media was perceived

as a success.

o The increased quality and quantity of independent media and journalists in Ukraine in
the evaluation period, 201 1-2015, were perceived as influential factors for promoting
freedom of speech and increasing media independence in the country.

[supported by Findings 5.1.1, 5.1.2, 5.1.3, and 5.1.4]

Conclusion 5.2. Among the most prominent changes in the media content
(Objective Il) that interviewees perceived to be a result, in whole or in part, of the
work of U-Media and its partner organizations, the following issues were identified:

o Several innovative media projects, which promoted quality news content, were

%’ For more information, please visit http://bukinfo.demo.cv.ua/show/news?lid=57 | 68&start=0

%8 For more information, please visit
http://en.censor.net.ua/news/346203/10000_officials_listed in_corruptionists_registry_pm_yatseniuk_says

¥ For more information, please visit http://www.politnavigator.net/ukrainskijj-oligarkh-medvedchuk-kotorogo-
obvinyali-v-zakhvate-plyazha-v-alupke-sokhranil-sobstvennost-v-krymu.html
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supported by U-Media and its partners, before, during, and after the most challenging
times in the recent history of Ukraine (November 2013 through March 2014, the
annexation of Crimea; and April 2014, the start of the Donbass war);

o More comprehensive development of investigative journalism in the regions delivered
concrete results in terms of demonstrated quality and quantity of the news content.

[supported by Findings 5.2.1 and 5.2.2]
QUESTION 5 RECOMMENDATIONS

Please see the recommendations in EQ6 for the next cycle of the project.

Question 6: Based on the evaluation findings, what recommendations can be made
for future programming?

QUESTION 6 FINDINGS

Findings for EQ6 are based on the data gathered and analyzed through the document review,
online survey, individual and group interviews with various U-Media stakeholders, and case
studies. Additional analysis of scholarly and industry-specific published research ensure that the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations that the team has provided in the report are
externally valid.

Finding 6.1. Stakeholders’ recommendations | (recommendations from the survey).
The first set of recommendations for future funding was identified during the initial meetings with
representatives from USAID, who identified six ideas for potential future U-Media programming.
To compare these recommendations against recommendations of stakeholders, the team
included this initial list of recommendations in the online survey. The survey posed a question:
“How you think U-Media should prioritize its funding in the future?” and asked participants to
weight their responses. Respondents had 10 points they could distribute among the options or
they could assign all 10 points to just one option. A seventh option (“Other”) provided an
opportunity for respondents to identify an additional area of funding and assign weight to the
area. Table 3 provides an overview of results and includes the total points each area of funding
has received. (The maximum allowed total number of points for the most prioritized area of
funding could be 591, with n=39).
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Table 3. Survey Results on the Priorities for Funding of U-Media Projects in the Future

Funding Priority

6.1.1 Support and promote freedom of speech and media

independence

6.1.2 Attempt to influence the policy and laws affecting the

media

6.1.3 Improve news quality

6.1.4 Improve the organizational capacity of Ukrainian media

CSOs

6.1.5 Increase the variety of news sources

6.1.6 Improving the capacity of news agencies/media

Other (please specify)

The results indicate that survey participants identified “Support and promote freedom of speech

Total
Points

133

110

95

92

76
53
32

Final

Ranking
(Priority)

and media independence” as the top priority for future funding, and “Improving the capacity of
news agencies/media” as the last priority for future funding (which may require assistance in
building capacity), among the default options. Survey respondents identified (by writing answers
in the “Other” option) other areas to which U-Media should prioritize funding in the future. (See

Table 4.)

Table 4. Other Future Funding Priorities, Identified Through Online Survey

“Other” Funding Priority (Written In)
6.1.7 Media literacy
6.1.8 Support of regional online media

6.1.9 Support of media dislocated from Crimea
and support of media in the Donbass and other
war-torn areas

6.1.10 Media management

6.1.11 Increasing level of professionalism and
quality of journalists

6.1.12 Strengthening organizations that defend
the interests of the industry

Times
Mentioned

4
3

Total
Points

13
13

Final
Ranking
(Among

“Other”)

Based on the triangulated data from the interviews, case studies, and surveys, one respondent’s

comment particularly articulated the need to support these activities:
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“Now, the most important thing is to increase professional media management (editorial
management and organization), and especially in the local media. It is much more important
than to maintain the diversity of sources, because who needs a lot of low-quality sources? The
second place [in my ranking] is a substantial improvement of the quality of journalism (not just
news; it is equally important to improve the quality of reporters as well as analysts). The third
priority is strengthening organizations that defend the interests of the [media] industry. These
organizations greatly help the media (especially local media) to defend their interests, strive to
enforce laws to fight with harmful initiatives, etc.”

Some survey responses showed the complexity of the situation that journalists and editors, who
were dislocated from Crimea and the Eastern parts of Ukraine, face today. These survey
respondents noted that they felt that these individuals needed additional support in order to
reconstruct their lives after leaving the region.

“It is very important to support journalists and editors affected by the annexation of the Crimea
and military conflict in the Donbass.”

Finding 6.2. Stakeholders’ recommendations |l (recommendations from interviews).
The following recommendations, in no particular order, emerged as most commonly suggested
priorities for future funding through interviews with U-Media stakeholders (institutional, core,
and emerging partners; previous grantees and non-grantees; USAID representatives; and
government representatives) and other key informants (other Western donors and media,
educational, communication, and political experts).

Finding 6.2.1. Support of regional media investigative journalism. The vast majority
of partners, donors, and experts agreed that support for regional investigative journalism
must continue. Some emerging partners said that grants are “the only way for us to do
investigative journalism in our region.” However, several experts and donors also voiced
concerns regarding the long-term development of donor-supported media. One expert
suggested that a sustainable capacity building plan needs to be created for these media groups:

“We need to create one, exemplary media that does not depend on oligarchs and on the
government and makes its own money, like Ukrainska Pravda.”°

Finding 6.2.2. Media literacy. Several stakeholders pointed out the importance of support
to media literacy programs. They indicated that Ukrainian citizens, particularly in the regions
close to Russia, need to learn how to recognize quality news and distinguish between
propaganda and journalism. Some grantees pointed out that, in the current political situation,

% Ukrainska Pravda is an independent multimedia outlet that started as a U-Media—sponsored project and became
financially independent overtime.
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it is essential to educate citizens about media ownership (who owns which media channels in
Ukraine) and to demonstrate how media owners may influence news coverage. While U-
Media grantees have played a key role in these activities so far, continued support is needed.
Media literacy programs can help recognize quality news and provide tools to resist
propaganda. For example, one interviewee mentioned project “Stop Fake,” created by the
Journalism School at the Kyiv Mohyla Academy, as a good example of involving citizens in
such resistance.’' Although this project is not supported by U-Media in the current cycle, this
is an important example of how media literacy can help “to build a bridge between media and
people and raises a level of citizens and the quality of media materials,” as one participant pointed
out.

Finding 6.2.3. Continuous legal support to independent media, particularly to
journalists in the regions. Grantees and media experts agreed that two legal support
programs should continue and include: |) continuous legal trainings for journalists on how to
effectively request access to public information and 2) legal support for journalists who a)
bring suits against public officials to gain access to public information and b) are sued by public
officials for their investigative reporting.

“Legal support and legal education of journalists must continue so that high-level professionals
can represent journalists in courts.”

Finding 6.2.4. Media monitoring and market research. Almost all types of
stakeholders (with the exception of donors) agreed that media monitoring programs should
continue. However, media experts and emerging partners also indicated that, in addition,
media market research and ranking would help the media develop as a business:

“Maybe it is possible to create some sharable market research for independent media that would
be publicly available?” (an emerging partner)

“Media measurement is [essential] to understand the level of independence of the media and a
tool for economic development.” (a media expert)

Finding 6.2.5. Media education: Long-term, strategic curriculum development for
journalism programs across the country, short-term advanced trainings, and
network-driven continuing education for practicing professionals. When asked
about their needs in terms of trainings, journalists said they were very much interested in
new instruments for engaging different audiences. One participant also voiced concern about
the lack of advanced-level trainings. She noted that while she occasionally attends
trainings/presentations on social media and content promotion in social media, those trainings
are quite basic and she would prefer more advanced ones. A donor agreed that journalism
education in Ukraine needs “a lot of help and support and needs to be changed, from the
ground up.”

3! For more information, please visit http://www.stopfake.org/en/news/
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“Everyone can be a creator of news today. Because of that, media literacy is essential as it is
necessary for people to understand who provides quality information and who does not.” (an
institutional partner)

Other media and education experts agreed, noting that both long-term education and
shorter-term programs are needed in order to help journalists achieve their full potential.
One expert cited the Digital Future of Journalism at the Mohyla Academy School of Journalism
program that was sponsored by Akhmetov and suggested more programs like this one are
needed.”

Multiple grantees and experts (at least ten) criticized the current status of training programs
and offered solutions, such as ensuring that programming is coordinated through leading
journalism schools and providing follow-up with participants after they leave the programs.
Others argued that trainings must be outcome-based and must have a standardized system
for evaluation, as no way exists right now to compare effectiveness of trainings provided by
different organizations:

“Right now these [training programs] are a bureaucracy game. To any inquiry about a training,
one can offer a perfectly polished report, but it is hard to double-check and verify the number of
hours spent or people trained, how these hours were spent, whether quality content was shared,
and whether trainees found this content useful. There is no clear mechanism right now to identify
whether a certain training was effective, useful or not.”

Finding 6.2.6. Specific professional training that results in production of a
complete, packaged multimedia product, with determined and confirmed
channels for distribution. Several grantees agreed that specific professional trainings must
continue. However, media and education experts expressed concern over the success and
long-term effectiveness of such trainings. Some proposed that all U-Media—sponsored
trainings should be clearly and constantly coordinated among all grantees and donors to avoid
duplication and to improve benefit. Additionally, they suggested that every professional short-
term training should result “in specific content production.” Finally, experts suggested that
either grantee or U-Media representatives follow up with trained journalists to ensure that
they utilize the skills and knowledge they received through training. One expert
recommended conducting the following:

“...a content analysis of materials written by journalists who participated in such training, six
months or so dfter the training to ensure the effectiveness and long-term effects of training.”

Another media expert suggested organizing the following:

32 This program brought leading news reporters and journalism experts to Ukraine to provide lectures and Master
classes. The program was a seven-month program, with a working internship in newsrooms in Europe and the US.
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“...open competitions, much like pitching that advertising agencies do to win new business to ask
new and renewing grantees to present their new bright content ideas in short, clear format, with
pre-identified channels for distribution of that content.”

Finding 6.2.7. Media management. Stakeholders identified media management as one of
the most important areas for improvement among independent media as well as among
regional media that used to belong to the local government and that will soon undergo
restructuring. One core partner suggested that media that used to be owned by municipal
governments will now need to have systematic trainings on how to change the ownership and
how to run media business according to ethical and professional standards. Several
interviewees noted the need for comprehensive media management training for all types of
media in Ukraine, but especially new and relatively independent media in Kyiv and in the
regions:

“Currently, programs of how to manage media do not exist, at all. This is unacceptable. There
must be systematic programs in higher education to prepare quality media managers.”

Development of media management education at the graduate level (professional master’s
degree) and/or as a continuing education program can be central to media improvement and
further development.

Finding 6.2.8. Privatization (po3depasneHHs in Ukrainian) of state media through
restructuring and re-conceptualizing the newly created public broadcasting.
Interviewees did not seem to have clear, ready-made solutions to the problem as they
recognized a number of challenges that the First National Channel is currently facing. Several
experts and grantees agreed that only a radical way of dealing with this problem would deliver
the desired result. “Destroy completely and, on the place of its rubble build something new,” said
one media expert. “The current municipally owned media in the regions will have to be completely
restructured to have a chance of becoming a part of a truly public broadcaster,” stated a core
partner.

A few interviewees proposed creating grants to support a newly created broadcaster.
However, some others said that it may not necessarily be useful to provide grants that buy
high-quality equipment for the First National Channel. Others pointed out that some
European donors are close to finalizing the grants to buy equipment for the First National
Channel, but that other European donors have already given substantial grants to
Hromadske.TV to buy similar, if not the same, high-quality equipment. A few suggested that
Hromadske.TV may have benefited from its success during Maidan and that many European
donors mistakenly think that Hromadske.TV is a true public broadcaster in Ukraine (in fact,
the Ukrainian word hromadske translates as “public”), not the First National Channel.
Hromadske.TV might be public TV in perception, based on its success during Euromaidan,
but it is not legally a public broadcaster. The law that established the public broadcasting
media in Ukraine specifically stated that there must be a restructuring of the all-Ukrainian
media conglomerate (which was previously owned by the government and includes a large,
centrally located and locally connected network of TV and radio channels and print media).
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Many interviews, especially donors, wanted to see these two organizations becoming one.
However, at the moment, these organizations do not seem to have a clear plan for
collaboration, much less for a merger. Hromadske.TV has a rather limited audience and small
outreach but a solid team of first-class journalists who can produce high-quality content,
according to participants. The First National Channel (the official public broadcasting channel,
which was established by law in April 2015) has a huge potential simply because of its legacy
distribution network and outreach. It should be noted that the First National Channel is
missing credibility and suffers a past reputation problem (as it used to be the channel for
Yanukovych’s government). Some experts believe that this channel is still perceived as being
a powerful way for the government to communicate with the Ukrainian people. These experts
worry that this perception may become a reality. This concern is especially salient when
government officials and other leaders start conversations about how to communicate the
importance of legal reforms to the Ukrainian people. One interviewee said that the First
National Channel should take a leading role in educating people about these reforms. Others
warn that by doing so, the First National Channel can further discredit itself and confirm its
perception as a mouthpiece of the government.

Experts recommended considering carefully how to proceed with the restructuring process.
Then, a public communication campaign across the country to promote the newly
restructured First National Channel, positioning it as a true public broadcaster (similar to
BBC in the UK or ARD in Germany), will be needed.

Finding 6.2.9. Self-regulation efforts to achieve comprehensive, continuous
support and enforcement of ethical and professional journalistic standards.
Stakeholders, including donors, continued to see self-regulation as an important area of
improvement and attention for future funding. One donor remarked that the foundation for
this has already been laid, but that a new, self-regulating body is needed in order to increase
ethics. An overall support of comprehensive journalism education reform can help to further
promote these efforts.

Finding 6.2.10. Support of the production of high-quality content through
identifying new, young journalists and through open-door competitions that
feature pitching of interesting ideas to donors together with presentation of ways
to distribute the content among multiple platforms. Emerging partners as well as
media and education experts agreed that today many young Ukrainians, especially in the
regions, are eager to engage in public discussions and consider news production. Many
education-based training programs, based on the existing journalism schools in Kyiv and Lviv,
have already been successful. The goal for the next U-Media cycle is to find a way to identify
new great journalists who are eager to enter the profession and who are ready to learn and
follow professional standards and then energize these young professionals. One story of a
young female journalist from a regional media is particularly striking as it illustrates the quality
and depth of young professionals:

“| started my career as a journalist last year, when | attended a short summer journalism course
at a local university. | graduated with a diploma in programming but got excited about journalism
and got a job as a reporter. | only could work for two weeks at that local media because | was
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asked every day to write about something or someone who paid to appear in the news. This is
not what | learned. | was so excited to find this independent media because this was the only
place in our town that did not engage in jeansa. | am so fortunate that | can participate in all
these [U-Media—sponsored] trainings! | find investigative reporting fascinating, and | want to learn
more and to continue improving as a journalist.”

These young professionals can thrive across the country if open-door, regional small grants
would be available to them to create very specific news projects, small news start-ups, and
other innovative ways of producing and disseminating the content.

Finding 6.2.11. Regional and national strategic communication campaigns to
promote awareness about independent media development, media literacy, and
media education projects. One media expert pointed out that “production of content that
aims to fight corruption, unite the country, promote ideas of European integration, and new law
reforms is necessary,” but that it is “naive” to assume that journalists would simply start writing
about these topics. Such values need to be presented by “strategic communication experts who
work for various entities that desire to promote change. The work of journalists then would be to
collaborate with these public communication experts,” but these experts must “initiate the contact,
establish and maintain relations with journalists, and provide journalists with information about the
ongoing reforms.” In other words, as another expert put it, “the educational function must be in
the hands of the entities that are interested in promoting the nation’s priorities, and journalists will
do their job by covering this process.”

Table 5. Recommendations by U-Media Stakeholders

Total
Finding: Recommendation from Interview
Interviews Stakeholders Who Mentioned Mentions
Emerging, core, and institutional partners;
6.2.1 Support of regional media media experts; political figures; I8
Investigative journalism government representatives; donors;

non-grantees; education experts

Emerging, core, and institutional partners;
media experts; government 20
representatives; education experts

6.2.2 Media literacy, communication
campaigns to promote media literacy

6.2.3 Continuous legal support to Emerging, core, and
independent media, particularly to institutional partners; media experts; 23
journalists in the regions political and education experts

Emerging, core, and institutional partners;
6.2.4 Media monitoring media experts; government 19
representatives; education experts
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6.2.5 Media education: long-term,
strategic curriculum development for
journalism programs across the
country, short-term advanced
trainings, and network-driven
continuing education for practicing
professionals

Emerging, core, and institutional partners;
donors; government representatives;
media, education, and communication

experts

6.2.6 Specific professional training
that results in production of
packaged multimedia product with
defined means of distribution

Emerging and core partners;
media, education, and 10
communication experts

Emerging, core, and institutional partners;
6.2.7 Media management political, media, education, and 12
communication experts

Emerging, core, and institutional partners;

.. . donors; government representatives;

6.2.8 Privatization of state media ) & . P .
media, education, and communication

experts

Emerging, core, and institutional partners;
6.2.9 Self-regulation of profession donors; media and education experts; 15
government representatives

6.2.10 Support of production of high-
quality content through identifying
new, young journalists and through
open-door competitions

Emerging partners; donors;
media, education, and 14
communication experts

6.2.11 Strategic communication
campaigns to promote awareness
about U-Media projects

Donors; media, education, and
communication experts

The team was not surprised to hear that all grantees recommended continuing support for
their own activities. Grantees cited their own areas of focus and expertise, demonstrating the
lack of knowledge or desire to support ideas of competitors. For instance, one particular
representative of an institutional partner emphasized the importance of media monitoring;
however, when he provided recommendations, he only recommended activities that his
organization had completed in the evaluated period.

Finding 6.3. The best way to conquer propaganda is to continue the production and
support of quality journalism and to pursue freedom of speech and media
independence. At the initial meeting with the client, the team was asked to collect data to
provide recommendations on how, if possible, the U-Media project can aid in resisting the
propaganda efforts of neighboring Russia. The current levels, scope, and reach of propaganda are
worrisome. The team asked all interviewees to provide recommendations and suggestions on
how to counteract propaganda and what activities can be undertaken to minimize the effects of
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propaganda. All but two interviewees agreed that the best way to counteract propaganda is to
continue the support of a truly independent, fact-based, quality media, which produces
professional, balanced, audience-oriented, and society-focused content. All interviewees also
agreed that the way to counteract propaganda is to proactively engage citizens in media literacy.

A special project started by the students and faculty at the Journalism School at the Kyiv Mohyla
Academy, “Stop Fake,” was used as an example by two interviewees.” U-Media’s continuous
support of freedom of speech and the development of independent media was identified as a
good way to withstand propaganda. As one core partner put it, “We cannot be the same as
propagandists. If we want to do journalism, we must stick to its standards. Developing the standards and
writing true, fact-based stories is our best weapon against propaganda.” Another core partner noticed
that “skepticism in society is very high” and understanding “how to build the dialogue” with
Ukrainian citizens who do not know which media to trust anymore “is a big question.”

One media expert encouraged donors to organize more discussions about the nature of Russian
propaganda and to expose fact manipulation. He used an example of a recent discussion with
Peter Pomerantsey, a British analyst and the author of the book Nothing Is True and Everything Is
Possible, recently translated into Ukrainian.’*

Perhaps the most vivid statement of how Ukrainian journalists and citizens can and should resist
Russian propaganda comes from Mykyta Volod, a young manager at the U-Media institutional
partner International Association of Broadcasters:*

“Propaganda should be beaten by facts and truth. Sooner or later, propaganda loses a piece of
its indisputable shield... because a simple fact chips this shield. At the end, this propaganda
machine is disarmed by the bombarding facts. Like small bombardiers in the Star Wars saga,
who were shooting this behemoth, the Death Star, the journalists should become these small
bombardiers shooting the Imperial machine of propaganda.”

QUESTION 6 RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations were created based on the analysis of the findings above and
after additional consultations with various U-Media stakeholders, including USAID
representatives. These recommendations are based on recommendations identified throughout
the evaluation process via the online survey (Findings under 6.1) and interviews (Findings under
6.2). The recommendations below also draw on the team’s analysis of evaluation report findings

3 Stop Fake is the project that invites young journalists as well as citizens to look for factual errors in the media
(particularly, Russian media) and report the errors to project managers. After the errors have been reported, project
managers fact-check stories and publish findings on the website (http://www.stopfake.org/en/news/). Any factual
errors or fake stories are featured alongside analysis and explanation of findings.

* In this book Pomerantsev analyzes methods of Russian propaganda toward Ukraine. The discussion was organized
by the International Association of Broadcasters as part of the Media Week Forum and gathered about 100 young
journalists and citizens.

% Mykyta Volod gave the team permission to use his name to indicate the author of this direct quotation.

Performance Evaluation of the Ukraine Media Project, 2011-2015 44


http://www.stopfake.org/en/news/

more broadly, and some recommendations have been developed based on discussions with
USAID representatives following the debrief meeting.

Overall, the team recommends that the U-Media project continue past 2016, into the next cycle.
However, several critical adjustments to the program must be made.

Recommendation 6.1. Concentrate funding efforts around these strategically
important media activities that should be well coordinated and outcome-based:

Recommendation 6.1.1. Expand support of regional media and their news-based
programs with organizational support for equipment, specialized training, and
capacity building of staff. Pay special attention to identifying new and existing effective
independent multi-media hubs in regions located near the occupied or war-torn territories
of Ukraine. [supported by Findings 6.1.8, 6.1.9, and 6.2.1]

Recommendation 6.1.2. Promote media literacy, particularly among young
citizens in the Eastern, Southern, and Central regions of the country. Any media
literacy program should be outcome-based, coordinated, and should seek formal approval by
the Ministry of Education of Ukraine. Ideally, media literacy programs would be developed
and run by the institutes of higher education, leading journalism schools and teacher education
departments, with coordinating help from NGOs. [supported by Findings 6.1.7, 6.2.2, and
6.2.5]

Recommendation 6.1.3. Comprehensive reform of journalism education. Although
multiple efforts to support journalism education have been previously pursued by various
donors, U-Media should seek to support efforts to reform higher education curriculum
development, trainings for professors, exchange programs, and linking with professional
working media in selected educational hubs/universities (two in Kyiv, two in Lviv, and one
each in Zaporizhya, Odesa, Dnipropetrovsk, and Kharkiv), perhaps in continuing cooperation
with other Western donors. The benefit of involving the U-Media project as a donor in
pursuing this goal is in its vast outreach and influence as well as its comprehensive dedication
to its primary goal “to promote the development of a free, vibrant, and professional media
sector that provides a wide range of useful news and information, serves as a watchdog to
the public interest, and defends freedom of speech.”® The results of this evaluation and
previous media research’’ showed that a comprehensive journalism education is at the core
of achieving this goal. [supported by Findings 6.1.11 and 6.2.5]

3 See p. 19 of Program Description from Cooperative Agreement.

7 Tsetsura, K. (2012). Media Map Project. Ukraine: Case study of donor support to independent media 1990-2010.
Commissioned research report prepared for the Internews Network, USA and the World Bank, sponsored by the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the World Bank. Available at http://www.mediamapresource.org/wp-
content/uploads/201 1/04/Ukraine.pdf
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Recommendation 6.1.4. Pursue the development of media management
education in Ukraine by:

e Encouraging and supporting creation of a degree-based (professional master’s degree
or graduate certificate) program in media management for young media professionals
and entrepreneurs at the leading journalism schools across the country.

e Encouraging and supporting the creation of credential-based continuing education
program in media management for practicing/full-time journalists and managers.

e Developing a comprehensive plan for collaborating with the leading journalism schools
across Ukraine and the leading journalism schools in Europe and the US that offer
undergraduate and graduate education in media management.

e Collaborating with the Ministry of Education to endorse a graduate program in media
management.

[supported by Findings 6.1.10 and 6.2.7]

Recommendation 6.1.5. Provide advanced, specific trainings for practicing
journalists in the regions, which should result in packaged multimedia products
with determined channels for distribution. U-Media should create a clear strategic plan
for attracting the best journalistic talent from across the country to present and produce
new, unique, regionally based quality content. The team agrees with experts who have said
that such open-door contests will attract new, young journalists and bring fresh ideas to the
U-Media project. One way to organize such open-door competition is by following a Startup
Weekend®® or hackathon® model.

The model can be tailored to create a Ukrainian Media ldea Incubator (UMII, pronounced
“U-mee”).* Preferably, such UMIls will be mostly conducted in the regional city centers, not
in Kyiv, and will utilize the resources and collaborate with leading journalism schools across
the country. This will ideally energize the young generation of journalists and provide them

% “Startup Weekends are weekend-long, hands-on experiences where entrepreneurs and aspiring entrepreneurs

can find out if startup ideas are viable” (Startup Weekend official website, 2015). For more information, please visit
www.startupweekend.org

% For more information, please visit: http://www.nytimes.com/2015/04/12/education/edlife/the-hackathon-fast-
track-from-campus-to-silicon-valley.html? r=0

“* The UMII would gather up to 100 participants in one place who will first pitch their ideas to all participants in 30-
second increments. Then, all participants will vote on the top 5 or so ideas to pursue over the weekend, with all
participants self-selecting to work on one of these five teams (idea authors will be leaders of each team). The five
teams complete the project and produce a business plan for sustainability of the project over the course of a
weekend. Then the final plans are presented in front of a team of experts who select one or two winners to move
forward to receive U-Media consideration to sponsor the project. To make UMII successful, the organizer will need
to complete preparatory work and secure volunteer experts to help participants with various aspects of production,
distribution, technical and business aspects, and, of course, with a journalistic aspect to the project, which should be
clearly based on journalistic ethical and professional standards. The winning projects can then be pitched to donors
as part of the open-door grant competitions. Of course, other finalists also can and should be encouraged to submit
grant proposals through open-door competitions.
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opportunities to engage in quality news content production and distribution, with the help of
new online media platforms.

Unique, startup student media projects may already exist, so U-Media and its partners can
engage in identifying and systematically monitoring new media online projects in beta versions.
Finally, U-Media should consider conducting a high number of open-door competitions
through a pitch-like system that delivers, at the inception stage, an example of a product and
a solid distribution plan, with a clearly identified audience. [supported by Findings 6.1.8, 6.1.11,
6.2.1, 6.2.5, 6.2.6, and 6.2.10]

Recommendation 6.1.6. Evaluate activities and measure projects on outcome-
based, value-driven results. [supported by Finding 6.2.8 and based on Conclusion 4.1]

Recommendation 6.2. Minimize the funding for the following areas:

Recommendation 6.2.1: To encourage sustainability, U-Media should outline a
plan for the gradual reduction of overhead support to organizations (particularly
long-time institutional and core partners) and continue working with partners to
promote diversification of their funding sources and a decrease in reliance on one
donor.

Recommendation 6.2.2. Short-term, basic entry-level trainings conducted by
multiple grantees without a clear understanding of how these programs
contribute to building a larger network of professional journalists across the
country.

Recommendations 6.2.3. Programs aimed at improving the organizational
capacity of Ukrainian media CSOs, many of which have been around for more
than 20 years. Most of these are now self-sustaining, strong organizations, thanks to the
effectiveness of continuous efforts of previous cycles of U-Media projects. The success of the
programs that helped media-related NGOs in Ukraine to build capacity is clear. The next
cycle of the U-Media project should pay more attention to supporting actual media and other
types of entities, such as media and journalist networks.

Recommendation 6.3. Develop comprehensive, proactive, strategic, goal-oriented
communication and programming plans that would guide future selection of
programming and the approaches in the aforementioned selected areas of support
(Recommendation 6.1.). These strategic communication plans should propose and implement
campaigns that would clearly communicate the goals of the U-Media project for the complete
cycle period as well as on an annual basis. Investigate the possibility of creating a strategic
communications office that would deal with promoting the activities or U-Media among its
partners, grantees, other key stakeholders, media, and the public at large. [supported by Findings
1.2.3, 1.4.5, and 6.2.1 | and based on Conclusions 1.2. and 1.3]

Recommendation 6.4. The most prominent national media-related NGOs
(institutional and core partners) should continue their major activities and should be
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allowed to participate in activity-based grants. However, U-Media and its implementer
must find effective ways to encourage institutional and core partners to collaborate with one
another by continuous and constant exchange of information about current activities and future
action plans and by supporting joint projects in critical areas.

Recommendation 6.4.1. Media monitoring. U-Media should consider creating a call for
joint proposals to collaboratively monitor media using qualitative and quantitative
methodologies.

Recommendation 6.4.2. Advanced regional trainings. Consider creating a call for
collaborative proposals to conduct a series of advanced and specialized online media and
investigative reporting trainings to young journalists across the country with the involvement
of leading journalism schools in each geographical area of Ukraine (North, South, East, West,
and Center).

Recommendation 6.4.3. Self-regulation of the industry. Proposals and initiatives to
engage in discussions about self-regulation of journalistic professional and ethical standards.

Recommendation 6.4.4. Legislative work. Collaborative proposals to promote media
literacy across the county and to pursue media analysis of ongoing legal reform in Ukraine.
[supported by Findings and based on Recommendations 1.2 and 1.3]

Recommendation 6.5. While the Ukrainian media should strive to cover reform process
underway in Ukraine and continue to educate the citizenry about these processes, the
independent media and U-Media supported initiatives should be careful to avoid any potential
perception that it is a mouthpiece for the government. Media in Ukraine have long suffered a bad
reputation of being a mouthpiece to the government (this was particularly the case for the First
National Channel in the past) or to the oligarchs (e.g., Channel 5, 2+2INTER, |+1, Ukraina). As
such, it is crucial to protect the independent editorial decision-making process in the turbulent
times.

Recommendation 6.6. Consider creating a collaborative network between donors
and grantees for information and ideas exchange, as well as for the ongoing
communication among all grantees and all donors. [based on Conclusions 1.2. and |.4]

Recommendation 6.7. Support open expert virtual platforms, where media and
education experts from Ukraine, Europe, and the US can conduct virtual discussions,
answer questions, and offer workshops and master classes to all practicing and
aspiring journalists, particularly regions of Ukraine outside Kyiv. If Internet connection
speed does not allow for live interactions, consider recording master classes and organizing
recorded online trainings and sessions. [supported by Findings 6.1.8, 6.1.12, 6.2.5, and 6.2.6]
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Recommendation 6.8. Support the production and distribution of publicly available
data on ratings, monitoring, readership, and other market-driven characteristics of
independent media rather than top oligarch media.*' [supported by Finding 5.2.2]

* This market research and monitoring can be used in multiple ways: to attract advertisers, to systematically compare

various independent media, to compare independent media with other media in Ukraine, and to demonstrate the
development of Ukrainian media market.
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ANNEXES

ANNEX I: EVALUATION STATEMENT OF WORK
I. Introduction

This is a Statement of Work (SOW) for a final performance evaluation of the Ukraine Media
Project, also commonly known as U-Media, implemented by Internews
(http://internews.org/where-we-work/eurasia/ukraine) under the Cooperative Agreement #121-
A-11-00002 from October I, 2011, through September 30, 2016. USAID contribution level is
$15,850,000. Award is administered by the Office of Democracy and Governance (ODG) of
USAID Regional Mission to Ukraine, Moldova, and Belarus (Mission). Agreement Officer’s
Representative (AOR) is Ms. Victoria Marchenko; Alternate AOR (A/AOR) is Mr. Dan Ryan.
A/AOR predecessor was Ms. Dawn Carmin (A/AOR in 2011-2014).

I1. Evaluation Purpose

U-Media evaluation purpose is |) to assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected U-Media
activities (Objectives | and |l below) intended to promote freedom of speech and media
independence, increase the variety of news sources, and improve news quality; and 2) to discuss
approaches for potential follow-on programming.

The Mission will use evaluation findings, conclusions, and recommendations to reassess its role
in strengthening the media sector in Ukraine. Other USG stakeholders, including
USAID/Washington, U.S. State Department, and U.S. Embassy in Ukraine will gain a better
understanding of how well the evaluated activities contribute(d) to media and civil society
development in Ukraine.

Internews and their partners will have an opportunity to learn about their strengths and areas
for improvement. Other stakeholders, including the Government of Ukraine (GOU) media
regulators, national and local media outlets, Ukrainian media civil society organizations (CSOs),
as well as international development partners, including the European Commission’s (EC)
Delegation to Ukraine, Council of Europe, Canadian, Swedish, Danish, and Dutch Embassies,
International Renaissance Foundation (IRF), and European Endowment for Democracy (EED), will
have an opportunity to learn more on how to benefit from USAID’s technical assistance in
strengthening the media sector in Ukraine.

I1l. Background

U-Media (http://www.umedia.kiev.ua/u-meida-program-description) was designed to promote
the development of a free, vibrant, and professional media sector that provides a wide range of
useful news and information, serves as a watchdog in the public interest, and defends freedom of
speech. The activity was regarded to be essential in achieving USG foreign policy objectives and
USAID’s priorities of consolidating Ukraine’s democratic advances and helping the country meet
Euro-Atlantic standards of good governance, rule of law, and civil society participation. With U-
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Media’s assistance, a vibrant and socially responsible media sector was expected to support
Ukraine’s reform efforts by promoting government transparency and bolstering public debate on
the country’s major issues, developments, and prospects.

The activity was expected to achieve this by focusing on four related objectives:
I. Support and promote freedom of speech and media independence (30% of the total LOE);
2. Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality (40% of the total LOE);

3. Improve the enabling environment for media and freedom of speech (10% of the total
LOE); and

4. Improve organizational capacity of Ukrainian media CSOs (20% of the total LOE).

Please see the attached Program Description for details on the development context, project
purpose, objectives, and expected results. U-Media serves as a pass-through entity that provides
financial support (grants) to Ukrainian media CSOs to implement activities to achieve the
abovementioned objectives.

Internews was expected to assist in the project implementation and monitoring of the
performance of CSO sub-grantees. They offered both project-specific and capacity-building
assistance to Ukrainian media-supporting institutions.

Local media partners included organizations engaged in watchdog and monitoring functions,
media literacy, policy reform and advocacy, intermediary support organizations providing training
and other services to media, independent trade unions, industry associations, and other
organizations supporting the sector at large. Sub-grants for specific projects to these
organizations were complemented by training sessions and technical assistance in building long-
term organizational development of sub-grantees, as needed. Grant mechanisms varied depending
on the project needs, nature of activities, and other factors and included competitive and non-
competitive grants, innovative “open door grants” to worthy projects on a rolling basis, “seed
grants” to emerging organizations, as well as operational support to mature media CSOs whose
missions met U-Media objectives. The list of U-Media grantees is attached (Attachment I).

It was expected that several strong Ukrainian media organizations, which were considered
strategic for the sector, would receive substantial institutional or core support grants and would
act as equal partners in the implementation of U-Media activities. U-Media was supposed to grow
the Ukrainian partner CSOs toward eventual sustainability, i.e., the ability to more effectively
achieve programmatic impact and results, as well as the ability to continually solicit and receive
funding from other donors, both domestic and international.

In 2014, in order to respond to evolving needs from the Euromaidan protests and the subsequent
political shifts, the Mission twice increased the U-Media budget and amended the program
description to include additional programming. The purpose of additional programming was 1) to
increase objective information in the media landscape, especially in Eastern and Southern Ukraine,
promote more balanced media coverage of political processes, and counter restrictions to press
freedoms during key scheduled elections (Modification 4, April 2014); and 2) to increase the
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integrity of the early parliamentary elections in October 2014, make political processes more
responsive and accountable to the people, and augment U-Media efforts in the East (Modification
5, September 2014).

IV. Scope of Work

The Contractor will I) assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected U-Media activities under
Objectives | and Il above intended to promote freedom of speech and media independence,
increase the variety of news sources, and improve news quality; and 2) discuss approaches for
potential follow-on programming. In particular, the Contractor will answer the following
questions (numbers do not reflect the priority):

I. What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media for various U-
Media stakeholders (U-Media grantees and partners, non-assisted CSOs, private-sector
organizations, governmental organizations, other donors, etc.) involved in promoting
media independence and quality of news in Ukraine!?

2. How did U-Media tailor its tools and approaches to satisfy the diverse needs of its
partners given the changing environment in Ukraine!?

3. Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposition, which were perceived
by U-Media stakeholders to be the most useful for influencing media context under
Objective | and media content, such as news and other information, under Objective I
and why?

4. Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were adopted and actively
used by its partner organizations to influence media context (Objective |) and/or media
content (Objective Il) in Ukraine!?

5. What major changes in the media context under Objective | and media content under
Objective Il in Ukraine do CSOs and other U-Media stakeholders perceive to be the
result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner organizations?

The Contractor will visit key U-Media partners and grantees in Kyiv and other locations in
Ukraine as determined by the Contractor in consultations with the Mission. In answering
evaluation questions, the evaluation team (ET) should highlight gender-specific approaches
promoted by U-Media and practiced by its partners and related outcomes, as appropriate.

The Contractor will ensure that the conduct of the U-Media evaluation is consistent with USAID
Automated Directives System, or ADS (Chapters 203 and 578,
http://transition.usaid.gov/policy/ads/), and USAID’s Evaluation Policy (January 2011,
http://www.usaid.gov/evaluation/policy) requirements and recommendations. For U-Media
evaluation purposes, “relevance” is a measure of the ability of a particular U-Media
task/intervention being pertinent to U-Media objectives and “effectiveness” is a measure of the
ability of a particular U-Media task/intervention to produce a planned effect or result that can be
qualitatively measured.
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V. Evaluation Design and Methodology

It is anticipated that a mix of evaluation methodological approaches will be required to meet the
requirements outlined in the Scope of Work section above. Suggested data sources include: a)
secondary data/background documents; b) U-Media plans, outputs, and reports; c) relevant GOU
legislation and policy documents; d) key informant interviews (Klls); e) focus group discussions
(FGDs); f) survey(s) of activity stakeholders and beneficiaries; and g) direct observations and case
study data.

When planning and conducting U-Media evaluation, the ET will make every effort to reflect
opinions and suggestions of all key activity stakeholders from the civil society, mass media,
private-sector organizations, the host government (where appropriate), other donors, and
implementing partners. Emphasis will be on collection of reliable empirical data and/or objectively
verifiable evidence, as opposed to anecdotal evidence. Where surveys or interviews are used,
appropriate sampling and questioning techniques will be utilized to ensure representative results;
where references are made to the data generated by U-Media and/or their partners, they will be
complemented by references to independent data sources and any significant data differences
must be explained.

lllustrative methodological approaches for each evaluation question are discussed below.

To assess the relevance and effectiveness of U-Media Obijectives | and Il activities, the ET will )
review U-Media plans, reports, publications, and other outputs, as well as secondary
data/background documents, including those that describe or assess activities of U-Media
partners and beneficiaries; 2) conduct FGDs with U-Media stakeholders; 3) conduct surveys of
U-Media stakeholders, including organizations that might serve as a comparison; 4) conduct Klls
with U-Media partners and other stakeholders using structured or semi-structured interview
protocols; and 5) make site visits complemented by direct observations and/or case studies.

To assess the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media, the ET will |) review U-
Media plans, reports, publications, and other outputs, as well as secondary data/background
documents, including those that describe or assess the activities of various U-Media stakeholders;
2) conduct FGDs with relevant U-Media stakeholders; 3) conduct surveys of U-Media
stakeholders and organizations that might serve as comparisons to U-Media partners; and 4)
conduct KllIs with U-Media partners and other stakeholders using structured or semi-structured
interview protocols. Site visits, direct observations, and case studies may also be informative.

To assess U-Media’s success, or the lack of thereof, in tailoring its tools and approaches to satisfy
the diverse and changing needs of its partners, the ET will |) review U-Media plans, reports,
publications and other outputs, as well as secondary data/backsround documents, including those
that describe or assess activities of U-Media partners; 2) conduct Klls with U-Media partners and
other stakeholders using structured or semi-structured interview protocols; 3) conduct surveys
of U-Media partners; and 4) make site visits complemented by direct observations and/or case
studies.
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To assess the most useful tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposition, the ET will
1) review U-Media plans, reports, publications, and other outputs, as well as secondary
data/background documents, including those that describe or assess activities of U-Media
partners and beneficiaries; 2) conduct FGDs with U-Media stakeholders; 3) conduct surveys of
selected U-Media stakeholders; 4) conduct Klls with U-Media partners and other stakeholders
using structured or semi-structured interview protocols; and 5) complement site visits with direct
observations and/or case studies. (To the extent practical, the ET should assess U-Media’s role
in strengthening the activities of media CSOs at the national and local level, comparing their
achievements with progress made by similar organizations that did not receive any support.)

To assess practices and behaviors that U-Media partners adopted and actively used as well as the
role of those practices and behaviors in changing media context and/or media content, the ET
will 1) review U-Media plans, reports, publications, and other outputs, as well as secondary
data/background documents, including those that describe or assess activities of U-Media
partners; 2) conduct FGDs with U-Media stakeholders; 3) conduct surveys of U-Media
stakeholders, including organizations that might serve as a comparison; 4) conduct Klls with U-
Media partners and other stakeholders using structured or semi-structured interview protocols;
and 5) complement site visits with direct observations and/or case studies.

To discuss changes in the media context and media content in Ukraine, the ET will 1) review U-
Media plans, reports, publications, and other outputs, as well as secondary data/background
documents, including those that describe or assess changes in the media context and media
content in Ukraine; 2) conduct FGDs with U-Media stakeholders; 3) conduct surveys of U-Media
stakeholders, including organizations that might serve as a comparison; 4) conduct Klls with U-
Media partners and other stakeholders using structured or semi-structured interview protocols;
and 5) complement site visits with direct observations and/or case studies. Where possible, FGDs
and KlIs should be designed to reflect the perspective of both U-Media partners and beneficiaries.

While direct attribution will not be possible to measure, the ET should strive to make causal
linkages wherever possible, taking into account the development actors and circumstances.

VI. Evaluation Team Qualifications and Composition

The ET Leader must have strong team management skills and sufficient experience in designing
and/or conducting performance evaluations of international development projects. The ET Leader
must have good knowledge of USAID Evaluation Policy and evaluation reporting requirements.
Excellent communication skills (both verbal and written) and experience in managing
performance evaluations of large USAID projects are desirable.

The Contractor must assign at least one specialist (an Evaluation Specialist) with strong
understanding of data collection and analysis methodologies and substantial international
experience in designing and conducting evaluations of large international development projects.
The Evaluation Specialist(s) must have sood knowledge of USAID Evaluation Policy and evaluation
reporting requirements. Experience in designing and conducting performance evaluations of
USAID media activities is desirable. Knowledge of Eastern Europe/CIS (Commonwealth of
Independent States) region media development issues is desirable.
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The ET will use international expertise, International Media Development Consultant(s),
individual(s), or a company with substantial knowledse of media development in Eastern
Europe/CIS region. Experience in conducting performance evaluations of USAID projects is
desirable. Experience in successful management of large/medium size media projects is desirable.
Previous work experience in the region and knowledge of Ukrainian and/or Russian is desirable.

Each ET is expected to use local expertise, a Senior Local Media Consultant(s), individual(s), or a
company with detailed knowledge of Ukraine’s media sector and its operational environment.

Note: One individual may act as both the ET Leader and an Evaluation Specialist or International Media
Development Consultant if all qualification requirements are met.

USAID asks that sender be considered in formation of the ET. The ET Leader, Evaluation
Specialist(s), International Media Development Consultant(s), and Senior Local Consultant(s) will
be key personnel under this task order (TO).

VII. Evaluation Management

The Mission will appoint the Evaluation Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) and the
Alternate COR (A/COR) to provide technical guidance and administrative oversight in
connection with U-Media evaluation, to review the Evaluation Work Plan (EWP), and to review
and accept draft and final Evaluation Reports (ERs). The Mission may delegate one or more staff
members (or involve staff of other USAID missions) to work full-time with the ET or to
participate in the field data collection activities in Ukraine. The Evaluation COR will inform the
Contractor about any full-time/part-time Mission delegates no later than three working days after
the submission of a draft EWP. All costs associated with the participation of full-time/part-time
Mission delegates in the evaluation will be covered by the Mission.

To facilitate evaluation planning, the COR will make available to the Contractor the following
documents within one working day of the award effective date (as warranted, the Contractor
will receive additional project-related documentation): four U-Media Annual Implementation
Plans; original and revised U-Media Monitoring and Evaluation Plans; seven U-Media Semiannual
Reports; as well as full lists of U-Media grantees, counterparts, sites, and documents intended to
support U-media objectives.

To keep the Mission informed about the status of U-Media evaluation, the Contractor will submit
an electronic version of a draft U-Media EWP to the Evaluation COR within |5 working days
following the award and at least 10 working days prior to the proposed ET’s departure for the
field data collection. The submitted EVWP should be fully consistent with the Scope of Work
requirements and Contractor’s proposal (if the latter is fully or partially incorporated into the
TO).

U-Media EWP should highlight all evaluation milestones and include 1) a preliminary list of
interviewees; 2) a preliminary list of survey participants (when survey is planned); 3) a preliminary
schedule of the ET interviews/meetings, site visits, and FGDs (when planned); 4) all draft
evaluation tools (questionnaire(s), survey(s), FGD guides, etc.), which the Contractor may use
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for U-Media evaluation; 5) sites and dates for piloting draft evaluation tools; 6) the evaluation
methodology, including selection criteria for comparison group(s) and site visits; and 7) an ER
outline (if it will be different from the attached template, Attachment 2). The Contractor will
update the submitted EWP (first of all, the list(s) of interviewees, the list(s) of survey participants,
the schedule of interviews/meetings/site visits/surveys/FGDs, etc.) and submit the updated
version to the COR on a weekly basis. The Contractor may prepare EWP as a Google-based
document to facilitate assess of USAID staff to it.

The ET will conduct weekly briefings for / conference calls with the Evaluation COR and A/COR
and other relevant Mission personnel in order to keep them informed of the progress of U-Media
evaluation and any issues that may arise/have arisen. The ET shall also be prepared to do a briefing
for the Evaluation COR and A/COR and other relevant Mission personnel within two working
days after arrival in Ukraine for the field data collection. The ET will discuss any evaluation
barriers/constraints and significant deviations from the original/updated EVVP with the Evaluation
COR and seek USAID’s guidance on those matters.

The ET will invite the Evaluation COR and other relevant Mission personnel to participate in all
meetings, group discussions, site visits, and other activities planned in conjunction with U-Media
evaluation as soon as those events are on agenda. The ET shall be prepared to have USAID staff
and other activity stakeholders invited as observers by the Evaluation COR to any meeting, site
visit, or other activity planned in conjunction with U-Media evaluation.

VIIl. Deliverables

To document U-Media performance evaluation, the Contractor will submit a clear, informative,
and credible ER (up to 30 pages, excluding annexes and references) that reflects all relevant ET
findings, conclusions, and recommendations made in conjunction with U-Media performance
evaluation. The ER must describe in detail U-Media evaluation design and the methods used to
collect and process information requested in the Evaluation Purpose, Scope of Work, and Evaluation
Design and Methodology sections. It must disclose any limitations to the evaluation and, particularly,
those associated with the evaluation methodology (selection bias, recall bias, unobservable
differences between comparator groups, etc.). The ER Executive Summary Section should be
three to five pages long and reflect the purpose of the evaluation, evaluation methodology and its
limitations, as well as key evaluation findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

The ER must be in line with relevant USAID ADS (Chapters 203 and 578) and USAID Evaluation
Policy requirements and recommendations. In particular, the ER should represent thoughtful and
well-organized efforts that include sufficient local and global contextual information so the
external validity and relevance of U-Media evaluation can be assessed. Evaluation findings should
be based on facts, evidence, and data. Findings should be specific, concise, and supported by
reliable quantitative and qualitative evidence [i.e., there should not be words like “some”, “many”,
“most” in the ER and the frequency of responses and absolute number of interviewed
respondents should be given, e.g., five out of || experts agreed that ...; 30 percent of survey
respondents reported that ...; seven out of eight visited lead partners had business plans...].
Conclusions should be supported by a specific set of findings. Recommendations should be clear,
specific, practical, action-oriented, and supported by a specific set of findings, conclusions,
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estimates of implementation costs, and suggested responsibility for the action. The Contractor
shall ensure that conclusions and recommendations are based on data that are accurate,
objective, and reliable.

ER annexes should include an Executive Summary section in Ukrainian; the Evaluation SOW;
description of the ET and its member qualifications; the conflict of interest (COI) statements,
either attesting to a lack of COIl or describing existing COl, signed by all members of the ET; the
final version of the EWP; the tools (in English and Ukrainian) used for conducting the evaluation
such as questionnaires, checklists, discussion guides, etc.; properly identified sources of
information; in-depth analyses of specific issues; an MS PowerPoint—based presentation of
evaluation design, findings, conclusions, and recommendations; and statement(s) of differences
regarding significant unresolved difference (if any) of opinion reported by either ET members or
the Mission or U-Media implementer.

ERs will be written in English and submitted in electronic form readable in MS Word 2010 based
on MS Word Times New Roman |2 or other legible font of similar size. The final ER must follow
all USAID Branding and Graphic Standards (see http://www.usaid.gov/branding/gsm). In addition,
the cover of the final ER should provide enough information that a reader can immediately
understand that it is an ER and what was evaluated.

Any data (at a minimum, raw quantitative data and any code books) used to prepare the ER
(except for the data protected by any formal agreements between the Contractor and
interviewees and survey/focus group participants) will be presented in the MS Office—compatible
format suitable for re-analysis and submitted either by e-mail or on a CD or a flash drive to the
COR. The data should be fully documented and well organized for use by those not fully familiar
with the evaluated activities or the evaluations. USAID will retain ownership of all evaluation
records including interview transcripts or summaries, survey(s), datasets developed, copies of
which are provided to the COR.

The ET will present its major evaluation findings and preliminary conclusions in writing at two
separate pre-departure briefings for the Mission and U-Media stakeholders. The ET will use MS
PowerPoint to present those findings and conclusions.

Draft ER will be due in 15 working days after a pre-departure briefing for the Mission staff. A
draft ER must include all relevant ET findings and conclusions made in conjunction with U-Media
evaluation, as well as preliminary ET recommendations. A draft ER shall be prepared in line with
general requirements (clarity, credibility, length, font size, etc.) set for the final ER. It may include
the feedback received from the Mission and U-Media stakeholders at the pre-departure briefing).
The Mission will have |5 working days to review the draft ER and provide comments to the
Contractor. The Mission will decide whether U-Media stakeholders will be invited to comment
on the draft ER.

The final ER will be due in 10 working days following the receipt of the Mission’s comments on a
draft ER. The Contractor will use either a cover memorandum or similar format to explain how
comments provided by the Mission and U-Media stakeholders (when solicited) were addressed
in the final ER if the final ER differs substantially from the draft ER.
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Both the Mission and the Contractor will have a right to initiate an extension of the ER review
or preparation/completion time for up to ten working days at no additional cost.
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Attachment |. List of U-Media Sub-Grants

Sub-Grantee

Contact

Name Information Project Title Duration Brief Description
AUP conducts content analysis of TV news on
leading Ukrainian TV channels and media
Oksana Volosheniuk literacy education program for teachers of the
AUP Executive ’ pedagogical universities and colleges. The
Director. +38-067-504- program provides teachers with key knowledge
Academy of 9802 ’ Content Analysis | December |, and methodological material that will enforce
. Y ’ and Media 2014 - those educating children and teenagers to be
Ukrainian Press oksana@aup.com.ua; . . - i .
, iterac eptember 30, | conscious media consumers and avoid media
(AUP) Val | AUP Lit y September 30 d d d med
alerty fvanov, Development 2015 manipulations. AUP conducts content analysis

President, Ph.D, +38-
050-330-5181;
ivanov(@aup.com.ua

of the televised news at eight national TV
channels to provide media consumers,
journalists, and the international community
with objective and unbiased information about
the quality of Ukrainian TV news.

Online Bridges

Online video bridges “East-West-Russia:
European Vector” by Lviv Press Club (LPC).

. Shostak Olga, between November |5, | Twice per month, LPC connects journalists,
Lviv Press Club . . . .
(LPC) osso86@gmail.com, Journalists of 2014 — January | newsmakers, and opinion leaders from Lviv

+38-050-513-5993 West and 14,2015 with their colleagues in Odesa, Dnipropetrovsk,
East/South Sumy, Kharkiv, Kherson, towns of Donetsk
region, Saint Petersburg, and Moscow.
Natalia Pedchenko, | Ukrai its off
+38.067-243-6352; nternews' raine c?ncentrates its efforts on
. N the most important issues for the current
npedchenko@internew | Institutional December |1, o ) i )
Ukrainian media community and society:
Internews s.ua; Partner Sub-grant | 2014 —

Ukraine (IUA)

Kostiantyn Kvurt,
Chair of the Board; tel:
+38- 044-458-4440,
501-9203; +38-067-

to Internews
Ukraine

September 30,
2015

empowering people to resist media
manipulations and propaganda, communication
between different regions of Ukraine, raising
public awareness of important for Ukraine
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445-0567;
kkvurt@internews.ua

issues, and providing international audience
with objective information about Ukraine.

Natalia Ligachova,

Telekritika does regular monitoring of national

Liga2876@gmail.com; Institutional November I, and regional TV channels and distribution of
. 050-410-5419; Partner Sub- 2014 — . .
4 | Telekritika (TK) , reports about the quality of TV reporting.
Diana Dutsyk, Grant to September 30, . . - )
) .. Telekritika continues developing its media
dutsyk@gmail.com; Telekritika 2015 ) ) ] .
literacy online resource—MediaSapiens.
067-976-2473
Investigative
Journalism November |
Development, ’ RPDI conducted the Sixth Annual All-Ukrainian
. 2014 - o .
New Media, and Investigative Reporting Conference on
December 31, . .
Legal Support 2014 December 5-6, 2014, in Kyiv.
and Training for
) Journalists
Regional Press Kateryna Laba, +38- ™ - " oal saf Py "
5 Development 050-351-4179; | o C(Ia prczlj'ect er; anc‘es egal sa :ty o :?urnfa ists
Institute (RPDI) katyalaba@ukr.net nvest:g.at:ve .an me. |z.1 outlets, |mproves t e.c!ua ity o
Journalism journalistic storytelling, and diminishes the
Development, January 1, 2015 | grounds for self-censorship. The project
New Media, and | — September contributes to raising citizens’ awareness of
Legal Support 30, 2015 issues that are important for their lives through
and Training for strengthening the investigative reporters’
Journalists network, producing reliable, top-notch
investigations and delivering them publicly.
Oksana Vynnychuk,
+38-050-356-5738, 1) ¢ ool Bureau Aid
Independent sekretar@profspilka.or g .. November |, Professional development and increase of safety
' for Journalists in . . . .
Media Trade g.ua; . 2014 - of journalists and other media employees in
6 . . Post-Maidan and L L )
Union of Ukraine | Yuka Gavrylova, ) . September 30, | Ukraine via providing them with legal support
(IMTUU) C ittee Memb f during Military 2015 and protecting their rights
ommittee TIember ot | Conflict Period )

Kyiv Independent
Media Trade Union
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(KIMTU), (097) | 14-
39-30;
yukagavrylova@gmail.c
om

Institute of Mass

Oksana Romanyuk,

Sub-grant to IMI
for Print and
Internet Media
Monitoring,
Protection of
Journalists’ Rights

November I,
2014 -
September 30,
2015

IMI monitors national print and Internet
outlets, monitors violations of journalists’
rights, and further informs the media
community and general public about monitoring

7 Information (IMI) +i8-050-446-?f|9|2; and Institutional results.
oksrom@gmail.com Development
Online Platform September |, Institute for Mass Information (IMI) uses online
to Secure 2014 - latform to protect journalists working in and
Journalists’ Work | February 28, E deasti Pf l flict . ng )
ot War Zones 2015 roadcasting from conflict areas in Ukraine.
Kateryna Maltseva, P“(;rsh: :hpa’lta
+38-067-448-3737; (“Front Page”) , ,
e maltsevaZ@gmail.co Program U-Media supported a program of the First
r'r.r ' Production at November I, National Channel Persha Shpalta (“Front Page”)
V', a R First National 2014 - for production of eight programs during
IchtozlaD?mz;nova, Channel and Final | December 31, | November and December 2014.
rector
) eP_u y Lirector, Debates 2014 U-Media supported an Election Day marathon
Suspilne TV National TV Company, « : ”
8 . program— TV program called “Ukraine Tomorrow.
Foundation (STV) | v_romanova@ukr.net, “Ukraine
050-411-1127 "
Tomorrow
Daria Yurovska, National Talk-
Deputy Director, Show on First March | — Ma Production of the weekly national prime time
National TV Company, | National Channel 7| showcase discussion program, to be broadcast
. . 31,2015 X ]
darja.ua@gmail.com; on Current on First National Channel.
050-939-5584 Ukraine’s
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Priorities
“Debates: PRO”

Independent Kateryna Myasnikova, L. October |, Independent Association of Broadcasters (IAB)
T Institutional . S .
Association of +38-067-405-1109; 2014 - improves the legislative environment for
9 . Partner Sub-grant .
Broadcasters katerina_m@nam.com. September 30, | independent broadcasters and helps transfer
to IAB
(IAB) ua 2015 them to convergent platforms.
Establishing
Information Web
Portal for the CIR provides the South of Ukraine (Mykolaiv,
Mykolaiv Center | 18 O8NV South of Ukrai Kh d Odesa) with unbiased and timel
y oalv‘ er? er +38.096-408-0567, outh of Ukraine january 1, 2015 || er‘sonj an esa) wi un iased an |m§y
10 | for Investigative | " —Odesa, Kherson, _ June 30, 2015 information about local political and economic
Reporting (CIR) oganov.oleg@gmail.co and Mykolaiv ' processes resulting from parliamentary
m (Elections and elections.
Political Processes
(EPP) Funds)
Multi-vector project aiming at facilitation of
establishment of public broadcasting in Ukraine,
including development of a convergent platform
for the national talk-show (in tandem with the
. Taras Petriv, 067-505- National Television Company of Ukraine, which
Suspilnist . . January 1, 2015 | . L ] )
. 6960, Media Driver of is now transitioning to the National Public
Il | (Society) _ — August 31, .o ,
. taraspetriv@yahoo.co | Reforms Broadcaster); bringing up new generation of
Foundation (SF) 2015 ) X . .

m responsible and skilled media professionals
through internship for journalism students and
young professionals; and watchdog monitoring
of politicians’ promises in terms of reforms
through the portal vladometr.org.

Ihor Rozkladay, Improving Media October | MLI monitors media legislation initiatives and

, igor.rozkladay@gmail.c | Legislation and ’ distributes monitoring results; conducts media
Media Law . 2014 - L .
12 ) om; +38-097-228-1161; | Increasing law awareness activities, legal consultations to
Institute (MLI) L September 30, | . )
Taras Shevchenko, Journalists’ Legal 2015 journalists, and advocacy efforts to promote
Director, Awareness positive changes in media and organizational
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20taras20@gmail.com;
067-508-5115

capacity building. Leads media reform group
within the Reanimation Package of Reform.

October |, e .
, Valentyna Samar, o IPC’s priorities include content production,
Information Press . Institutional 2014 - . L . .
13 samar@home.cris.net, investigative reporting, and Crimea-focused TV
Center (IPC) Grant to IPC September 30, ,
+380 50-591-68-42 2015 programming.
Olexandr Diachenko,
I .
Ukrainian awyer@uapp.org . ,
- +38-097-481-7778; N Improvement of media environment by
14 Association of ) De-Statization March I, 2015 reparing a roadmap for brint media de
Press Publishers Olexiy Pogorelov, Discussions — May 31, 2015 P P . g P P L .
(UAPP) Director, statization reform through public discussions.
pogorelov@uapp.org ;
050-330-6391
Hromadske Roman Skrypin, . Institutional November |, Organizational development in production of
. hromadsketv@gmail.co 2014 - _
I5 | Telebachennia Development for unbiased and accurate TV content on urgent
(Hromadske.TV) i Hromadske.TV September 30, issues in Ukraine
' editor@hromadske.tv ) 2015 '
Institute for Olena Get’'manchuk, Wider May I, 2014 - VWP CondL‘ICted media e‘v.ents/publlc discussions
. . . on the topics of the political reform and the EU
16 | World Policy Getmanchuk@iwp.org. | Integration: You February 28, intesration during and risht after the
(IWP) ua, +38-044-253-2853 | Shape the Future | 2015 gratiol g and right
presidential election campaign.
International
public . . . . .
Svitlana Y ko,
organization, The v! ana Yeremenko Regional Media December I, R‘eglonfll print and Interr‘ret !11ec‘i|?1 and pubh?
Svitlana.Yeremenko@g o discussions/roundtables in six cities of Ukraine
17 | Pylyp Orlyk . Monitoring and 2014 — May 30, | . . . o
Institute for mail.com, Public Education | 2015 involving journalists, public opinion leaders,
+38-050-470-1159 NGO activists, and educators.
Democracy
(POID)
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IX. Logistical Support

The Contractor will be responsible for all logistical support of the evaluation activities, including
translation/interpretation, transportation, accommodation, meeting/visit arrangements, office
space, equipment, supplies, insurance, and other contingency planning. The Contractor must not
expect any substantial involvement of Mission staff in either planning or conducting the evaluation
(except for full-time/part-time Mission delegates discussed above). Upon request, the Mission will
provide the Contractor with introductory letters to facilitate meeting arrangements. USAID
requests that any forthcoming American and Ukrainian holidays be considered in scheduling U-
Media evaluation meetings, group discussions, surveys, and site visits in the United States and
Ukraine.
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ANNEX II: DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE EVALUATION
METHODOLOGY

The evaluation started in late August 2015. The field data were collected in September 2015 and
analyzed in September and October 2015. Because of the limited time and several important
contextual variables (the team was not be able to visit Crimea or the Donbass area due to
occupation and active military presence in these regions), it was not possible to develop an ideal
research design. However, the team met with the client prior to starting the fieldwork (in-brief
meeting) to adjust the online survey, case study design, and interview protocols, given the fluidity
of the current situation in Ukraine.

The three-person evaluation team conducted its first three visits to sites to interview and to
conduct case studies and observed collectively to ensure a common methodological approach.
Then the team divided into two groups of two (two researchers in one group and one team
leader and a note taker in another) to visit other remaining sites. Following the first three site
visits, the team was split into two groups and deployed according to the final site selection plan.
The team visited interviewees in Lviv together. The case study in Mykolaiv was conducted by a
sub-team (team leader and a local media specialist). Some adjustments were made once in the
field: I) the team requested additional information from the implementing partner of U-Media,
Internews, to clarify Evaluation Question 4; 2) the time of some case studies was shortened
because of unavailability of absolutely all employees of each organization to participate in
interviews and/or because of the small space to tour (which did not require much time).

The evaluation team used the following approaches, sources, and methods to answering the
evaluation questions:

Document review. USAID provided S| with annual reporting, annual workplans, and M&E data
for the project. Sl requested from Internews access to all proposals submitted to Internews and
reporting from sub-grantees to Internews. These documents were reviewed to provide
preliminary answers to the evaluation questions and to assist in developing interview guides and
the mini-survey instrument. For example, the evaluation team reviewed Internews reporting to
find evidence of efforts to tailor tools and approaches to satisfy the needs of partners in a changing
media environment (Question 2). A review of partner reporting explored which tools and
approaches were perceived to be useful and which practices and behaviors were adopted
(Questions 3 and 4). Both provided examples of changes to the media context as a result of the
intervention (Question 5).

SI’s approach was to draw on utilization-focused methodologies to ensure that the information
generated by the evaluation is useful to USAID. While the SOW was very clear in laying out the
purpose of the evaluation, Sl also used the initial kick-off meeting to confirm USAID/U-Media
goals and objectives and the type of information and insights that would be most useful to USAID
decision-making. The evaluation team also explored with USAID/U-Media personnel how the
Mission planned to use existing and new data and to think through potential ways in which the
evaluation’s results might be used.

The total of 1,500 pages of various documents has been reviewed for this evaluation.
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Mini-survey of all primary and secondary beneficiary organizations. The core of the
evaluation included the fieldwork: in-person visits to all 12 core and institutional partners and
selected emerging partners. Census was used to collect data through the online survey—that is,
all past and present grant recipients during the evaluation period (2011-2015) were invited to
participate.

The evaluation team conducted an internet-based survey of all U-Media beneficiaries. In FY 2013,
Internews reported 59 beneficiaries, including 29 U-Media clients and 30 partners’ clients. In FY
2014, this number shrank to 45 as Internews concentrated its sub-grantees. S| requested
Internews assistance in providing email, phone number, and contact information for all program
beneficiaries and in informing beneficiaries of the survey and encouraging their participation. The
survey was sent to 68 potential respondents who represented 68 organizations, including past
and current grantees and non-grantees. The survey asked a number of questions that spoke to
the evaluation questions. The survey helped to answer the evaluation questions. For example,
respondents were asked about what tools U-Media offers and which were adopted. With USAID
and Internews’s support in distributing the initial email invitations and follow-ups to complete the
survey, the evaluation team obtained online surveys from 82% of all institutional and core current
partners; 77% of current sub-grantees, such as new, short-term, and emerging partners; and 20%
of past non-grantees. The total number of survey responses was 39 (a 57% overall response rate).

Semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews with representatives from all
institutional and core partner organizations and select emerging partners. Interviews
used the mini-survey as a jumping-off point to ask qualitative, in-depth questions based on the
survey responses. As all the institutional and core partners were located within Kyiv (following
the relocation of the Information and Press Center to Kyiv), the team was able to interview all
|| of the core and institutional partners, either as part of the semi-structured interviews or case
studies.

The evaluation team will conduct semi-structured interviews with:
e Emerging partners
e GOU stakeholders
e Advisory board representatives
e Non-grantees

e Political and media personalities

The selection will follow a combination of maximum variance and purposeful sampling (selecting
the interviewees based on their level of knowledge about U-Media and their status as media and
political experts, through desk reviews, and in connection and prior consultation with USAID
Ukraine and with Internews) to guarantee comprehensive access to various participants who can
provide rich qualitative data. The number of interviewees will be flexible to ensure that the team
reaches the point of saturation; however, we expect to interview at least two representatives in
each category, for a total of at least ten interviews.
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The team will seek input from a large number of interviewees and will strive to collect rich data
to provide opportunities for in-depth exploration of the project’s impact. All interview
participants will be informed that their participation is voluntary and that their comments will be
kept confidential by the research team.

Whenever appropriate, the team may invite multiple representatives of the grantee, beneficiaries
of the grantees, and/or non-grantee for a focus group interview. The focus group interview will
provide flexibility to the team to save time if and when necessary and will offer the additional
perspective on data collection and credibility through triangulation of qualitative data collection
methods. The team does not anticipate engaging in focus groups unless the organization is
selected as a case study and will only be utilized if saturation (the point at which no new
information is gathered) is not reached through interviews with key informants.

Other key informant interviews. Candidates for possible other key informant interviews
were also consulted with various stakeholders, including Internews personnel, USAID staff,
personnel from non-funded organizations (see discussion below), and other stakeholders
identified by USAID, Internews, or the evaluation team. For example, the evaluation team also
conducted interviews with other knowledgeable media and political analysts to ensure that the
evaluation findings and recommendations were placed within Ukraine’s rapidly changing political
and media environment.

The selection of interviewees followed a purposeful sampling to guarantee comprehensive access
to various participants who can provide rich qualitative data. The number of interviewees was
flexible so that to ensure the team reach complete data (the point of saturation). At the end, the
team collected 28 in-depth semi-structured interviews, with at least three representatives in each
category.

All interview participants voluntarily participated in the interviews and were guaranteed
confidentiality.

Whenever it was appropriate, the team invited multiple representatives of the grantee,
beneficiaries of the grantees, and/or non-grantee for a group interview. The group interview
provided flexibility to the team to save time and offered additional perspectives on data collection
and credibility through triangulation of qualitative data collection methods. Participants in some
multi-person interviews, however, were not as frank as the team wanted them to be so the team
also offered to conduct follow-up, one-on-one interviews with those participants. Out of 10
participants who participated in these multi-person interviews, only one agreed for a follow-up
interview.

In-depth case studies. The evaluation team focused on nine sub-grants to explore the
evaluation questions in greater depth. To select these grantees for case study review, the team
used the following criteria:

I. Type of a grantee (media-supporting NGO, actual media, association, service provider, or
training NGO)

2. Relevance to objectives and evaluation questions
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3. Variety of programs offered, as they relate to one or more objectives of the mission
4. Perceived level of implementation success (as a result of the desk research)

5. Geographic region (although most of the fieldwork will be done in Kyiv, the team plans
to travel to Western and Southern Ukraine).

A list of organizations selected is presented in Table A-1 with a justification.
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Table A-I: The Most Commonly Mentioned, Adopted, and Actively Used Practices and Behaviors

Objective |: Support and promote freedom of speech
and media independence

Justification

News quality/
professionalism

Telekritika’s news monitoring, critical
assessment, and in-depth analysis of Ukrainian TV;
education on news quality/professionalism.

Document review showed that this is one of the most
prominent and successful organizations under Objective |.
In addition, previous research showed that this organization
was a central node in the network of trust and information
dissemination among the Ukrainian media-related NGOs
(Tsetsura & Sommerfeldt, 2012).

Media literacy education
on social issues

The Academy of Ukrainian Press’s efforts to
implement a national pilot program on media

literacy in order to improve journalists’ capacity to

cover and report on public health and social
issues.

According to the document review, this organization has
the largest regional outreach and the strongest network of
media partners to pursue media literacy education and
journalists’ capacity.

Support to independent
regional broadcasters

Independent Association of Broadcasters’
hotline and consultations on taxation, regulatory
bodies, and court appearances to 93 regional
broadcasting company members

The document review demonstrated that this is a premier
association of broadcasters in Ukraine. Although this is an
industry-driven, professional association, IAB is a central
actor in supporting independent regional broadcasters in
Ukraine (according to the annual reports).

Objective Il: Increase the variety of news sources
and improve news quality

Justification

Journalism training and
professionalism

Internews Ukraine’s training and guidebooks
for regional journalists raising awareness of the
Free Trade Area agreement with the European
Union (EU).

This is the major organization for journalists’ training and
professional development in Ukraine (annual reports,
previous research).

Cross-regional media
exchanges

Lviv Press Club’s school of military journalism
targeted at 20-25 journalists from different
regions of Ukraine and focused on covering
military actions in the East.

Lviv Press Club’s TV bridges between
journalists of West and East/South Ukraine.

The premier organization for cross-regional media
exchanges; an active partner who provides; the only major
organization that organizes regional media exchanges for
the Western Ukraine.
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Regional Journalism and
media support and
training; investigative
journalism training

Regional Press Development Institute
(RPDI) RPDI conducts training and annual All-
Ukrainian investigative reporting conferences as
well as provides assistance to regional media and
journalists.

The organization is one of the major providers of support
to regional journalists across Ukraine. According to the
annual reports and USAID personal interviews, RPDl is a
small organization that was able to achieve impressive
results with minimal expenses.

New sources of
information and regional
presence

Mykolaiv Center for Investigative Reporting
(CIR) provides the South of Ukraine with unbiased
and timely information about local political and
economic processes and conducted an
investigation of the situation at Ukraine’s border
with the occupied territory of Crimea.

This is the major organization for supporting regional
journalists in the Southern Ukraine. After 2014, this is the
major center for conducting investigative journalism near
the occupied territory of Crimea.

Freedom of Speech#2

Objective Ill: Improve the Enabling Environment for Media and

Legal reform

The Media Law Institute’s advocacy regarding
amendments to the Law on Access to Public
Information and leadership of the Media Reform
Group.

A premier organization for legal support and advice to
journalists. The document review showed that the Media
Law Institute is a major leader in the Media Reform Group.

Election coverage, media,
advocates for
transparency and
accountability of the
government and of the
media.

Suspilnist Foundation’s production of national
TV debates and the Vladometr project.

According to the document review, the organization
became very active after 2014 in providing the platform for
political debates and monitoring the government. It has a
solid online presence and coordinates several media
projects to support trust and transparency of the media. It
also coordinates several important political and civil
initiatives, including “Chesno,” “Vladometr” and “Novy
Hromadyanin.”

*2 More cases under Objective 3 and Objective 4 are not included because of the LOE assignment.
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Because of the limited time and several important contextual variables (the team will not be able
to visit Crimea or the Donbass area due to occupation and active military presence in these
regions), it will not be possible to develop an ideal research design. However, the team will meet
with the client prior to starting the fieldwork (in-brief meeting) to adjust the case study design, if
necessary, given the fluidity of the current situation in Ukraine.

The three-person evaluation team will conduct its first three visits to sites to interview and
observe collectively to ensure a common methodological approach. Then the team will divide
into two groups of two (two researchers in one group and one team leader and a note taker in
another) to visit other remaining sites. Following the first three site visits, the team will be split
into two groups and deployed according to the final site selection plan. The team plan to make
visits to interviewees outside Kyiv together. While adjustments might have to be made once in
the field, the team anticipates conducting the following activities for the case studies:

e A semi-structured interview with key informant (or two key informants): |—1.5 hours
e A tour of the organization: 30 minutes

e A semi-structured interview or small group interview with member(s) of the organization
designated for a case study: 1-1.5 hours

e Additional document review, if necessary: | hour

It was estimated that the activities would take up to a half a day in each location, as noted by the
approximate activity duration. The total time at each location, and for the stakeholders to reach
and collect data, was reduced in favor of visiting more locations. Overall, the team favored the
presented number of case studies (nine) and semi-structured interviews with partners and other
stakeholders (14 core and institutional partners + 10 other stakeholders).

Data Analysis

The team engaged in parallel analysis to examine the evidence from the document review, key
informant interviews, case studies, and mini-survey responses. This analysis allowed for
triangulation and to ensure the quality of the collected data. Rich data collection and analysis,
along with triangulation, were essential for providing quality to this mixed-methods evaluation.
While using quantitative methods, the team focused on validity, reliability, and replicability of the
results. The team strived to achieve a high quality of gathered and analyzed data through
credibility, confirmability, dependability, and transferability while utilizing multiple qualitative
methods.

The team analyzed data points as they relate to each evaluation question using different methods
in parallel and then across the data collection methods and across various research sites. To
illustrate points, the team analyzed relevant documents to develop preliminary findings about
program effectiveness and then analyzed data from interviews and mini-survey to develop
additional preliminary findings regarding effectiveness.

By comparing different sets of findings, the team was able to provide analysis and grounded
discussion of the results and to offer comprehensive answers to each evaluation question. The
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team also analyzed the data against the data collected from different sources (e.g., grantees, non-
grantees, government’s representatives, implementing partners, and opinion makers). The mixed-
methods approach, together with the multi-stage analysis of the data, ensured the quality of the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

Below, we provide additional information about how the team combined data collected through
the above-mentioned activities so the evaluation team could answer the evaluation questions.

EQI: What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media for
various U-Media stakeholders (U-Media grantees and partners, non-assisted
CSOs, private-sector organizations, governmental organizations, other donors,
etc.) involved in promoting media independence and quality of news in Ukraine?

Respondents to the mini-survey were asked what they see as the benefits and challenges to
working with U-Media. Current and past grantees as well as non-grantees were invited to
complete the survey. Internews distributed the survey to organizations via emails on files. The
evaluation team followed up on these comments for further clarification and more in-depth
responses in individual and group interviews. In addition, the questions also asked for external
perspectives on advantages and disadvantages, as the SOW suggested the desirability of
interviewing comparable organizations that have not received U-Media support. In comparing U-
Media beneficiaries with lists of media-related NGOs in Ukraine, it appeared that U-Media is
working with all of the major CSOs and most of the smaller ones as well.”’ The team was able to
identify a few additional industry association groups, such as the Commission on Journalists’
Ethics, which offered potential points of comparison or, at the very least, an external perspective.
Identified external actors provided additional insight into the advantages and disadvantages of U-
Media collaboration.

EQ2: How did Internews tailor its tools and approaches to satisfy the diverse
needs of its partners given the changing environment in Ukraine? (For example,
was Internews flexible and fast in re-orienting/refocusing grants/sub-partners?)

The primary sources to answer this question were Internews project reporting and interviews
with Internews about the tools and approaches used. For example, the evaluation team
considered the physical and digital security trainings offered by Internews to better allow
journalists to operate safely while coving civil unrest in the country. Through the mini-survey,
follow-up interviews with sub-grantees, and the case studies, the evaluation team explored
whether the tools and approaches met sub-grantees’ needs.

EQ3: Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposition, which were
perceived by U-Media stakeholders to be the most useful for influencing media

# See for example, Katerina Tsetsura. 201 |. Ukraine: Case Study on Donor Support to Independent Media: 1990-2010.
Media Map Project.
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context under Objective 1 and media content, such as news and other
information, under Objective Il and why?

EQ4: Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were
adopted and actively used by its partner organizations to influence media context
(Objective 1) and/or media content (Objective Il) in Ukraine?

EQ5: What major changes in the media context under Objective | and media
content under Objective Il in Ukraine do CSOs and other U-Media stakeholders
perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its
partner organizations?

Evaluation Questions 3, 4, and 5 were all answered through the same approach. A review of
project documentation provided initial answers to the question. Then, through the mini-survey,
qualitative interviews with sub-grantees, and interviews with other stakeholders, respondents
were asked which tools and approaches were perceived to be the most useful, which practices
and behaviors were adopted, and what changes to the media context might be a result of U-
Media. Initially, this question created some confusion, so the team requested additional
clarification from the implementing partner, Internews. Internews provided a list of practices and
behaviors for each of the first two objectives, and the team used the list to get answers to EQ5
during interviews. The case studies were then used to explore these issues in greater detail.

EQ6: Based on the evaluation findings, what recommendations can be made for
future programming?

To answer Question 6, the evaluation team sought the opinions of Internews, U-Media partners,
USAID, grantees, non-grantees, media and political experts as well as other key informants with
detailed knowledge of Ukraine’s political and media landscape regarding future programming
needs. Then, the team analyzed the results, triangulated the results, and presented its conclusions
and recommendations, based on the data collected through all secondary and primary research
methods.

Limitations

e Document review: While the document review was comprehensive, reporting
documentation can present an overly positive picture of implementation and outcomes.

e Mini-survey: Although a 53% response rate is reasonable, the evaluation team had hoped
to achieve a higher response rate. There is no way to know if the 47% who did not
response have systematically different views than those that did.

e Interviews: Interviews allowed for considerable depth; however, it was not possible to
interview all key stakeholders in the course of data collection, and some important voices
and perspectives might not have been obtained.

e Case studies: The case studies provided rich information; however, SI’s strict protection
protocols for human subjects, designed to protect the confidentiality of respondents,
prevent the full use of information obtained in the case studies. Nonetheless, much of the
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information obtained through the case studies helps inform the evaluation team’s
responses to the evaluation questions. In addition, by providing confidentiality to
participants, the team was able to obtain valuable information that presented multiple
angles and provided both appraisal and criticism of the program.

e Limited geographic scope: Due to the limited time and resources, the evaluation team
focused its efforts in Kyiv with visits to two other cities, Mykolaiv and Lviv. The team was
not able to travel to Donbass area (Donetsk, Luhansk) due to the active military
operations in the region.
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ANNEX IIl: DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS
Online Survey in English

INTRODUCTION

Dear U-Media partner,

We are the members of the evaluation team who work for the organization called Social Impact.
The Social Impact was contracted by USAID to evaluate the U-Media Project implemented by the
Internews with funding by USAID between 2010 and 2015. We are carrying out this evaluation to
assess how well the program is meeting the needs of internal and external stakeholders, like you,
and to find out how various aspects of the project have been working.

This survey is voluntary; you can choose not to participate or withdraw at any time during the
survey. There are no right or wrong answers. We want to hear your thoughts, based on your
experience and your involvement with the project. The survey should not take more than 15-20
minutes to complete.

The information you provide will be essential to understand the achievements of the U-Media
project. All information you provide through this survey will remain confidential. In case you
provide enough detail in your answers that may identify you and/or your organization, please be
reassured that your answers will be kept strictly confidential (only researchers would know/be
able to identify you and your organization). No information or responses will be linked to you.

You may be contacted for a follow-up interview later, however, if you choose to provide your
name at the end of the survey. Please note in any case all answers will remain strictly confidential.
We will not connect the responses, which you provide via survey and/or interviews, to you, in

any reports, transcripts, notes, or any conversations that we may have with persons outside of
our evaluation team.

If you agree to participate, please proceed with completing this survey.

Thank you again for your help in collecting this valuable information!
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QUESTIONS

Introductory questions

How

What is the name of your organization/agency?
What is your position within the organization?

For how many years have you been with the organization?

many paid employees work for your organization?

Are there additional volunteers? And if so, how many active volunteers do you have?!

What was your organization’s total expenditures in 2014? (This can be an estimation.)

Your Role in U-Media

7. Please select what interactions your organization has had with U-Media and Internews (not to be
confused with Internews Ukraine) between 2010 and 2015? (Select all that apply)

a. Applied for a grant/funding through U-Media
b. Obtained one grant/funding through U-Media
c. Obtained multiple grants through U-Media
d. Participated in informational meetings organized by Internews
e. Received training from Internews
f. Received training from another U-Media partner
g. Received mentorship or technical support from Internews
h. Received mentorship or technical support from a U-Media partner
i. Other
[lf obtained a grant] Entirely on our own Internews designed
O|1|]2|3|4(5/6|7|8|9]|10
8. On ascale of 0 to 10, was your organization’s

U-Media funded project something that your
organization designed entirely on your own or
was it something that Internews designed?

[|f obtained a grant] Not changed at all Completely changed

O|1|]2|3|4(5]6|7|8|9]|10

On a scale of 0 to 10, how has your
organization’s U-Media funded project(s) been
modified or changed in response to Ukraine’s
changing media and political landscape?

10. [If Q9>3] Can you please share any comments or examples of this change!
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[, [If Q9>3] Internews was completely
Not supportive at all
supportive

O|l1|2/3|4(5]6|7|8|9]|10

I'l. Internews was supportive of this change.

I. Please tell us about the advantages, if any, for your organization in working with U-Media [Open
ended]

2. Please list disadvantages or the challenges, in any, for your organization in working with U-Media?
[Open ended] (Please remember that your answers are anonymous and will not influence future
funding).

Very poor Outstanding

O|1|2|3|4|5]6|7|8|9]|10

3. On ascale of 0 to 10, how would you evaluate
your experience in working with U-Media

4. Besides the financial support, what has your organization learned from working with U-Media
about promoting free speech and media independence? (For example, has U-Media promoted any
behaviors, skills, or practices that have been helpful?) [Open ended]

5. Besides the financial support, what has your organization learned from working with U-Media
about improving news quality? (For example, has U-Media promoted any behaviors, skills, or
practices that have been helpful?) [Open ended]
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Evaluating U-Media

[lf obtained a grant] Not Knowledgeable Very Knowledgeable

oO|1|]2/3|4|5]6|7|8|9]|10

6. On ascale of 0 to 10, how knowledgeable are
you about the various the trainings and projects
supported by U-Media outside of your
organization?

On a scale from 0 (completely disagree) to 10
(completely agree), please evaluate the following
statements: Completely Agree Completely Disagree

O|1|2|3|4(|5]6|7|8|9]|10

7. the U-Media Project are funding the right kinds
of projects

8. The U-Media Project are offering the right
kinds of trainings

9. The U-Media Project is doing the right kinds of
things to respond to Ukraine’s changing political
and media landscape.

10. The U-Media Project is doing the right kinds of
things to promote media independence.

I'l. The U-Media Project is doing the right kinds of
things to promote freedom of speech.

[2. The U-Media Project is doing the right kinds of
things to increase the quality of news.

[3. The U-Media Project is doing the right kinds of
things to increase the variety of news sources.

On a scale of 0—10, how much impact has U-Media had
on the following: No Impact Major Impact

01|23 |4|5|6[7]|8|9]10

[4. Free speech in Ukraine as a whole

I5. Media independence in Ukraine as a whole

16. Increasing the variety of news

I7. Increasing the quality of news
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I8. Supporting national media

19. Supporting regional media

The Future of U-Media

20. Finally, we would like to know how you think U-Media should prioritize its funding in the future.
Below are five potential funding options and you may add your own. You have 10 pts to assign
total. Giving an option more points means you think it is more important. As such, you could
assign all 10 points to one or two options or you could distribute your points across many options.

Support and promote freedom of speech and media independence.

Increase the variety of news sources.

Improve news quality.

Attempt to influence the policy and laws affecting the media

Improve the organizational capacity of Ukrainian media CSOs.

Other (please specify) [an open-ended box here]

Total (the numbers above should add up to 10) 10

21. What other suggestions and recommendations can you offer for the future of U-Media?
Please tell us a bit more about yourself:

22. What is your sex?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Prefer not to identify

23. What is your age?!

24. What is the highest education degree you have earned?

25. How many years of experience do you have in working in media in Ukraine?

Thank you for completing this survey! Your responses will help us to evaluate the success of this program
and to draft recommendations for future media projects in Ukraine!

If you have any questions about this survey or would like to follow up with additional information, please
email the team leader Dr. Katerina Tsetsura at KTsetsura@socialimpact.com
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Online Survey in Ukrainian

3ATA/IbHI JAHI TA 3roAA HA ONMPUNOAHEHHA IHOPOPMALLIT
LLlaHoBHWI napTHepe Y-Megia,

Mu BXoAMMO A0 CKAaAy aHaniTMYHOI rpynmn amepuKaHCbKoi opraHisauii Social Impact. Social Impact
yknana yroay 3 USAID (ykp. AreHtcTtBo CLUA 3 Mi3kHapoAHOro po3BUTKY) LLLOAO OLiHKK NpoeKkTy Y-Meaia,
AKMI BYB peanisoBaHMIi aMEPUKAHCbKOK rPOMaACbKOK opraHisaLi€to IHTepHbIo3 B nepiog MixK 2011 i
2015 pokamun. M npoBOAMMO LLIO OLHKY 3 TUM, W06 3p03yMiT, HaCKiNbKM Nporpama 3a0BOJIbHAE
noTpebun BHYTPILLHIX i 30BHILLHIX 3aLlikaBNeHUX CTOPiH, 30KpeMa Baluoi opraHisauii, Ta gisHaTuca npo
PO6OTY Pi3HUX aCNEeKTiB NPOEKTY.

Xo4a mu i pekomeHAyeEMO Bam B3ATM y4acTb B ONUTYBaHHI, ONUTYBaHHA € 406pOBiIbHMM. Bu morkeTe
NPUIAHATYK pilleHHA He BpaTn abo NPUNUHUTK yYacTb Yy Byab-AKNMI MOMEHT. TYT HEMa€E NpaBUAbHUX abo
HenpasuabHUX Bignosiaei. Mu xodemo gisHatuca Bawi aymKku, wo 6a3yoTbca Ha Bawomy AOCBigi Ta
yyacTi y npoekTi. OnuTyBaHHS 3aMMe He binble 15-20 XBUUH.

HapgaHa Bamu iHbopmaLia maTme BarK/MBE 3HAYEHHA ANA PO3YMIHHA pe3yabTaTiB NpoekTy Y-Megia.
Yca HagaHa Bamun iHpopmauina B pamKax LbOro onNUTyBaHHA 3a/1IMWLATUMETLCA KOHiAeHUiMHOoW. Y
BMNAAKaX, AKLLO BM Hagacte goknagHy iHpopmauito y Bawmx Bignosigsx, Wwo moxxe 6yTv nosssaHa 3
BaMM Ta BaLLOK OpraHisaLieto, M1 3aneBHAEMO Bac, WO BaLli BianoBiai byayTb 36epiratuch y NOBHiIl
TaEMHML (NMLLEe AOCAIAHNKM 3HATUMYTb / MaTMMYTb 3MOry po3ni3HaTh Bac i Bawy opraHisauito). oaHa
iHpopmaLis abo Bianosigi He 6yayTb NoB'A3aHi 3 Bamu.

Y BunagKy Bawwoi 3rogm Wwomo yyacti B onuTyBaHHi, Oyab nacka, 3anoBHiTb ONUTYBA/IbHUK.

Mu rnnboKo BASYHI Bam 3a yyacTb B ONUTYBaHHi!

1. Hasea Bawoi opraHi3auii/areHrcrsa?
Konu Bawa opraHisauia 6yna 3acHoBaHa?
AKa micia Bawoi opraHisauii?

AKi OCHOBHI LiNbOBI rpynu Bawoi opraHisay,ii?

2. Bawa nocaga B opraHisauii?
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3. flk posro Bu npautoete B opraHisauii?

4. CKinbKu cniBpob6iTHMKIB NnpautoloTb Y Bawwiii opraHisauii Ha naaTHii ocHOBI?

5. Yu € y Bawii opraHisauii BosioHTepu? AKLLO TaK, CKi/IbKU AilounX BONIOHTEPIB NpaLotoTb y Bawii

opraHisauii?

6. flka 3aranbHa cyma BUTpaT Bawoi opranisauii y 2014 poui? (Lle morKe 6yTu Bawa BnacHa ouiHKa.) y

rPUBHAX

Bawa ponb y npoekTi Y-Megia

7. O6epitb BUAM cniBpobiTHMLTBA Bawoi opraHisauii 3 Y-Megia Ta [HTepHblo3 (He nayTaT 3 IHTepHbHO3-
YKpaiHa) y nepioa mix 2011 i 2015 pokamu? (O6epiTb yci moxKnuBsi Bianosiai)

MoaaHHA 3aABKM Ha OTPUMaHHA rpaHTy / diHaHcyBaHHA Ha NPOeKT Y-Meaia
OTpumaHo oauH rpaHT / oaHopasose diHaHCcyBaHHA Big npoekTy Y-Megja
OTpMMaHO AeKinbKa rpaHTiB Big npoekty Y-Megia

YyacTb B iHpOpMaLiMHMX 3ycTpivyax, OpraHisoBaHMX IHTepHbIO3

YyacTb y TpeHiHrax/HaB4yanbHUX nporpamax |[HTepHbIo3

YyacTb y TpeHiHrax/HaBYanbHMX NPOrpamax iHWOro napTHepa npoeKkty Y-Megaia
HactaBHMUTBO abo TexHiYHa NiATpMMKaA 3 OOKY IHTepHbIO3

HactaBHMUTBO abo TexHiYHa NiaTpMmKa 3 60Ky napTHepa npoekty Y-Megaia
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IHwe (6yab NacKa, BKaxKiTb)

AIkoto € posib Baluoi opraHisauii a npoekTi Y-Megia (BubepiTb oaHy BignoBsiab):
[HCTUTYLiMHMIA NapTHep

KntouoBuii naptHep

HoBwui1 napTHep

paHTep

IHwe (6yab Nlacka, BKaXKiTb)

8. [3a yMOBM OTPMMAHHS rpaHTy]

3a wkanoto Big 0 go 10, 6yab nacKa OLiHITb HAaCKiNbKK Baw NpoekT, niaTpumaHuii npoektom Y-Megia,
6yB po3pobieHunit LinkoBUTo Bamun un BiH ByB IHTepHbIO30M? Byab NacKa, BpaxynTe, L0 BULLLA OLHKA He
3aBX/AM € KpaLoto

0 = BMKAOYHO camocTiitHo, 10 = NigrotoBneHo IHTepHbIO3.
'

T

9. [3a yMmOBM OTPUMAHHA FPaHTy]
9. 3a wkKanoto Big 0 Ao 10, 6yab nacka OLUiHITb HAaCKiNbKKM Bal npoekT, nigTpumaHuii npoektom Y-Megia,
6yB 3MiHEHW I Y MoaMPIKOBAHWIA Y BiANOBIAHOCTI 40 3MiH B Me/IMMHOMY Ta NOAITUMHOMY CepenoBuLLi B

YKpaiHi? O = B3arasni He 3miHeHO, 10 = MoBHicTi0 3miHeHO

?]

10. 3a wkanoto Big 0 go 10, 6yab NacKa OUiHITb, HACKiINIbKU IHTEPHDbIO3 NiATPUMAB Ui 3MiHK y Bawomy

npoekTi? 0 = B3arani He niaTpumana, 10 = IHTepHbIO3 NOBHICTIO NigTPMMana
Y
I w

11. bByab nacka, onuuliTb Nepesaru cnisnpaui Bawoi opraHisauii 3 npoektom Y-Megia, AKLLO TaKi €.
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12. Byab nacka, nepepaxyite Heg0MiKKU YN BUKIUKWN, AKI BUHUKAU B XoA4i cniBnpaui Bawoi opraHisauii
3 npoeKTtom Y-Megia, AKwWwo Taki 6yaun. (Bigkpute sanutaHHa) (Byab nacka, nam'artaite, wo Bawi

BigNOBiAi € aHOHIMHMMM | He BNIMBAaTUMYTb Ha MabyTHE ¢piHaHCYBaHHA).

13. 3a wkanowo Big 0 go 10, 6yab nacka, ouiHitTb Baw gocsig cnisnpaui 3 npoektom Y-Megia? 0 =

He3ap[o0BiNbHO, 10 = BiaMiHHO

4K

14. OKpim diHaHCcOBOI NiATPUMKMN, AKMIA AOCBiA Bawa opraHisauia oTpumana y xogi cnisnpau,i 3
npoeKktom Y-Megpia cTocoBHO niaTpMMmKn/npocysaHHA cBob6oaun cnoea Ta HesanexKHocti 3MI? (Onn
npuKnagy, uM niaTpumysas NpoeKT Y-Megia neBHi mogeni noBeAiHKK, HAaBUUKK ab0 NPaKTUKWY, AKi

BUABWUIUCb BAaXKAMBUMMU?)

15. OKpim ¢iHaHCOBOI NiATPUMKMN, AKMIA AOCBiA Bawa opraHisauis oTpumana y xoai cnisnpau,i 3
npoeKktom Y-Megia CTOCOBHO NOKpalleHHA AKOCTI HOBUH? (OnA npuKnaay, um niagTpUMyBaB NPoOeKT Y-
Megaia neBHi moaeni noBeAiHKM, HABMYKM a60 NPAKTUKY, AKi BUABUAUCD HeobXiaHMMK?) (BigKpuTe

3anuTaHHA)

OuiHKa Y-Megia

16. [3a ym0OBM OTPUMaHHA rpaHTy]
3a wkanoto Big 0 fo 10, HacKiNbKM BM 3HaOMI 3 piseMmm TpeHiHramm Ta NPOeKTamu, sKi NiaTpUmMmye

npoekT Y-Megia, 3a mexkamu Bawwoi opraHisauii? 0 = He noiHpopmosaHuit, 10 = nobpe noiHpopmoBaHMit

i
I

Ky
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17. 3a wkanoto Bia 0 (KaTeropuyHo He norogxytock) Ao 10 (LiNKom NoroaxKyock), 6yab nacka, OuiHiTh,

HaCTynNHi TBEPAMKEHHS:

MpoekKT Y-Megja ¢piHaHCye HeobXiAHI BUAN NPOEKTIB

MpoekT Y-Megia nponoHye HeobXxigHi BUAW TpPeHiHrM 3 po3BUTKY megia OI'C

MpoeKT Y-Megajia nponoHye HeobXigHi BUAU TPeHiHriB ANA KypHanicris

MpoeKT Y-Megjia npoBoanTb HeobXigHY poboTy Wob BignoBigaTK 3MiHam y meaia

Ta NONITUYHOMY KOHTEKCTI B YKpaiHi
MpoeKT Y-Megjia npoBoanTb HeobXigHy poboTy WoA0 NiATPUMKKN He3anexocTi 3MI.
MpoekT Y-Megia npoBoguTb HeobxiaHy poboTy Wwoao niaTpumrm csobogm cnosa.
MpoeKT Y-Megja npoBoanTb HeobxigHy poboTy WoA0 NOKPaLLEeHHA AKOCTi HOBUH.
MpoeKT Y-Megja npoBoaAnTb HEOOXiAHY POOOTY LLOA0 36i/bLLIEHHA YNCENbHOCTI
iHpopMaLiMHKX axKepen.

18. 3a wkanoto Bia 0 Ao 10, aKkuit BNanB npoekT Y-Megia 3ailicHmB woao HactynHoro (0 = }oaHoro

BnauBy, 10 = BU3HaYanbHUIA BNAKB):

CBoboam cnoBa B YKpaiHi B Linomy

HesanexHocti 3MI B YKpaiHi B winomy

36iNblUEHHA PI3HOMAHITTS HOBUH

MNMoKpaLeHHA AKOCTi HOBUH

MiaTpMMKM HauioHaNbHNX He3anexHux 3MlI

MigTpMKn perioHanbHMX He3anexHux 3MlI
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MaibyTtHe Y-Megia

19. 3pewToto, MKn 6 XOTiNKM AisHaTUCA Bally AyMKY CTOCOBHO TOTO siK NPOeKT Y-Megia mae
npiop1TesyBaTu CBOIO NiATUMKY B ManbyTHboMy. HMXKUe NogaHo N'ATb MOXKAUBUX BapiaHTIB, A0 AKUX Bu
MOKeTe [04aTH CBOT BAacHi. 3arasiom By maete 10 6anis y cBOEMy po3nopsaKeHHi. BigseaeHHa 6inboi
KinbKOCTi 6aniB 414 NeBHOro BapiaHTa 03HA4aE, Wo Bu BBaXKaeTe Moro 6inbl npioputeTHMM. BigTak, Bu

mokeTe Bigsectu 10 6anis Ha oguH abo ABa BapiaHTK, abo po3noainnTu ix cepen b6araTbox BapiaHTiB.

MigTpuMmKa Ta NpocyHeHHs cBoboan cnoBa Ta HesanexHocTi 3MI.

MigBULLEHHA PiI3HOMAHITTA iIHGOPMALLIMHUX AXKepen.

MNMoKpalLeHHA AKOCTi HOBUH.

Cnpoba 34iiCHUTM BNJIMB Ha NOAITUKY Ta 3aKOHOAABCTBO CTOCOBHO pob6oTn 3MI

MoKpalleHHA ynpaB/iHCbKOro NOTEHLiaNy opraHisauiii rpomagaHCbKOro CycninbeTea yKpaiHCbKkMx 3MI.

MoOKpaLLEeHHS CPOMOXKHOCTI HOBUHHWUX areHCTB

IHwe (6yAb flacKa, YTOUHITb)

20. AKi iHWi npono3uLii Ta pekomeHAaLii B moxkeTe 3anponoHyBaTu 414 No4anblioi poboTh NnpoekTy Y-

Megia?

Byab nacka, BKaxitTb Bawy ocobucty iHpopmauito:
21. Aka Bawa cTtaTb?

Yonosik

iHka

He BKka3aHoO
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22. AKunin Baw BiK?

23. AKni1 Baw HalBULLMIA OCBITHIN CTYNiHb?

24. Aknit Baw poceig pobotn y chepi 3MI B YKpaiHi?

[AKYEMO 3a y4acTb y LbOMYy ONUTYBaHHI! Bawi BignoBigi 4ONOMOXKYTb HAM OLLIHUTK YCMILWHICTb L€
nporpamm Ta OKpPec/IMTU pekoMeHaaLil Wwoao MaibyTHix meaia npoekTiB B YKpaiHi!

AKLWO y Bac BUHMKHYTb MUTAHHA CTOCOBHO LbOro ONUTYBaHHA abo By 3axoyeTe oTpMmaTh A0AaTKOBY

iHbopmaLito, byab NacKa 3BepTalTech A0 KepiBHUKA HAWOi KomaHau a. Katepuhu Leuypa 3a agpecoto
KTsetsura@socialimpact.com
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Interview Protocol for Grantees in English

USAID/U-Media
Key Informant Interviews
Semi-structured Interview Protocol
(Est. Time ~60-90 min)

Hello,

My name is and | work for an organization called Social Impact. We were
contracted by USAID to evaluate the U-Media project implemented by the Internews with funding by
USAID. We are carrying out this evaluation to assess how well the program is meeting the needs of
internal and external stakeholders like you and to find out how various aspects of the project have been
working.

This interview is voluntary; you can withdraw at any time, either before or during the interview. There
are no right or wrong answers. We want to hear your thoughts, based on your experience and your
involvement with the project. The interview should not take more than 60-90 minutes to complete.
Following the interview, we may want to contact you again in a few days to confirm or clarify some of the
information you have shared with us.

Are you willing to be interviewed for this evaluation? Yes [1 No [l

The information you provide will be essential to understand the achievements and limitations of the U-
Media project. We may want to cite this discussion in support of our findings. However, if you would like
to remain anonymous, you may inform us of this now or at any time in the next week following this
interview. If so, we will not attribute any information that we receive to you, either in any report,

transcript or notes from this discussion, or any conversations that we may have with persons outside of
our evaluation team.

Would you like for the information you provide to be confidential? (No name can be attached to answers)
Yes L1 No [J

If you have no objections, we would like to record this discussion, but we wish to assure you that all
recordings and notes will remain confidential and will be kept in a safe place. The recordings will be used
for data analysis purposes only.

Do you mind if we record the interview! Yes [ 1 No [

Name of Interviewee (for research data analysis only):

Organization/Agency:

Date of the Interview:

Introduction

| would like to start off by asking you a little bit about your organization and asking you about your
thoughts on media development in Ukraine in the last few years.

I. Can you please tell us:
- How long have you been with the organization
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- Job Title
- Job Responsibilities
- Your background (briefly: degree, years of experience)

2. Can you tell us a little bit about the role of your organization?
- Overall objectives/mission of the organization (Can the respondent clearly define the
objectives/mission?)
- Please describe your structure, size and funding of your CSO. (Can the respondent describe the
structure, size and funding of the institution?)

3. In your opinion, how did the media situation in Ukraine change from 2011 to November
2013 and from November 2013 to today? Can you articulate two-three positive tendencies
of that change? Two-three challenges? Please provide specific example.

4. In your opinion, what are the major driving forces behind this change?

5. Are you familiar with the U-Media project? If yes, can you describe what interactions your
organization and you yourself have had with U-Media between 2010 and 2015?

6. Do you think U-Media influenced some change? If yes, why do you think that U-Media has had
an impact?

7. How would you evaluate U-Media’s impact improving news quality in Ukraine?

8. Do you think that U-Media is doing the right kinds of things, or supporting the right kinds
of activities? Why or why not? Please provide example.

EQI. Working with U-Media

I.I. How can you describe «media independence»?

1.2. What is «quality of news»?

I.3. How relevant are U-Media activities in promoting media independence?

I.4. How relevant is U-Media project in promotion quality of news?

I.5. Please name, at least, three advantages to working with U-Media for your organization:
|.6. Please name disadvantages, if any, to working with U-Media for your organization:

EQ2. Progress and Effectiveness

2.1. Has your organization received specific support from the U-Media project? Can you describe as fully
as you can the kind of support that the U-Media project has provided?

- Training

- Grant (if grantee, look for specific examples beyond those available through document review)

- Opportunity to travel

- Other

Here are some questions about support you received from the U-Media project:

2.2. Was the funded project something that your organization proposed entirely on your own, or was it
something that Internews helped shape? (If Internews shaped) Tell me a little more about Internews’ role
in shaping the project!?

2.3. How, if anyhow, this U-Media funded project has been modified or changed in response to Ukraine’s
changing media and political landscape?
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2.4. Have you had a chance to express how your needs changed as a result of changing environment in
Ukraine? If so, how!? If not, why not?

2.5. Please provide specific examples how Internews changed its tools and/or approaches as a result of
these directly expressed needs.

2.6. Do you believe support you received is relevant to what your organization is trying to achieve (media
independence, quality of news, freedom of speech, increase, increase the variety of news sources and
improve news quality, CSO capacity)? If so, why? Please provide specific examples. If not, why not? Please
provide specific examples.

EQ3. Utilizing Tools and Implementing Practices

3.1. Which of the U-Media supported trainings, projects and other activities do you think have been the
most useful in promoting freedom of speech and/or an independent media? Why? Please provide specific
examples.

3.2. Which of the U-Media supported trainings, projects and other activities do you think have been the
most useful in increasing news quality and/or the variety of news available? Why? Please provide specific
examples.

(Notes for interviewers: How useful and relevant is the U-Media approach with regard to promoting freedom of
speech, media independence, increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality? Not just have they
accomplished what they set out to do but is the project addressing what should be addressed for influencing media
context in Ukraine?)

EQA4. Adaptation of Practices

4.1. Among practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted which did your organization adopt and
actively use to influence media context in Ukraine? Please provide specific examples.

4.2. What practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted and your organization adopted and actively
used to influence media context were/are most effective?

4.3. What practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted were adopted and actively used by your
organization to influence media content in Ukraine!

4.4. What practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted and your organization adopted and actively
used to influence media content were/are most effective?

4.5. Will your organization continue carrying forward with practices and behaviors U-Media promoted? If
yes, how? Provide specific examples. If not, why not?

EQ5. Credit to U-Media for major changes

5.1. Do you think U-Media influenced change in media context in Ukraine? If yes, why do you think that
U-Media has had an impact?

5.2. Do you think U-Media influenced change in media content in Ukraine? If yes, why do you think that
U-Media has had an impact?

5.3. How would you evaluate U-Media’s impact improving freedom of speech, media independence
(Objective I) and news sources and news quality (Objective Il) in Ukraine?
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5.4. Do you think that U-Media is doing the right kinds of things, or supporting the right kinds of activities?
Why or why not? Please provide example.

EQ6. Potential Modifications

6.1. If you could make recommendations to U-Media about what kind of work needs to be supported or
what needs done to promote media independence in next 3-5 years, what would you advise them?

6.2. Please offer your recommendations for future programming to USAID.

6.3. Can you identify any key opportunities the project may be able to take advantage of or align with in
future?

Perceived Changes

Note to the interviewers: The following questions are for non-grantees, experts, other
stakeholders, NOT for grantees.

I. Please offer examples of at least two major changes in the media context in Ukraine that you perceive
to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner organizations between 2010
and 2015?
2. Please offer examples of at least two major changes in the media content in Ukraine that you perceive
to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner organizations between 2010
and 2015?

3. If you have difficulty identifying specific changes, why do you think that is the case?
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INFO FOR INTERVIEWERS ONLY: PRACTICES AND BEHAVIORS FROM INTERNEWS

Per our discussion yesterday below please find the list of the practices & behavior that U-Media promoted,
which were adopted and actively used by partners to influence on media (Objective 1) and media content
(Objective I1).

Objective I:

a. Use of credible data and methodologies to effectively monitor the media sector

b. Maintenance of reliable information pertaining to media professionalism, independence,
censorship and violations of laws protecting journalists and freedom of speech

c. Establishing feedback mechanisms for journalists and citizens to report on ethical violations

d. Promotion of transparency of media ownership allowing consumers to judge the objectivity of
news

e. Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights and press freedom

f.  Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal advice and protection for
editors and journalists.

Objective II:

Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and national news and information
Transformation of traditional media into convergent newsrooms

Improving quality of TV, radio, print and online content produced by Ukrainian journalists
Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage and content sharing

Improving quality of elections campaigns coverage through balanced information about the
electoral process and candidates’ platforms. Cultivating debates culture.

Focusing on policy issues of critical importance for Ukraine’s future

Production of substantial local content

Facilitating news production for and about Crimea

®c a0 o

>0

Interview Protocol for Grantees in Ukrainian

USAID/U-Media
MNPOTOKO/ IHTEPB’KO (3annaHoBaHuit yac ~60 - 90 XxBUIUH)
Llei npoTOKOA CTBOPEHUit anA iHTeps’toBaHA 1-2 KNHOYOBUX PECNOHAEHTIB
He Bci 3anuTaHHA Tpeba 3agaBaTu; iHTepB’toepu: byab Nacka, KepyiTecb Nigxoaom
HaNiBCTPYKTYpPOBaHUX iHTepB’to
3anuwitb LUTaTH, NOB’A3aHI 3 KOHKPETHUMM NUTAHHAMM OLiHIOBAHHA, HaBITb AKLLO BOHU Byau
BUC/IOB/IEHI Y BiANOBIAi HA iHWI NUTaHHA OLiHIOBAHHA.

Jobporo gHs,

Moe im’a i A Npautoto gns opraHisauii Social Impact. Ha samosneHHa USAID mu
NPoOBOANMO MPOEKT 3 OLiHIOBaHHA Nporpamu Y-Megia, aKy 3aiiicHioBana Internews-US 3a ¢piHaHCyBaHHA
USAID. My npoBoANMO OLLiHIOBAHHS A5 TOro, Wo6 BU3HAYMTK, HACKiNbKM aobpe nporpama Bianosigae
notpebam BHYTPILLHIX Ta 30BHILLIHIX CTEMKXONAEPIB, TAKMX, IK BU, @ TAKOXK ANA TOro, Wob 3p0o3ymiTu, fK
NpaLooTh Pi3HI CKNAA0BI Nporpamm.

YyacTb B iHTEPB'I0 € OOPOBINLHOD; BU MOXKETe NnepepBaTn Moro y byab-akuini MomeHT, abo nepes, abo B
npoueci iHTeps’to. Hemae NpaBUAbHUX YM HENPaBUAbHUX Bianosigen. Mu xouemo noYyTu Balli AYMKH,
AKi FPYHTYIOTbCA Ha BaWOMY A0CBiAi Ta 3a/1y4eHOCTi 4o nporpamu. IHTeps’to 3aime npnbamsHo 60-90
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XBUAWH. Micnna iHTepB’t0 M1, MOMKANBO, 3aX04YMMO 3HOBY 3BEPHYTMCb A0 BaC 3a Ki/lbKa AHiB, LWo6
nigTBepanTn abo NPoACHUTU Aeaky iHPpopmaLito, OTPUMaHO Bif Bac.

Yu xoueTe BM AaTh iHTEPB'tO A4NA HALWOrO NPOEKTY ouiHoBaHHA? Tak Hi

IHpopMmaLis, Ky BU HagacTe, byae BaXKNIMBOK AN PO3YMIHHA AOCATHEHHA Ta 06MeXKeHHA npoeTy Y-
Megaia. MoXXn11MBO, MM 3aX04EMO BUKOPUCTATU Bally LUMTATY ANA NiATPUMKM Ta iNt0CTpaL,ii Haworo
aHanisy. BTim, AKLWLO BM XO4eTe 3a/IMLLIMTUCb aHOHIMOM, MOXETe NOBIAOMMUTM HaM MPO Le 3apas abo B
6yAb-AKMI iHWNI Yac NPOTATOM HACTYNHOIO TUXKHA NicaA iHTePB't0. AKLWO TaK, MM He NOB’A3yBaTMMEMO
iHpopMaL,ito, AKY MW OTPMMAN Bif BAC, 3 BAMM Yy 3BiTax, TPAHCKPUNTI UM HOTATKax 3a pe3y/ibTaTamMu Liel
3yCTpiyi, @ TAKOXK B PO3MOBAX 33 MEXKaMM HaLLIOi KOMaHAM 3 OLiHIOBAHHA.

Yu xoueTe BU, LWO6 iHDOpMaL,A, AKY BU HagacTe, byna KoHdiaeHLUinHOoW0? (He MmoxKHa 3raayBati im’a B
KOHTeKcTi Bignosiaeit) Tak Hi

AKLLO BM He NPOTH, MM BU XOTiNM 3aNMcaTy L0 PO3MOBY, aJle XO4EMO 3aMeBHWUTUM Bac, WO BCi 3anMcuK Ta
HOTATKM 3anuLWaTbcA KoHigeHUiMHUMUK | ByayTb 36epexkeHi y HagiinHomy micui. Aygiosanucu byayTb
BMKOPUCTOBYBATUCh CYTO A5 LiNel aHanisy AaHux.

Yu He 3anepeyyeTe BM, AKLWO MW 3annLLEMO iHTepB'to Ha AMKTodOoH? Tak Hi
IM’a pecnoHAeHTa (Auwe gNA aHanisy gaHux):

OpraHi3zauina/AreHTcTBO:

[Dara iHTeps’io:

0.Bctyn

A1 61 x0oTina noyYaTu i3 3aNUTAHHSA NPO Bally OpraHi3aLlito, a TAKOX NPO Balli MipKYBaHHA LLOAO PO3BUTKY
megzia B YKpaiHi MpOTArom OCTaHHIX POKiB.

0.1. Yu moxxeTe Bu posnosictu? (SAMUTYBATU NIULLIE NIOAEN, AKUX MU HE 3BHAEMO - Hemae
notpebu 3anutysatn Ciomap, KBita, PeaueHKko i 1.4.)

0.1.1 CKinbKK yacy BM NpaLoeTe B OpraHisau,ii

0.1.2 Aka Bawa nocaga

0.1.3 AKi 060B’A3KM

0.1.4 Yum BM 3aimannch (KOPOTKO: OCBiTa, A0CBIA)

0.2. Y moram 6m BM po3noBiCTU NPO ponb Bawwoi opraHizauii? HEMAE NOTPEBUN 3ANMUTYBATU IHLLNX
CTEMKXONAEPIB (YPAA, MEAIA EKCMNEPTIB)
0.2.1. 3aranbHi uini/micia opranisauji (Y1 moxke pecnoHAeHT 4YiTKo chopmynoBaTH Lini/micio?)
0.2.2. byab nacka, po3KaxiTb NPo CTPYKTYPY, PO3Mip Ta Axxepena ¢piHaHCyBaHHSA Baloi opraHisay,ii.
(4Yv morke pecnoHAEHT onNUcaTH CTPYKTYPY, PO3MIp Ta AxKkepena dpiHaHCyBaHHA?) flka YacTKa
¢diHaHCYBaHHA, WO HAAX04MTb Big NpoekTy Y-Megia?

0.3. AK, Ha Bawy AyMKY, 3MiHMAACb CUTyaLif B megia B YKpaiHi B nepiogu 3 2011 poKy go auctonaga
2013 poKy 1a 3 auctonaga 2013 poky gotenep?

BusHauitb, 6yab nacka, ABi-TpU NO3UTUBHI TEHAEHLUIT cepep, LUX 3MiH?
[Ba-Tpu BUKANKN? byab NacKa, HagaiiTe KOHKPeTHi NpuKknagu.
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0.4. XTO € pywliem LMX 3MiH, Ha Bawy AYMKY?

0.5. Yun 3Haiiomi Bu 3 npoekTom Y-Megaia? AKwo TaK, onuwitb, 6yAb Nacka, Bawl A0CBiA B3aEMogii 3
npoektom Y-Megia?

EQ1. CniBnpaus 3 Y-Megia

1.3. HacKinbku pouinbHoto € AiancHicTb Y-Megia B HanpAMKy NPOCyBaHHA He3aneXHoCTi megia?
1.4. HacKinbKu fouinbHoto € AianbHicTb Y-Megia B HanpAMKY NpOCyBaHHA AKICHUX HOBUH?

1.5. Byab nacka, Ha3BiTb NPMHaUMHI TpK NepeBaru cnisnpaui 3 Y-Megia ana sawoi opraHisauii:
1.6. byab nacka, Ha3BiTb BUK/IMKM, AKLLO TaKi €, y cniBnpaui 3 Y-Megaia ans Bawoi opraHisau,i:

EQ2. NMporpec Ta EpeKTuBHicTb

2.1. fiIky came gonomory oTpMmana Balua opraHisauia Big npoekty Y-Meaia? What specific support did
your organization receive from the U-Media project? Onuuwitb, 6yab nacka, AKomora geTtasnbHiwe, ARy
NiATPUMKY HagaBaB Bam NPoeKT Y-Megia.

3apa3z nepeiidemo o 3anumaHb Npo NiOGMpPUMKY, AKY eawa op2aHi3ayia ompumana 8id npoekmy Y-
Media:

2.3. Yn 6ynmn BHeceHi 3miHn Ao Baworo npoekrty, ¢piHaHCOBaHOro B pamkax nporpamu Y-Megia, y
BiANOBiAb HA 3MiHM B YKpaiHCbKOMY MegiiHOMY Ta noniTMuHOMY naHgwadTi? AKWO TaK - TO AKi came?

2.4. Yn byna y BaC MOXKAUBICTb BUCIOBUTU AYMKY NPO Te, AK 3SMIHWAUCD Balli NoTpebu B pe3yabrari
3MiH B YKpaiHCbKOMY cepefoBULLi? AKLLO TaK, AKUM YNHOM? AKLLO Hi, Yyomy?

2.5. byab NacKa, 3ragaite KOHKPETHI NpUKnaam, AK IHTepHbIO3 3MiHIOBaAU CBOT iIHCTpyMeHTU/nigxoam
B pe3ynbTaTi BUCN0BAEHMX/03ByYeHMX Bamu noTpeb.

2.6. Yn BBaXKaeTe BM MiATPUMKY, KY BM OTPUMAAU Big npoekTy Y-Mejia, peneBaHTHO A8 TUX Uinen,
AKi NparHe AocArHyTM Balla opraHisauia (He3anexKHicTb megia, AKicTb HOBMH, cBoboaa cnoBa,
36iNblUEHHA YNCENbHOCTI HOBUHHUX MeJia, opraHisaliliHa CPOMOXHICTb opraHisaduji)? AKLo Tak, yomy?
Byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpuKnaaun. AKLLO Hi, YoMy Hi? byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpUKIaan.

2.7. AkMmmM 6ynun cunbHi Ta cnabki cTopoHK IHTepHbIO3 B peanisauii npoekTy Y-Megia?

EQ3. BUKOPUCTAHHA IHCTPYMEHTIB Ta peani3auifa NPaKTUK

3.1. fIKi TpeHiHrn, npoeKkTM Ta iHWI BUAU [IANbHOCTI, WO iX 3AiACHIOE NPOEKT IHTepHbIo3, €
HaWKOPUCHILUMMM ANA NpocyBaHHA cBo6oan cnosa ifabo HesanexHux megia? Yomy?

ANA HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anunwwitb KOHKPETHI NPUKNaaMm.

3.2. AIKi TpeHiHrn, NPOEeKTH Ta iHWi BUAU AiANbHOCTI, WO iX 34iACHIOE NPOeKT IHTepHblo3, 6ynu, Ha Bally
AYMKY, HaUKOPUCHILULMMMU ONA NOKPALLEHHA AKOCTIi HOBUH Ta/abo pi3HOMaHITTA HOBMHHUX mepia?
Yomy?

ANA HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anunwwitb KOHKPETHI NPUKAaaMm.

EQ4. ApanTauia NpakTuK

4.1. AKi 3 TUX NPaKTUK Ta MoAenein NoBeAiHKM, Lo NpocyBaB NpoekT Y-Megia, Balua opraHisauia npuiiHana
Ta_aKTMBHO BWMKOPUCTOBYE ANA BM/AMBY HAa_MEAiaKOHTEKCT B YKPaiHi? byab Nlacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI
nNpUKAaau.
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4.2. ki NpaKTUKM Ta mogeni noseaiHKu, wWo iX npocysaB npoeKkt Y-Megaia, 6yaun/e Haiibinbwe
epeKTMBHUMN?
[0/18 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuwiTb KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAM.

4.3. fIKi 3 TUX NpaKTUK Ta MoAe el NoBeAiHKM, Lo NpocyBaB NpoeKT Y-Megia, Balla opraHisauisa npuinHana
Ta aKTUBHO BUKOPWUCTOBYE A5 BMNIMBY HA_MEiaKOHTEHT B YKpaAiHi?

4.4. AKi 3 TUX NPAKTUK Ta mogeneit noBeaiHKY, Wo iX npocyBas NpoeKT Y-Megia Ta Aki Balla opraHisauis
NPUIAHANG | aKTUBHO BUKOPWUCTOBYE A4J/1A BNAUBY Ha MegiaKoOHTEHT, 6ynun/e Hanbinbwe epekTuBHUMU?

DNA HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuuwiTe KOHKPETHI NPUKNaaun.

4.5. Ym Bawa opraHisauis i aane byae 3acTocoByBaTM NMPAKTUKKU Ta MoAenNi NoBeAiHKM, Lo iX NpocyBaB
npoeKT Y-Megjia? AKLO TaK, AKUM YMHOM? Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpuKnagun. AKLLO Hi, YoMy Hi?

EQ5. Bnaus Y-Megia Ha OCHOBHi 3MiHM

5. 1. Y4u moKeTe BM Ha3BaTM NPUKAAZU NPUHANAMHI ABOX FONOBHUX 3MiH B YKpaiHCbKOMY
MepAiaKOHTEKCTi, AKi, Ha Bally AYMKY, MOXYyTb OyTW pe3yabTaTOM, MOBHICTIO YM YacTKoBo, pobotu Y-
Megpia Ta ii opraHisauin-napTHepis y nepiog 2011 - 2015 pokis?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuLwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

5. 2. 41 moxKeTe BU Ha3BaTU NPUKAAAMN NPUHAMHI 4BOX FONOBHUX 3MiH B YKPAiHCbKOMY MefiaKOHTEHTI,
AKi, Ha BalWy AYMKY, MOXyTb OyTM pe3ynbTaTom, MOBHICTIO 4YM 4acTKoBO, pobotn Y-Megia Ta ii
opraHisauiii-napTHepiB y nepiog 2011 - 2015 pokis?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

5.3. Ak 61 BK ouiHMAM BNAMB Y-Megia Ha NOKpalWeHHA cuTyauii 3i cB0604010 CNOBA, HEe3aNEXKHICTIO
megia (3aBaaHHA 1) Ta HOBUHHMMM Megiia i AKicTIO HOBUH (3aBaaHHA 2) B YKpaiHi?

5.4. Y pobutb Y-Megia npaBuabHi pedi, un nigTpumye npaBuabHi BUAK gianbHoctein? Homy abo yomy
Hi?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuLwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

EQ6. MoTeHuiiiHi 3miHK

6.1. Aki 6K BN ganu pekomeHaauii ana Y-Megaia wopo Toro, AKy AiAnbHICTb caig niatpumysatn gna
NPOCYBaHHA He3aNeXHOCTi Meaia NPoTArom HacTynHux 3-5 pokis?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuLuiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

6.2. byab nacka, 3anponoHyiTe pekomeHaauii gna ¢opmyBaHHA noganblumnx nporpam USAID.

InTeps’toepu: HE O3BYYYMTE LIE pecnoHaeHTam. MosKeTe 03ByYUTHM NLLE, AKLLO iM NOTPi6GHI NiaKasKu
BNA Bignosigein.

- NigTpumyBaTh Ta NpocyBaTh CBOOOAY C/I0BA Ta HE3ANEXKHICTb Meaia?

- 36inbluyBaTM YNCENBHICTD HOBUHHUX Me/ia Ta NOKpaLlyBaTH AKICTb HOBUH?

- NokpauwyBaTth cepenosuLle 4na meaia Ta ceobogm cnosa?

- ToKpalyBaTh opraHisauiinHy CNPOMOXKHICTb YKpaiHCbKnX meainHmnx NGOs?

- Yu BBaXKa€ETe BM WOCH 3 LbOro HeAopeYHUM Ta/abo HeNoTPIBHMM? AKLLO TaK, Yomy?

- AKi iHwWi igei Ta pekomeHaaL,ii BU MOXKeTe 3anponoHyBaTh?
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6.3. Yu moxkete BM ifeHTUPiKyBaTH AKICb KNOYOBI MOXKANBOCTI, AKUMU MO3Ke CKOpUCTaTUCb MpoeKT B
ManbyTHboMy?

InTeps’toepu: HE O3BYYYMTE LIE pecnoHaeHTam. MosKeTe 03BY4UTHM NULLE, AKLLO iM NOTPiGHI NiaKasKu
ANA Bignosigei.

- Moxnusi igei gna signosigei B miHi-aHKeTi:

- CniBnpausA 3 30BHiLWHIMKN CTENKXON4epPaMMU

- MeHepgxepcbKa gonomora (Buy-in) Big KNto4oBUX CTEMKXONAEPIB

- KomyHikauia
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Interview Protocol for Non-Grantees (Key Informants: Government
Representatives, Media and Political Experts) in English:

USAID/U-Media
NON-GRANTEE, EXPERT Interviews
Semi-structured Interview Protocol
(Est. Time ~60-90 min)
Hello,

My name is and | work for an organization called Social Impact. We were
contracted by USAID to evaluate the U-Media project implemented by the Internews with funding by
USAID. We are carrying out this evaluation to assess how well the program is meeting the needs of
internal and external stakeholders like you and to find out how various aspects of the project have been
working.

This interview is voluntary; you can withdraw at any time, either before or during the interview. There
are no right or wrong answers. We want to hear your thoughts, based on your experience and your
involvement with the project. The interview should not take more than 60-90 minutes to complete.
Following the interview, we may want to contact you again in a few days to confirm or clarify some of the
information you have shared with us.

Are you willing to be interviewed for this evaluation? Yes [1 No [

The information you provide will be essential to understand the achievements and limitations of the U-
Media project. We may want to cite this discussion in support of our findings. However, if you would like
to remain anonymous, you may inform us of this now or at any time in the next week following this
interview. If so, we will not attribute any information that we receive to you, either in any report,
transcript or notes from this discussion, or any conversations that we may have with persons outside of
our evaluation team.

Would you like for the information you provide to be confidential? (No name can be attached to answers)
Yes [1 No [J

If you have no objections, we would like to record this discussion, but we wish to assure you that all
recordings and notes will remain confidential and will be kept in a safe place. The recordings will be used
for data analysis purposes only.

Do you mind if we record the interview? Yes [1 No [

Name of Interviewee (for research data analysis only):

Organization/Agency:

Date of the Interview:
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0. Introduction

| would like to start off by asking you a little bit about your organization and asking you about your
thoughts on media development in Ukraine in the last few years.

0.1. Can you please tell us: (ONLY ASK PEOPLE WHOM WE DO NOT KNOW - no need
to ask Sumar, Kvit, Fedchenko, etc.)

0.1.1 How long have you been with the organization

0.1.2 Job Title

0.1.3 Job Responsibilities

0.1.4 Your background (briefly: degree, years of experience)

0.2. Can you tell us a little bit about the role of your organization? NO NEED TO ASK
OTHER STAKEHOLDERS (GOV, MEDIA EXPERTS) THIS Q
0.2.1. Overall objectives/mission of the organization (Can the respondent clearly define the
objectives/mission?)
0.2.2. Please describe your structure, size and funding of your CSO. (Can the respondent describe the
structure, size and funding of the institution?)

0.3. In your opinion, how did the media situation in Ukraine change from 2011 to November
2013 and from November 2013 to today?

Can you articulate two-three positive tendencies of that change?
Two-three challenges? Please provide specific example.
0.4. In your opinion, what are the one-two major driving forces behind this change?

0.5. Are you familiar with the U-Media project? If yes, can you describe what interactions
your org. had with U-Media

EQI. Working with U-Media

I.3. How relevant are U-Media activities in promoting media independence!

I.4. How relevant is U-Media project in promotion quality of news?

|.5. Please name, at least, three advantages to working with U-Media for your organization:
|.6. Please name disadvantages, if any, of working with U-Media for your organization:

EQ2. Progress and Effectiveness

2.1. What specific support did your organization receive from the U-Media project? Can you
describe as fully as you can the kind of support that the U-Media project has provided?

2.3. How, if anyhow, this U-Media funded project has been modified or changed in response to
Ukraine’s changing media and political landscape?

2.4. Have you had a chance to express how your needs changed as a result of changing
environment in Ukraine? If so, how? If not, why not?

2.5. Please provide specific examples how Internews changed its tools and/or approaches as a
result of these directly expressed needs.

EQ3. Utilizing Tools and Implementing Practices
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3.1. U-Media supported trainings, projects and other activities that are the most useful in
promoting freedom of speech and/or an independent media? Why!?

NOTETAKER: Record specific examples.

3.2. U-Media supported trainings, projects and other activities do you think have been the most
useful in increasing news quality and/or the variety of news available? Why?

NOTETAKER: record specific examples.

EQA4. Adaptation of Practices

4.2. What practices and behaviors that U-Media were/are most effective!?
NOTETAKER: record specific examples.

4.4. What practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted and your organization adopt and actively
use to influence media content were/are most effective!?

NOTETAKER: record specific examples.

EQ5. Credit to U-Media for major changes

5. 1. Can you provide Examples of at least two major changes in the media context in Ukraine
that you perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner
organizations between 2011 and 2015?

NOTETAKER: record direct examples

5. 2. Can you provide Examples of at least two major changes in the media content in Ukraine
that you perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner
organizations between 2011 and 2015?

NOTETAKER: record direct examples

5.3. How would you evaluate U-Media’s impact improving freedom of speech, media
independence (Objective 1) and news sources and news quality (Objective Il) in Ukraine?

5.4. U-Media is doing the right kinds of things, or supporting the right kinds of activities? VWhy
or why not!?

NOTETAKER: record specific examples with quotes.

EQ6. Potential Modifications

6.1. Recommendations to U-Media about what kind of work needs to be supported to
promote media independence in next 3-5 years

Notetaker: record direct quotes
6.2. Please offer your recommendations for future programming to USAID.

6.3. Can you identify any key opportunities the project may be able to take advantage of or
align with in future?
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Case Study Interview Protocol in English

USAID/U-Media

CASE STUDY INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

(Est. Time ~120 - 180 min)

This Protocol is designed to be used for interviewing 1-2 Key Informants AND 2-3 other
members of the organization

Not all questions should be asked; interviewers: please use semi-structured approach
Record quotes related to specific EQs even if they were prompted by other EQ questions.

Hello,

My name is and | work for an organization called Social Impact. We were
contracted by USAID to evaluate the U-Media project implemented by the Internews with funding by
USAID. We are carrying out this evaluation to assess how well the program is meeting the needs of
internal and external stakeholders like you and to find out how various aspects of the project have been
working.

This interview is voluntary; you can withdraw at any time, either before or during the interview. There
are no right or wrong answers. We want to hear your thoughts, based on your experience and your
involvement with the project. The interview should not take more than 60-90 minutes to complete.
Following the interview, we may want to contact you again in a few days to confirm or clarify some of the
information you have shared with us.

Are you willing to be interviewed for this evaluation? Yes [ No [J

The information you provide will be essential to understand the achievements and limitations of the U-
Media project. We may want to cite this discussion in support of our findings. However, if you would like
to remain anonymous, you may inform us of this now or at any time in the next week following this
interview. If so, we will not attribute any information that we receive to you, either in any report,
transcript or notes from this discussion, or any conversations that we may have with persons outside of
our evaluation team.

Would you like for the information you provide to be confidential? (No name can be attached to answers)
Yes [1 No [

If you have no objections, we would like to record this discussion, but we wish to assure you that all
recordings and notes will remain confidential and will be kept in a safe place. The recordings will be used
for data analysis purposes only.

Do you mind if we record the interview! Yes [1 No [

Name of Interviewee (for research data analysis only):

Organization/Agency:

Date of the Interview:

0. Introduction

| would like to start off by asking you a little bit about your organization and asking you about your
thoughts on media development in Ukraine in the last few years.
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0.1. Can you please tell us: (ONLY ASK PEOPLE WHOM WE DO NOT KNOW - no need
to ask Sumar, Kvit, Fedchenko, etc.)

0.1.1 How long have you been with the organization

0.1.2 Job Title

0.1.3 Job Responsibilities

0.1.4 Your background (briefly: degree, years of experience)

0.2. Can you tell us a little bit about the role of your organization? NO NEED TO ASK
OTHER STAKEHOLDERS (GOV, MEDIA EXPERTS) THIS Q
0.2.1. Overall objectives/mission of the organization (Can the respondent clearly define the
objectives/mission?)
0.2.2. Please describe your structure, size and funding of your CSO. (Can the respondent describe the
structure, size and funding of the institution?). What part of funding comes from U-Media?

0.3. In your opinion, how did the media situation in Ukraine change from 2011 to November
2013 and from November 2013 to today?

Can you articulate two-three positive tendencies of that change?
Two-three challenges? Please provide specific example.
0.4. In your opinion, what are the one-two major driving forces behind this change?

0.5. Are you familiar with the U-Media project? If yes, can you describe what interactions
your org. had with U-Media

EQI. Working with U-Media

I.3. How relevant are U-Media activities in promoting media independence!

I.4. How relevant is U-Media project in promotion quality of news?

|.5. Please name, at least, three advantages to working with U-Media for your organization:
|.6. Please name disadvantages, if any, of working with U-Media for your organization:

EQ2. Progress and Effectiveness

2.1. What specific support did your organization receive from the U-Media project? Can you
describe as fully as you can the kind of support that the U-Media project has provided?
- Training
- Grant (if grantee, look for specific examples beyond those available through document review)
- Opportunity to travel
- Other

Here are some questions about support you received from the U-Media project:

2.3. How, if anyhow, this U-Media funded project has been modified or changed in response to
Ukraine’s changing media and political landscape?

2.4. Have you had a chance to express how your needs changed as a result of changing
environment in Ukraine? If so, how? If not, why not?

2.5. Please provide specific examples how Internews changed its tools and/or approaches as a
result of these directly expressed needs.
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2.6. Do you believe support you received is relevant to what your organization is trying to achieve (media
independence, quality of news, freedom of speech, increase, increase the variety of news sources and
improve news quality, CSO capacity)? If so, why? Please provide specific examples. If not, why not? Please
provide specific examples.

2.7. What have been the strengths and/or weaknesses of the Internews to delivering the U-Media project?

Follow-up questions:
- Did Internews communicate well with partners? Please provide examples of
successes or challenges.
- Did Internews engage partners and others in decision-making and consultation?
Please share specific examples of such engagement.

EQ3. Utilizing Tools and Implementing Practices

3.1. U-Media supported trainings, projects and other activities that are the most useful in
promoting freedom of speech and/or an independent media? Why?

NOTE TAKER: Record specific examples.

3.2. U-Media supported trainings, projects and other activities do you think have been the most
useful in increasing news quality and/or the variety of news available? Why?

NOTE TAKER: record specific examples.

EQA4. Adaptation of Practices

4.1. Among practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted which did your organization adopt and
actively use to influence media context in Ukraine? Please provide specific examples.

Follow-up questions:

- Does your organization apply the practices?
- If yes, how? Has this changed how your organization works? Did these practices benefit your
organization? If so, in what ways? If not, why not!?

o  What the practices and behaviors helped you to do work more efficiently? Provide specific
examples.

o What practices and behaviors did you adopt to influence the media context! Provide
examples.

o Which practices and behaviors were most useful in influencing media content?

- If not, why did you not apply the practices?

o Investigate possible options with follow-up questions and specific examples. Some answers
may include (but not limited to (these are also possible suggestions for the mini-survey
responses):

. Lack of capacity
2. Lack of management buy-in
3. Time/Cost issues

4.2. What practices and behaviors that U-Media were/are most effective?
NOTE TAKER: record specific examples.

4.3. What practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted were adopted and actively used by your
organization to influence media content in Ukraine?
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Follow-up questions:
- Does your organization apply the practices?
- If yes, how? Have these practices changed how your organization works? Did these practices
benefit your organization? If so, in what ways? If not, why not?
o  What the practices and behaviors helped you to do work more efficiently? Provide specific
examples.
o What practices and behaviors did you adopt to influence the media content? Provide
examples.
- If not, why did you not apply the practices?
o Investigate possible options with follow-up questions and specific examples. Some answers
may include (but not limited to):
l. Lack of capacity
2. Lack of management buy-in
3. Time/Cost issues

4.4. What practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted and your organization adopt and actively
use to influence media content were/are most effective!?

NOTE TAKER: record specific examples.

4.5. Will your organization continue carrying forward with practices and behaviors U-Media promoted? If
yes, how? Provide specific examples. If not, why not?

Follow-up questions: SHOULD BE ASKED FROM Key Informants AND OTHER
MEMBERS OF ORG-N

4.5.1. Describe any specific challenges in applying these practices and behaviors as you move
forward?

4.5.2. In what ways does the current political and socio-economic environment help or hurt the
ability to support the continued use of these practices? Please explain your answer and provide
specific examples.

4.5.3. Was the U-Media support consistent and adaptable with its goals and needs in light of the
changing media environment? Please share examples.

4.5.4. Was U-Media sensitive to the changing political environment?

NOT NEEDED IF NO TIME: 4.5.5. How do you plan to sustain/expand your activities?

EQ5. Credit to U-Media for major changes

5. I. Can you provide examples of at least two major changes in the media context in Ukraine
that you perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner
organizations between 2011 and 2015?

NOTE TAKER: record specific examples

5. 2. Can you provide Examples of at least two major changes in the media content in Ukraine
that you perceive to be the result, in whole or in part, of the work of U-Media and its partner
organizations? between 2011 and 2015

NOTE TAKER: record specific examples

5.3. How would you evaluate U-Media’s impact improving freedom of speech, media

independence (Objective 1) and news sources and news quality (Objective Il) in Ukraine!?
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5.4. U-Media is doing the right kinds of things, or supporting the right kinds of activities? VWhy
or why not?

NOTETAKER: record specific examples with quotes.

EQ6. Potential Modifications

6.1. Recommendations to U-Media about what kind of work needs to be supported to
promote media independence in next 3-5 years

NOTETAKER: record direct quotes

6.2. Please offer your recommendations for future programming to USAID.
Interviewers: DO NOT SAY THESE ONES TO interviewees unless prompt is needed.

- Support and promote freedom of speech and media independence?

- Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality?

- Improve the Enabling Environment for Media and Freedom of Speech?

- Improve Organizational Capacity of Ukrainian Media CSOs?

- Do you see any of these irrelevant and/or not necessary? If so, why?

- What other suggestions and recommendations can you offer?

6.3. Can you identify any key opportunities the project may be able to take advantage of or
align with in future?

Interviewers: DO NOT SAY THESE ONES TO interviewees unless prompt is needed.
- Possible suggestions for the mini-survey responses:
- Collaboration with external stakeholders
- Buy-in from key stakeholders
- Communication
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Case Study Interview Protocol in Ukrainian

USAID/U-Media
NPOTOKO/ IHTEPB’IO ANA KEI71C-CTA,D,I
(3annaHosaHmii yac ~120 - 180 xBnnunH)
Llei npoToKon cTBopeHuid ana iHteps’ioBaHA |-2 KauyoBux pecnoHaeHTiB TA 2-3 iHWUX YneHis
opraHisauii
He Bci 3anuTaHHA Tpe6a 3agaBaTh; iHTeps’loepu: 6yab Nacka, Kepyitecb nigxoaom
HaNiBCTPYKTYPOBaHUX iHTePB’10
3anuwWiTtb LUTaTH, NOB’A3aHI 3 KOHKPETHUMW NUTAHHAMM OLHIOBAHHSA, HaBiTb AKLLO BOHKU 6ynu
BUCNOBJEHI Y BigNOBiAi HA iHWI NMTaHHA OLiHIOBaHHA.

Jdobporo axs,

Moe im's i A npautoto ana opranisauyii Social Impact. Ha 3amoBneHHsn
USAID mun npoBogMmo NpOEKT 3 ouiHloBaHHA nporpamu Y-Megia, Aky 3ailicHioBana Internews-US 3a
¢diHaHcyBaHHs USAID. Mu npoBogMMOo OLiHIOBAaHHA ANa TOro, Wob BU3HAYUTK, HaCKinbKn gobpe
nporpama BignoBigae noTpebam BHYTPILLHIX Ta 30BHILLHIX CTEMKXONAEPIB, TaKMX, AK BM, @ TAKOXK ONA
Toro, Wo6 3p03ymiTH, SIK NPaLLOIOTb Pi3HI CKNaA0BI Nporpamu.

YyacTb B iHTEPB't0 € AOOPOBINLHOI; BU MOXKETE NepepsaT 1oro y byab-akuii MOMeHT, abo nepea,
abo B npoueci iHTeps’t0. Hemae NpaBUAbHUX YM HENPaBUAbHUX Bianosiaeh. Mu xo4emMo novyTu Balli
AYMKM, AKi FPYHTYIOTbCA Ha BalLOMYy AOCBiAj Ta 3a/y4eHOCTi 40 nporpamu. IHTepB’to 3alime NpubAnsHO
60-90 xBMAKH. Micna iHTepB’t0 MU, MOXK/IMBO, 3aX04MMO 3HOBY 3BEPHYTUCH A0 Bac 3a Kifibka AHiB, W06
niarsepauTn abo NPoscHMTU aeAkry iHbopmauio, oTpMMaHolto Big, Bac.

Y xoyeTe BM 4aTW iHTEPB'IO 419 HALWOro NPOEKTY OuiHIOBaHHA? TaK Hi

IHbopmaLis, AKy BU HagacTe, byae BaXKAMBOO A/1A PO3YMIHHA AOCATHEHHS Ta 0OMeKeHHA npoeTy Y-
Megia. MoXn1nMBO, MM 3aX04EMO BUKOPUCTATK Bally UMTATYy ANA NIATPUMKKU Ta iNOCTpaLii HaWworo
aHanisy. BTim, AKWO BM XO4eTe 3a/IMWNUTUCE AHOHIMOM, MOXKeTe NOBIZOMUTM Ham Npo Le 3apa3 abo B
6yAb-AKMI iHWWIA Yac NPOTArOM HACTYMHOTO TUMKHA MicA iHTepPB’to. AKLLO TaK, MM He NOoB’A3yBaTUMEMO
iHpopMaLito, AKY MM OTPMMaNU Bif Bac, 3 BAMM Y 3BiTax, TPAHCKPUNTI YN HOTATKax 3a pe3y/sbTaTaMu
L€l 3yCTpiyi, @ TAKOXK B PO3MOBAX 33 MeXXaMW HaLLOi KOMaHAM 3 OLiHIOBAHHA.

Yn xoueTe BM, W6 iHPopMaLia, AKY BU HagacTe, Byna KoHdigeHuilHo? (He MoXHa 3ragysaTu im'sa B
KoHTeKcTi Bignosigei) Tak Hi

AKWO BM He NpOTH, MM BM XOTiAKW 3anMcaTu L0 PO3MOBY, afle XOYEMO 3aNeBHUTM BacC, LLLO BCi 3anucK
Ta HOTaTKM 3a/MWATbCA KOHOIAEeHUiNHMMU | ByayTb 36eperkeHi y HagitHomy micui. Ayaiosanucu
6yLyTb BUKOPUCTOBYBATUCL CYTO A1 Lifel aHanisy AaHux.

Y He 3anepeuvyeTe BU, AKLLO MW 3anMLLIEMO iHTEPB'l0 Ha AMKTOGOH? Tak Hi

IM’a pecnoHaeHTa (AuwWwe ANA aHanisy AaHux):

OpraHi3auin/AreHTcTBO:

[arta iHTeps’io:

0.Bctyn
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Al 61 xOTina NoyaTu i3 3aNUTAHHS NPO Bally OpraHisaLito, a TAKOXK NPO Balli MipKYBaHHSA LWOA0
PO3BUTKY Megia B YKpaiHi NPOTAroM OCTaHHIX POKiB.

0.1. Yu mosxete Bu posnosictu? (SANUTYBATU JIULLE NIOLENA, AKUX MU HE 3HAEMO - Hemae
notpe6bu 3anutysatu Ciomap, Ksita, ®egueHko i 1.4.)

0.1.1 CkinbKM Yacy BM NpaLtoeTe B opraHisaLii

0.1.2 AAka Bawa nocaaa

0.1.3 AKi 0boB’A3KM

0.1.4 Yum Bu 3aiimannch (KOpoTKO: OcBiTa, 40CBIA)

0.2. Yu moram 6m BU poO3NOBICTU NPO ponb Bawoi opraHisawii? HEMAE NOTPEBU 3ANUTYBATHU
IHWNX CTEﬁKXOI'I,D,EPIB (Ypaa, MEAIA EKCNEPTIB)
0.2.1. 3aranbHi uyini/micis opranisauii (Y1 morke pecnoHAeHT YiTko chopmyntoBaTy Lini/micito?)
0.2.2. byapb nacka, po3KaxiTb NPo CTPYKTYPY, PO3Mip Ta AxKepena ¢piHaHCyBaHHA BalOi opraHisau;i.
(Yv MmOXKe pecrnoHAEHT onumcaTi CTPYKTYPY, PO3MIp Ta Axepena diHaHcyBaHHA?) AKa yacTka
¢diHaHCyBaHHA, WO HaaxoAuTb Bif npoekty Y-Mepia?

0.3. 9K, Ha Bawy AyMKy, 3miHUNacb cuTyauisa B meaia B YKpaiHi B nepioau 3 2011 poky go
nucronaaa 2013 poky Ta 3 auctonaga 2013 poky gotenep?

BusHauitb, 6yab NacKa, A4Bi-TPU NO3UTUBHI TeHaeHUii cepea unx 3amin? C
[Ba-Tpu BUKAUKKN? Byab nacKa, Hapaiite KOHKPETHI NpuKnaaum.
0.4. XT0 € pywiem umnx 3miH, Ha Bawy AYMKY?

0.5. Yu 3Haomi Bu 3 npoekTom Y-Megia? AKLWO TaK, onuwiTb, 6yab Nacka, Baw [0CBig B3aemogii 3
npoeKkrom Y-Megia?

EQI. Cnisnpaus 3 Y-Megia

1.3. HackinbKkK AoLiNbHOW € AianbHicTb Y-Megia B HanpAMKY NpoCcyBaHHA He3aneXHOoCTi mepgia?
|.4. Hackinbku gouinbHot € aisnbHicTb Y-Megia B HanpsaMKy NpoCcyBaHHA AKICHUX HOBUH!

1.5. Byab nacka, Ha3BiTb NpuUHaMHI Tpu nepesaru cnisnpaui 3 Y-Megia an1s Bawoi opraHisaduii:
1.6. Byap nacka, Ha3BiTb BUKAUKMU, AKLLO TaKi €, y cniBnpaui 3 Y-Megaia ans Bawoi opraHisaliii:

EQ2. NMporpec Ta EpeKkTUBHicTbL

2.1. flky came gonomory oTpMmasa Balua opraHisauif Big npoekry Y-Megia? What specific support did
your organization receive from the U-Media project? Onuuwitb, 6yab nacka, AKOMora geTtanbHille, Ky
NiATPMMKY HaAaBaB Bam NpoeKT Y-Megia.

- HaBuaHHsA (yyacTb B TPeHiHrax)

- [paHT (AKWoO BiaNoOBigae rpaHTep, cnpobyiTe Ai3sHAaTUCb MPO KOHKPETHI NpuKAaau, fKi He

BKa3yBa/IMCb Y 3BiTax)
- MoXXnuBicTb NOA0POXKYBATH
- |Hwe

3apa3 nepeilidemo Ao 3anumaHs NPo NiOMpPUMKY, AKY eawd op2aHizayia ompumana e6id npoekmy Y-
Media:
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2.3. Yn 6ynmn BHeceHi 3miHu Ao Baworo npoekrty, ¢piHaHCOBaHOro B pamkax nporpamu Y-Megia, y
BiANOBiAb HA 3MiHM B YKPaiHCbKOMY MeAiAHOMY Ta NONITUYHOMY NaHAWwAdTI? AKLWO TaK - TO AKi came?

2.4. 4Yu 6yna y BaC MOX/IUBICTb BUC/IOBUTU AYMKY NPO Te, AK 3MiHUIUCb Bawi noTpebu B pe3ynbrarTi
3MiH B YKpPaiHCbKOMY cepefoBMLLi? AKLLO TaK, AKUM YNHOM? AKLLO Hi, Yyomy?

2.5. Byapb nacka, 3rafaiTe KOHKPeTHi npuknagu, Ak IHTepHbIo3 3MiHIOBaNM cBOI iHCTpymeHTU/nigxoau
B pe3ynbTaTi BUCNOBAEHUX/03ByYeHUX Bamu noTpeb.

2.6. Y BBarkaeTe BM NIATPUMKY, AKY BM OTPUMAAK Big npoeKkTty Y-Megaia, peneBaHTHOW A4S TUX Linen,
AKi NparHe A0CArHyTU Balla opraHisaLia (He3anexHicTb meaia, AKicTb HOBMH, cBoboAa cnoBa,
36iNblUEHHA YNCENbHOCTI HOBMHHUX MeJia, opraHisaliliHa CPOMOXKHICTb opraHisaduii)? AKLWo Tak, yomy?
Bbyab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpuKnaaun. AKLO Hi, YoMy Hi? byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpUKIaaW.

2.7. AkMmmn 6ynun cunbHI Ta cnabki cTopoHU IHTepHbLO3 B peanisauii npoekTy Y-Megia?

MoKnnBi HAaCTYMHI 3aNUTaHHA:
- Yu IHTepHbIO3 A06pe KOMYHiIKyBaB 3 NapTHepamm? byab nacka, Ha3BiTb NPUKAALM
ycnixis abo BUKKKIB.
- Yu IHTepHbIO3 3any4yaB NapTHeEpPIB Ta iHWWX A0 Npouecy NPUNHATTA pilleHb Ha
KOHCYNbTauii? bByab nacka, noAiniTbCA KOHKPETHUMMU MNPUKNALAMU  TaKOro
3a/ly4eHHs.

EQ3. BUKOpUCTaHHA IHCTPYMEHTIB Ta peani3auifa NPaKTuK

3.1. fIKi TpeHiHrn, npoekTM Ta iHWI BUAU p[IANBHOCTI, WO X 3AiACHIOE NPOEKT IHTepHbIo3, €
HaWKOPUCHILUMMM ANA NpocyBaHHA cBo6oan cnosa ifabo HesanexHux megia? Yomy?

ANA HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anunwwite KOHKPETHI NPUKNaaM.

3.2. AIKi TpeHiHrn, NPOEeKTH Ta iHWIi BUAU AiANbHOCTI, WO iX 34iACHIOE NPOeKT IHTepHblo3, 6ynu, Ha Bally
AYMKY, HaUKOPUCHILULMMM ONA NOKPALLEHHA AKOCTIi HOBUH Ta/abo pi3HOMaHITTA HOBMHHUX mepia?
Yomy?

ANA HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anunwwitb KOHKPETHI NPUKNaaM.

EQ4. ApanTauia NpakTuK

4.1. AIKi 3 TUX NpaKTUK Ta MoAe el NoBeAiHKM, WO NpocyBaB NpoeKT Y-Megaia, Balwa opraHisauia npuinHana
Ta_aKTMBHO BMKOPWUCTOBYE A5 BNAMBY Ha_MeAiaKOHTEKCT B YKpaiHi? byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI
npUKNagu.

MonBi HAaCTYMHI 3aNUTaHHA:
- Yum 3acTocoBye Balla opraHisauia Ui NpakTuKku?
- AKwo TaK, AK? Yn ue 3miHMA0 poboTy BalOi opraHi3ayii? Yu Ui NpakTMKKM nocnpuann Aas BaLloi
opraHisauii? AKWo TaK, AKUM YUHOM? AKLLO Hi, YOMY Hi?
0 fKi 3 UMX NPAKTMK Ta MogeNel NoBeaiHKN JONOMOIIN Bam NpaLtoBaTh binblue edeKTUBHO?
Byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAM.
0 AKi 3 uUMX NPaKTUK Ta MoAeneir NOBEAiHKM BM NPUAHAAW ANA Toro, wob BnAMBaTM Ha
MmeAiaKoOHTEeKCT? byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NPUKNaaU.
- AKLLO Hi, YOMY BW He 3aCTOCOBYBa M Li MPaKTUKK?
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o Jochnifite MOXANMBI MNOACHEHHA 3@ AOMNOMOro A0A4AaTKOBUX MNUTaHb Ta KOHKPETHUX
npuknagis. Oenaki Bianosigi mMoxyTb 3ragyBaTv (ane He 0O6MeENKYHOTbCA HUMU (L€ TaKoXK
MOX/INBiI NOSICHEHHSA BiANOBiAel B MiHi-aHKeTax):

1. bBpaK cNPOMOXKHOCTI
2. bpak 3miHu meHegKmeHTy (Lack of management buy-in)
3. MwuraHHsa yacy/3aTpaT

4.2. AIKi NpakTMKM Ta mopgeni nosegiHKK, WO iX npocysBas npoeKkT Y-Megaia, 6ynu/e Habinbwe
epeKTMBHUMMU?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

4.3. AIKi 3 TUX NPAKTUK Ta Moaenen NoBeaiHKM, WO NpPocyBaB NpoeKT Y-Megia, Balwa opraHisauin
NPUMNHANA Ta aKTUBHO BUKOPUCTOBYE ANA BNAMBY HA_ MEiaKOHTEHT B YKpaiHi?

MOKAUBI HAaCTYNHi 3aNUTaHHA:
- Yu 3acTOCOBYE Balla opraHisaLis Li NpakTUKK?
- AKWwo TaK, AK? Yn ue 3miHMI0 poboTy BalLOi opraHi3auii? Yu Ui NpakTMKKM Nocnpuann Aas BaLloi
opraHisauii? AKWo TaK, AKUM YUHOM? AKLLO Hi, YOMY Hi?
0 AKi 3 UMX NPAKTMK Ta MOAeNeN NOBeAiHKN AONOMOI/IN Bam NpautoBaTt binblie epeKTUBHO?
byab nacka, Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpMKNaau.
0 AKi 3 uMx NpPaKTMK Ta Mmoaenein nosepiHKM Bynnm Hambinblw KOPUCHUMW ANA BMAAMBY Ha
MefiaKOHTeHT?
v/ fKWO Hi, YoMy BM He 3aCTOCOBYBaM LLi NPaKTUKN?
o [Jocnigite MOXANMBI NOACHEHHA 33 AOMOMOroK A0A4AaTKOBMX MUTaHb Ta KOHKPETHUX
npuknagis. Jeski Bignosifi MoxKyTb 3ragyBaTu (ane He 06MeKYITbCA HUMN):
1. BpaK cnpomosKHoCTI
2. Bpak 3miHn meHegxmeHTy (Lack of management buy-in)
3. MuTaHHA yacy/3aTpat

4.4. AKi 3 TUX NPAKTUK Ta mogenei NoBeaiHKY, WO iX npocyBaB NpoeKT Y-Megia Ta Aki Balla opraHisau,is
NPUNHANA | aKTUBHO BMKOPMCTOBYE AN BMN/IMBY HAa MepfiaKOHTEHT, 6ynn/e Hanbinble epekTMBHUMN?

ANA HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuwwiTb KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAM.

4.5. Ym Bawa opraHisauis i gane 6yae 3acTocoByBaTM NPAKTUKKU Ta Mogeni NoBediHKK, Lo iX NpocyBaB
npoeKT Y-Megjia? AKLWO TaK, AKUM YMHOM? Ha3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpuKnagm. AKLLO Hi, YoMy Hi?

Moxnusi HactynHi 3anutaHHa: MAIKOTb BYTU 3AAAHI JIUWLE knioyoBum pecnoHgeHTam TA
IHLLWM YJTIEHAM OPFAHI3ALIT

4.5.1. ONuWiTb KOHKPETi BUKAMKKN Yy 3aCTOCYBaHHI LUMX NPaKTUK Ta MOAesield NOBeAiHKN y BaLii
poborTi?

4.5.2. AKMM YMHOM CbOrOAHILIHA MOAITMYHA Ta COLLI0-eKOHOMIYHA CUTyaLlia AonomaratoTb abo
WKOAATb MOMAMBOCTI NiATPMMYBATU BUKOPUCTAHHA UMX NPAKTUK? byab nacka, NOACHITb Bally
BiANOBiAb Ta HAa3BiTb KOHKPETHI NpUKagu.

4.5.3. Yu byna nigTpumka Y-Megjia nocnigoBHOO Ta aganTUBHOLO Ao ii uinen Ta notpeb y ceithi

3MiH B MefiacepeoBuLLi? byab acka, No4initbcs npuknagamu.
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4.5.4. Yun pearyBaB npoekT Y-Megaia Ha 3miHu B nonitndHomy cepeaosuwi? HE NMOTPIEHO, AKLLO
HEMAE YACY:

4.5.5. 1K BX NnaHyeTe NiATPUMYBATN/PO3LLINPIOBATU BaLly AiANbHICTL?

EQ5. Bnaus Y-Megia Ha OCHOBHi 3MiHM

5. 1. Y4u moKeTe BM Ha3BaTM NPUKAAZU NPUHANAMHI ABOX FONOBHUX 3MiH B YKpaiHCbKOMY
MepfiaKOHTEKCTi, fAKi, Ha Bally AYMKY, MOXYyTb OyTW pe3ynbTaTOM, MOBHICTIO YM YacTKoBo, pobotu Y-
Megia Ta ii opraHisauii-napTHepis y nepiog 2011 - 2015 pokis?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuLwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

5. 2. 41 moxKeTe BM Ha3BaTU NPUKAAAMN NPUHAMHI 4 BOX FONOBHUX 3MiH B YKPAiHCbKOMY MefiaKOHTEHTI,
AKi, Ha BalWy AYMKY, MOXyTb OyTM pe3ynbTaTom, MOBHICTIO 4YM 4acTKoBO, pobotn Y-Megia Ta ii
opraHisauiii-napTHepiB y nepiog 2011 - 2015 pokis?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

5.3. Ak 6u BM ouiHnan BnamB Y-Megia Ha NOKpaleHHA cuTyauii 3i cB060A010 CNOBa, HE3aNEeXKHICTIO
megia (3aBaaHHA 1) Ta HOBUHHMMM Megiia i AKicTi0O HOBUH (3aBaaHHA 2) B YKpaiHi?

5.4. Y pobutb Y-Megia npaBuabHi pedyi, un nigTpumye npaBuabHi BUAK gianbHocteir? Homy abo yomy
Hi?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuwiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

EQ6. MoTeHuiHi 3MmiHn

6.1. Aki 61 BM manu pekomeHaauii ana Y-Megia wopno toro, AKy AiANbHICTDb cnig nigtpyumysaTtu gna
NPOCYBaHHA He3aNeXHOCTi Meaia NPoTArom HacTynHux 3-5 pokis?

018 HOYT-TEMKEPA: 3anuLwiiTh KOHKPETHI NPUKAAAN.

6.2. Byab nacKa, 3anponoHyiTe pekomeHgauii ana ¢opmyBaHHa noganbimnx nporpam USAID.
InTepe’toepu: HE O3BYYYMTE LIE pecnoHaeHTam. MoKeTe 03By4MUTHM NULLE, AKLLO iM NOTPiGHI NiaKasKu
ANnA signosigei.

- NiaTpumyBaTt Ta NpocyBaTh cBOOOAY C/IOBA Ta HE3ANEXKHICTb Meaia?

- 36i/1blUyBaTN YNCENBHICTL HOBUHHMX MeJia Ta NOKpPaLLyBaTU AKICTb HOBUH?

- TNoKpalyBaTh cepefoBulLe ANa media Ta ceoboam cnosa?

- TloKpalyBaTh opraHi3auiinHy CNPOMOXKHICTb YKpaiHCbKNX meainHmnx NGOs?

- Yu BBaKa€ETE BM LWOCH 3 LbOro HeAOPeYHUM Ta/abo HeNnoTPIBHMM? AKLLO TaK, Yomy?

- AKi iHwWi igei Ta pekomeHAaaL, i BU MOXKeTe 3anponoHyBaTH?

6.3. Yu moxkete BM ifeHTUPiKyBaTH AKICb KNOYOBI MOXKANBOCTI, AKUMU MO3Ke CKOpUCTaTUCb MpoeKT B
ManbyTHbOMy?
InTeps’toepu: HE O3BYYYMTE LIE pecnoHaeHTam. MosKeTe 03ByYMUTH ULLE, AKLLO iM NOTPi6GHI NiaKasKu
ANA Bignosigei.

- Moxnusi igei gna signosigei B MiHi-aHKeTi:

- CniBnpauA 3 30BHiLHIMKN CTENKXONLEePAMMU

- MeHegxepcbKa gonomora (Buy-in) Big, KNHOYOBUX CTENKXOAEPIB

- KomyHikauia
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Case Study Template

Organization

Partner type

Location

Grant amount

Funding period

Description of
funded project

QI: Advantages
and disadvantages

Q2: How did
Internews tailor?

This might be n/a for some of the cases

Q3: Useful tools
and approaches?

Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Q5: Major changes

Then you can add fields that you think would be helpful — like lessons learned, which could feed
into questions 6 for recommendations.
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List of Practices and Behaviors for Evaluation Question 4, Prepared and Presented
by the Implementing Partner, Internews

Social Impact’s Weekly Report
Evaluation of USAID/U-Media Project in Ukraine
Practices and Behaviors from Internews/U-Media

EXACT WORDING FROM INTERNEWS:

Per our discussion yesterday below please find the list of the practices & behavior that U-Media
promoted, which were adopted and actively used by partners to influence on media (Objective
I) and media content (Objective II).

Objective I:

Use of credible data and methodologies to effectively monitor the media sector

Maintenance of reliable information pertaining to media professionalism, independence,
censorship and violations of laws protecting journalists and freedom of speech

Establishing feedback mechanisms for journalists and citizens to report on ethical
violations

Promotion of transparency of media ownership allowing consumers to judge the
objectivity of news

Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights and press freedom

Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal advice and protection
for editors and journalists.

Objective II:

Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and national news and information
Transformation of traditional media into convergent newsrooms

Improving quality of TV, radio, print and online content produced by Ukrainian journalists
Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage and content sharing

Improving quality of elections campaigns coverage through balanced information about
the electoral process and candidates’ platforms. Cultivating debates culture.

Focusing on policy issues of critical importance for Ukraine’s future
Production of substantial local content

Facilitating news production for and about Crimea
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ANNEX 1V: OUTBRIEF SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION RESULTS
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ANNEX V: DISCLOSURE OF ANY CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
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disclosure form promptly if relevant circumstances change. If | gain access to proprietary information of other companies,
then | agres to protect their information from unauthorized use or disclosure for as long as it remains proprietary and
refrain from using the information for any purpgse other than that fer which it was furnished.

Sipnatura '/,lr.///" I

Date | 20 August 2015
1
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ANNEX VI: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
Internews and USAID Documentation

Y2 ImplementationPlan Internews UMedia Final
UMEDIA_Mod 4

UMEDIA_Mod 5

UMEDIA_PD_CA

U-Media_MEP_YEAR 4 (EPP+elections)

U-Media Year 2 Annual Report FINAL

U-Media AR Oct 201 |-Sep 2012 final
UkraineMediaProject_Y|_ImplementationPlan Final
rfa-121-11-000001_amendment_0Il_ukraine_media_project(l)
RFA-121-11-000001 UKRAINE MEDIA PROJECT
Implementation Plan Y4 Final

Implementation Plan Y3_Umedia_Final |

FINAL U-Media Year 3 Annual Report

Sub-Grantee Documentation

All grant-related documents, including proposals, agreements, plans, and reports, for U-Media
sub-grantees. This included over 1,500 pages of documentation. In the interest of brevity, we are
not including a list of all the documents consulted.
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ANNEX VII: LIST OF KEY INFORMANTS, FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSANTS,
AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS

People interviewed: Because all participants were promised confidentiality, the team cannot
reveal the names of the interviewees. The team interviewed a total of 49 individuals, of whom 24
were male and 25 were female. Not included in this count are five USAID personnel who
participated in in-brief and out-brief activities. (See Table A-2.)

Table A-2. Respondent Breakdown by Type

Respondent type Male Female Total
Institutional partners 4 5 9
Core partners 8 8 16
Emerging partners 2 3 5
Donor representatives I 6 7
Government representatives 4 2 6
Media, media education, and political experts 5 I 6
Total 24 25 49

List of 68 organizations invited to participate in the survey; 36 provided complete responses, for
a response rate of 53%.

o Internews Ukraine (IUA)
o Telekritika (TK)

o Independent Association of Broadcasters (IAB)
o Information Press Center (IPC)

J Regional Press Development Institute (RPDI)
o Institute of Mass Information (IMI)

o Academy of Ukrainian Press (AUP)

o Media Law Institute (MLI)

o Suspilnist (Society) Foundation (SF)

o Independent Media Trade Union of Ukraine (IMTUU)
o Lviv Press Club (LPC)

° Center for Ukrainian Reform Education
o Ukrainian Association of Press Publishers (UAPP)
° Citizen bureau Svidomo
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° Hromadske. TV

o Suspilne TV Foundation (First National Channel)

o International public organization The Pylyp Orlyk Institute for Democracy (POID)
J Institute for World Policy (IWP)

o Mykolaiv Center for Investigative Reporting (CIR)

o Association PromCom

° Volyn Press Club, Lutsk

o Kafa, Informtavrika, Crimea

o Briz, Crimea

J Guards of Democracy NGO

o Rivne Agency for Investigative Reporting (RAIR)
. Informational Press Center Sebastopol

o Nashi Groshi

. Ternopil Press Club

o NGO Center UA

. Ternopil Women’s Association

° Donetsk Committee of Voters of Ukraine, Donetsk

o Sumy City NGO Center for Regional Policy Studies (CRPS)

o Crimean Center for Investigative Reporting

o ISAR Ednannia

o Ukrainian Catholic University, Lviv

o Association of Free Journalists

o Tavriya Institute for Regional Development (TIRD)

o NGO Crimean Media Group (CMG)

o NGO Platforma Idey (PI)

o Media Center IPC—Sevastopol

o NGO Resource Center “Kurman” Krasnogvardiyskiy District (KURMAN)
J TVi channel (Interprofit Ltd.)

o Bakhchisaray region public organization Ukrainskiy Dim (Ukrainian House)
o Media Centre IPC—Feodosiya (IPCF)

J Zhytomyr regional youth civic organization “Modern Format” (MF)
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o Center for Political Studies and Analytics (CPSA)

o Media-Project (Pravda newspaper)

o Zdolbuniv city youth NGO Analytical Center for City’s Development (ZEON)
J Democratic Initiatives Foundation (DIF), named after llko Kucheriv

o Uzhgorod Press Club (UPC)

. Odessa Committee of Voters of Ukraine (OCVU)

J Kherson Press Club

. Public TV: Cherkasy, Cherkasy

J Chernivtsi

o TV company TV-7, Donetsk (Mariupol)

o Donetsk Institute of Information (based in Kyiv)

J Donetsk

o Lustration Anticorruption Council of Dnipropetrovsk Region (LACD)
. Dnipropetrovsk

o Center for Research on Donbass Social Perspectives

J Odesa

° Ltd. TRC Rivne-1, Rivne

J Sumy

o Zhytomyr

o LLC Radio station Velykyi Luh (Great Meadow), Zaporizhzhia
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ANNEX VIil: CASE STUDY SUMMARIES

The following documents represent a summary analysis of findings. The data for the case studies
were collected through multiple sources, including but not limited to desk document review;
interviews with key informants; and interviews, observations, and additional document review
during case studies.

All information that may potentially breach confidentiality agreement with participants has been
eliminated. In each of these case studies, the team presents not the answers directly given by
these organizations, but rather the responses to EQs, which are a result of the team’s own
analysis of data and recommendations, based on multiple sources of data.

Objective |: Support and promote freedom of speech and media independence

Organization Academy of Ukrainian Press

Founded in 2001

Mission: improvement of professional levels of Ukrainian journalists through
increasing media standards and development of independent media in Ukraine
Main activity: quantitative, sociological content analysis of major, top six TV
channels; retraining of journalists; media literacy; translation and publication of
educational textbooks and books on journalism; collection and analysis of
information; research and studies; legislation advocacy; educational activity
Target audience: media professionals, state authorities, wide audience of media
customers

Staff includes 8 permanent members and 27 contractors; 25-30 volunteers
Other donors: UMF (Ukraine Media Fund), IRF, IREX (International Research and
Exchanges Board)

Partner type Core partner
Location Kyiv, Ukraine
Percentage of 4 54% ‘ N
funding from U-
Media 43%
33% 35% %
26%

\ |
Funding period 2012—-ongoing
Description of Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality
funded project
QI: Advantages Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality
and disadvantages
Q2: How did Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality
Internews tailor
Q3: Useful tools e Content analysis of TV channels
and approaches e Media literacy

e Monitoring and keeping in touch with journalists working in Anti-Terrorist
Operation Zones
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Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective I:

2.

Use of credible data and methodologies to effectively monitor the media
sector

Maintenance of reliable information pertaining to media professionalism,
independence, censorship, and violations of laws protecting journalists and
freedom of speech by working with universities

Establishing feedback mechanisms for journalists and citizens to report on
ethical violations: AUP prepared book on journalist ethics, participated in the
work of national committee of journalists’ ethics; consults journalists on
ethical standards

Promotion of transparency of media ownership, allowing consumers to judge
the objectivity of news

Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights and
press freedom through training for students, journalists

Objective II:

2.

Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists

Improving quality of election campaign coverage through balanced
information about the electoral process and candidates’ platforms; cultivating
a debate culture

Q5: Major changes

Public broadcasting that needs good content
Civic initiatives that follow best media standards, for example Hromadske.
TV
Internet-based initiatives with potential to grow into good projects: initiative
Kazanskogo 4t power and initiative of Uvanov from Lugansk
Journalists’ standards went down: information is not checked; reposting
information from social networks becomes a norm. As a result, trust in
media is decreasing (according to the Ukrainian public sociological survey,
only 25% of population trust media and 45% do not). The level of trust is
lowest in the modern history of Ukraine.

Qeé:

Recommendations

Continue content analysis of major TV channels

Training young journalists, including work with students in universities, new
employees in media, retraining professors in universities

Media literacy

Institutional support of media CSOs

Increase journalists’ standards
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Objective |: Support and promote freedom of speech and media independence

Organization

Independent Association of Broadcasters

Founded in 2000.

Mission: Development of civilized market of audiovisual content and promoting the
prosperity of each participant

Main activity: Legal, educational, and informational support to around 90 regional
broadcasters; training to support electronic media sector

Target audience: 90 regional broadcasters; journalists

Staff includes 18 permanent members and consultants (expecting to hire 3 more)
Other donors: SIDA, IRF, NED (National Endowment for Democracy), Vishegrad
Fund

Partner type

Institutional partner

Location Kyiv
Percentage of 4 A
funding from U-
Media
38% 40% 38%
\ J
Funding period 2012-ongoing

Description of
funded project

Support to independent broadcasters through hotline and consultations on
taxation, regulatory bodies; court appearances to 93 regional broadcasting company
members

QI: Advantages
and disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did
Internews tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q3: Useful tools
and approaches

e U-Media support to local partners is a strength

e A share of U-Media support is decreasing in our budget, but U-Media still
supports an ongoing activity. This provides stability to our mission.

e Media CSOs in Ukraine are the most developed ones among all countries of
the former Soviet Union. U-Media unites media CSOs and provides a
platform for work on the common goals.

e U Media supports new actors and emerging partners
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Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective I:
Adopted and found effective:
e Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights and
press freedom
e Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal advice
and protection for editors and journalists
Objective Il:

Adopted:
3. Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and national news and
information

4. Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists
5. Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage, and content sharing
6. Improving quality of election campaign coverage through balanced
information about the electoral process and candidates’ platforms; cultivating
a debate culture.
7. Production of substantial local content
Effective:
I. Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists
Production of substantial local content

Q5: Major
changes

Two major trends: war and reforms

Cirisis: advertisement market decreased by 38%

Media needs legal support, knowledge and standards

Self-regulation and coordination with state

Need for professional education and development, new business instruments
Minimize lack of balance between market and communal media

e o o o o o N

Qé:

Recommendations

Continue supporting legislation for media

Support to strong media, especially regional, in order to save independent
sources of information

e Support sustainability of media
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Objective |: Support and promote freedom of speech and media independence

Organization

Telekritika
Founded in 2004

Mission: to become influential and stable analytical center that impacts democratic

media development and critical thinking of customers

Main activity: collection and analysis of information; research and studies;

legislation advocacy; educational activity

Instruments: Websites: Media Sapiens (60,000—80,000 visits a month, more than
4,000 friends on FB) and Telekritika (25,000—100,000 visits a day and up to

100,000 hits a day)

Target audience: media professionals, state authorities, wide audience of media

customers

Staff includes 8 permanent members and several freelancers; 20 people in

newsroom
Other donors: UMF, Danish International Development Agency

Partner type

Institutional partner

Location Kyiv
Percentage of O 47%
funding from U-
Media 41%
37%
SR
3V 7%
| l

Funding period 2012-ongoing

Description of
funded project

News monitoring, critical assessment, and in-depth analysis of Ukrainian TV;

education on news quality/professionalism

QI: Advantages
and disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did
Internews tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q3: Useful tools
and approaches

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality
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Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective I:

6. Use of credible data and methodologies to effectively monitor the media
sector. However, there are no funds for promotion and adaptation.
Monitoring should involve efforts of several CSOs.

7. Establishing feedback mechanisms for journalists and citizens to report on
ethical violations: AUP prepared book on journalist ethics, participated in
the work of national committee of journalists’ ethics; consults journalists on
ethical standards

8. Promotion of transparency of media ownership allowing consumers to
judge the objectivity of news

9. Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights and
press freedom

Objective II:

8. Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by

Ukrainian journalists

Q5: Major changes

From 2011 to November 2013:
e Oligarchization of media: monopolization by one family (Yanukovych),
changed editorial policy, poor quality of content
e Impact of several TV channels (Inter, Ukraine) on how events on Maidan
were presented (not in very positive way)
e Limitations in freedom of speech and media independency;
After 201 3:
¢ Increased attention to physical security of journalists
e Law on transparency of media owner(s)
Public broadcasting that needs good content

Qeé:

Recommendations

Monitoring/content analysis of major media

Development of methodology measuring media impact on society
Media literacy

Propaganda: need to understand what and how to deal with it
Regionalization of Telekritika

Institutional support of media CSOs

Increase journalists’ professional and ethical standards

Monitoring of reforms

Journalist education: decrease number of universities and change curricula;
retrain professors in universities

Integration of Ukrainian media to the European content

Increase intensity of communication with U-Media and USAID
Direct funding
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Objective Il: Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality

Organization

Internews Ukraine

Founded in 1996

Mission: Democracy and civil society development through strengthening of
independent and pluralistic media; journalist standards improvement; design of
legislation; new media development; setting up effective relationships among
media, civil society and state; and European integration of Ukraine

Main activity: Conference service, PR services; media production

Target audience: journalists, new media, media CSOs

Staff includes |3 permanent members and several contractors

Other donors: SIDA, World Bank, EU, Ukraine local foundations, International
Foundation for Electoral Systems, Council of Europe, IRF, Embassy of the
Netherlands/USA, IMS (International Media Support), corporations, etc.

Partner type

Institutional partner

Location Kyiv
Percentage of < . N
funding from U- 36%
Media
28% 29% 279 279 29%
\ /

Funding period

Since 201 |—ongoing

Description of
funded project

Journalism training and guidebooks for regional journalists raising awareness of the
Free Trade Area agreement with the European Union (EU)

QI: Advantages
and disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did
Internews tailor

After submitting a proposal, U-Media makes decisions over 2-week period

Q3: Useful tools
and approaches

e Renewing grants
e Training for partners conducted by foreign trainers
e Assistance with methodology of development of communication strategy
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Q4: Practices and | Objective I:
behaviors adopted | e  Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights and
press freedom
e Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal advice
and protection for editors and journalists
Objective II:
e Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and national news and
information
e Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists
e Focusing on policy issues of critical importance for Ukraine’s future
e Production of substantial local content

Q5: Major e U-Media created media CSOs as alternative to media of oligarchs. Most of

changes these CSOs support European choice of Ukraine.

e U-Media initiates new themes in media sector and independent funds allow
to promote certain important issues in order to avoid jeansa

e U-Media supports media literacy, which is important for critical thinking.
Different literature on media literacy is important as media not in position
to propose important social issues (it is role of public broadcasting).

e U-Media role is institutional—support media CSOs to promote values,
practices, and standards. CSOs improve the quality of the country by saying
and showing that alternatives to oligarch media are important. Many CSOs
that proposed new ideas were supported.

Qé: e Schools of journalism to disseminate values

Recommendations e Ukraine needs new ambiguous project with aiming at desovietization and
derussianization of media. Ukraine needs to become a political nation.

e To decrease number of media; law on public broadcasting as it is does not
meet needs of Ukraine

e Ukrainian media production in different foreign languages
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Objective ll: Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality

Organization

Lviv Press Club

Founded in 2003 as an independent organization but operated prior to this.
Mission — to promote democracy in Ukraine;

Main activity:

e Organization and conducting press conferences and press tours, roundtables
and media briefings, TV and video debates and information marathons, online
translation

¢ Information campaigns, annual reports of deputies of Lviv City and oblasts’
councils

e Monthly monitoring of Lviv oblast media

e Implementation of the international technical assistance projects;

Target audience: journalists, media, general public

Staff includes 5 permanent members; 9—1 | volunteers

Other donors: income-generating activity, local corporations and PR agencies, local
foundations, etc.

Partner type

Emerging partner

Location Lviv
Percentage of 4
funding from U-
Media 79% 78% ‘
59%
40%
\

Funding period

Description of
funded project

I.  School of military journalism targeted at 20-25 journalists from different
regions of Ukraine and focused on covering military actions in the East
2. TV bridges between journalists of West and East/South Ukraine

QI: Advantages
and disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did
Internews tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q3: Useful tools
and approaches

e Training
e Grants
e Institutional development: evaluation, self-evaluation
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Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective I:

Use of credible data and methodologies to effectively monitor the media
sector

Maintenance of reliable information pertaining to media professionalism,
independence, censorship, and violations of laws protecting journalists and
freedom of speech

Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’ rights, and
press freedom

Objective II:

Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and national news and
information

Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists

Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage, and content sharing
Improving quality of election campaign coverage through balanced
information about the electoral process and candidates’ platforms; cultivating
a debate culture

Production of substantial local content

Q5: Major changes

Media monitoring influenced quality of news
Exchanges between journalists from East and West of Ukraine

Qé:

Recommendations

To reward journalists/media for promotion of professional and ethical
standards

Teach students and young journalists standards of work

Support of unique journalists

Set up Hromadske.TV in regions as a horizontal network

Provide media with equipment

Conduct media monitoring of language standards and quality of content
Support investigative reporting
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Objective Il: Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality

Organization

Mykolaiv Center of Investigative Journalism

Founded in 2010

Mission: provision of objective coverage of events in the southern region of
Ukraine; professional development of independent media and promotion of
public dialogue between community, authorities and business

Main activity: content production, including news content and investigative
journalism reports

Target audience: local residents, news consumers, journalists, civic activists
Staff includes || contractors

Other donors: IRF, Canadian Government

Partner type

Emerging partner

Location Mykolaiv
Income Diversity N/A
Funding period 2012-ongoing

Description of funded
project

e Production of content for website, development of website for the
Center, converting it from free WordPress blog platform to regular
professional platform (2012-2013).

e Production of unbiased and timely information about local political and
economic processes to residents of Southern Ukraine; conduct of
investigations about the situation at Ukraine’s border with the
occupied territory of Crimea (2013-2014)

e Production of unbiased content about local elections campaign. The
economic reforms agenda, decentralization, the unity of Ukraine and
EU integration will be priorities during the Parliamentary Elections
campaign and the post-elections period (2014-2015).

QI: Advantages and

disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did Internews
tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality
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Q3: Useful tools and
approaches

Institutional development (“Apart from Internews, no one is providing
institutional development.”)

Trainings (investigative reporting, development of new media, security,
infographics)

Institutional trainings (legal issues, reporting, drafting grant proposals)
Support of professional awards (Honor of Profession) (“This is a
positive impetus for professional growth.”)

Program of exchange between different centers of investigative
reporting

Legal aid/consultancy to investigative journalists

Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective II:

Increasing use of new media for obtaining local and national news and
information

Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists

Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage, and content
sharing

Improving quality of elections campaigns coverage through balanced
information about the electoral process and candidates’ platforms;
cultivating a debates culture

Production of substantial local content

Q5: Major changes

Adoption of law on public access to information

“Attitude of journalists and media towards the authorities has
changed. Journalists have a better understanding of their role as
watchdogs.”

o Development of investigative journalism

Q6: Recommendations

Continue support of the regional programs: “There are still many
challenges; they don’t disappear.”

Make changes into programming to reflect challenges of
decentralization, explain reforms to people

Support internship programs for journalists

Conduct local trainings

Continue supporting legal consultancy for investigative reporters
o Support exchange programs for journalists
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Objective Il: Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality

Organization

Regional Press Development Institute (RPDI)

Founded in 2006

Mission: support democratic civil society through development of
professional sustainable and pluralistic media in Ukraine

Main activity: training for journalists; investigative reporting; support of
investigative journalists network; legal support to investigative journalists
Target audience: journalists; media CSOs

Staff includes 3 permanent members and 4 contractors

Other donors: NED, Council of Europe, Embassies, IRF, Polish funds, IREX,
UMD, NDI (USA), Media Legal Defence Initiative (MLDI, UK), etc.

Partner type

Core partner

Location Kyiv
Percentage of funding 4 ~
from U-Media 80%

67%

\ 4

32%

N /

Funding period

Since 201 I-ongoing

Description of funded
project

Regional journalism and media support, training and annual all-Ukrainian
investigative reporting conferences as well as legal assistance to regional
media and journalists

QI: Advantages and
disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did Internews
tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q3: Useful tools and
approaches

e Institutional training

e Meeting of the U-Media partner

e U-Media registration as an technical assistance project helps to
avoid losses due to currency exchange and changes in exchange
rates

e Opportunity to get indirect costs
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Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective |:

Maintenance of reliable information pertaining to media
professionalism, independence, censorship, and violations of laws
protecting journalists and freedom of speech

Advocating for professional standards, protection of journalists’
rights and press freedom

Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal
advice and protection for editors and journalists

Objective II:

Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced
by Ukrainian journalists

Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage, and content
sharing

Production of substantial local content

Q5: Major changes

U-Media gathered most powerful and influential media CSOs that
influence situation in Ukraine. Influence through local partners is a
very strong component of the U-Media project.

Cooperation among media CSOs; RPDI cooperates with IMI by
helping with legal consultation. However, media CSOs need
stronger partnership relationships among them to avoid duplication
of activities.

New media initiatives (Slidstvo.info, Hromadske.TV) grew out of the
U-Media training

Establishment of new media CSOs, especially in regions
Institutional support to media CSOs

Promotion of investigative reporting and their results

Q6: Recommendations

Legal support to investigative journalists

Legal support to communal media that will change type of property
from state to private

Media training

Self-regulation: lack of a leader organization

Need for unified journalists’ registry

Improve access to state registries and data collected there
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Objective llI: Improve the Enabling Environment for Media and Freedom of Speech44

Organization

The Media Law Institute
Founded in 2005

Mission: to contribute to the development of the society of active citizens
Main activity: support to civic initiatives, impartial and professional media
expertise; elaboration and implementation of high-quality information law;
education; legal protection of journalists and citizens’ rights; promoting
freedom of speech and fundamental human rights

Target audience: media, media CSOs

Staff includes |5 permanent members and contractors

Other donors: SIDA, EU, IMS, UNDP, IREX, Council of Europe, OSCE

Partner type

Core partner

Location Kyiv
Percentage of funding |/ ~
from U-Media ‘
30% 30%
%
S Y
Funding period Since 201 I—ongoing

Description of funded
project

Legal reform: advocacy regarding amendments to the Law on Access to
Public Information and leadership of the Media Reform Group

QI: Advantages and
disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q2: How did
Internews tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality

Q3: Useful tools and
approaches

e Training
e Strategic meeting of all partners
e Organizational development

Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective I:

e Ensuring access to up-to-date legal information and competent legal
advice and protection for editors and journalists with exclusive
attention to access to public information

Objective II:

e Focusing on policy issues of critical importance for Ukraine’s future
such as media laws (public broadcaster service), amendments to the
Law on Access to Public Information

* More Objective 3 cases are not included and Objective 4 activities are not included because of the nature of the

questions.
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Q5: Major changes U-Media supports:
e Improvement of media legal environment
e Candidates’ debates during election
e Hromadske Radio influences opinion leaders by providing correct and
accurate information

Qé6: Recommendations e De-oligarchization of the media

e Public broadcasting (implementation of the law, improve/develop
content, organizational development)

e Professional organization of journalists

e New self-regulatory body (new model)

e Coordination in media
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Objective Il: Increase the variety of news sources and improve news quality

Organization

Suspilnist Foundation

Founded in 1995 but worked since 1990

Mission: Research and development of solutions upon the field of public policy,
civil society education, foreign relations and challenges of the millennium
Main activity: Policy study and reports; drafting legislation; conducting national
and international conferences, public hearings, expert round tables, regional
seminars, civil society lobbying forums; work of the Euro-Atlantic Summer
University

Target audience: CSOs, media, journalists, youth, general public

Staff includes 6—8 permanent members and 12-20 contractors; up to 15,000
volunteers during Maidan

Other donors: local corporations and foundations, PR agencies, etc.

Partner type

Core partner

Location

Kyiv

Income Diversity

N/A

Funding period

Since 201 I-ongoing

Description of
funded project

Election coverage: production of national TV debates and the Vladometr project

QI: Advantages
and disadvantages

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality agreement

Q2: How did
Internews tailor

Data omitted as it may breach confidentiality agreement

Q3: Useful tools
and approaches

e Training, especially those that address new trends and demands (for
example, infographics for journalists)

e Meeting of the U-Media partners to discuss plans

e Reporting: clear format and deadlines; M&E indicators

Q4: Practices and
behaviors adopted

Objective II:
e Improving quality of TV, radio, print, and online content produced by
Ukrainian journalists
e Promotion of cross-regional exchanges, news coverage, and content
sharing
e Improving quality of election campaign coverage through balanced
information about the electoral process and candidates’ platforms;
cultivating a debate culture
Focusing on policy issues of critical importance for Ukraine’s future
Production of substantial local content

Q5: Major changes

Online debates: change in political culture

New quality of news through TV monitoring

Support of media literacy projects

Support to Hromadske. TV; however, further support is not needed as it
should cooperate with UA:Pershyy

Qé:

Recommendations

Measure audience rating

e Formulation of TV panel to defining their rating

o Self-regulation, establishment of respected ethical commission and support
of media labor union

o Digital media as a new space for new media

e Educational component of public broadcasting
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ANNEX X: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IN UKRAINIAN

PESIOME NMPOEKTY

Y ubomy 3BiTi NPO eKcnepTHy OUuiHKy, nogaHomy Ao AreHtctBa CnoayyeHux LUrtaTiB 3
MiXKHapoAHoro po3BuTKY (aHes. USAID), npeactaBneHoO pe3ynbTaTh OLiHKM NPOEKTy AreHTcTBa
Cnony4yeHux LUTtaTiB 3 mixkHapoAHOro po3BUTKY YKpaiHCbKUMA MmeaiiHnii npoekT (Y-Megia) Big,
2011 poky ao nepioay 36opy iHpopmalii y BepecHi 2015 poky.

META 30IMCHEHHA OLIHKU TA 3AMUTAHHSA OLIIHKA

MeTa OLiHKN NPOeKTy:
1. BM3HAYUTM aKTyaNbHICTb Ta epEKTUBHICTb OKpeMux 3axoaiB NnpoeKTty Y-Megia, 3sepTatoumn
ocobaunBy yBary Ha

a. 3aBgaHHA | (MigTpumKa Ta cnpuaAHHA cBobOAi CnoBa Ta He3aseXHOoCTi 3acobis
MmacoBoi iHpopMmaLii) Ta
b. 3aBaaHHsA |l (36inblieHHA PISHOMAHITTA A)Kepen HOBWUH Ta NOKPALWLEHHS AKOCTI

HOBWH) NPOEKTY Ta
2. 3ibpaTu iHpopmaLito ANs CTBOPEHHSA NOTEHLIMHUX NPOrpPamMmHMNX 3aX04iB.

OuiHKka 6yna 3a4ilicHeHa 3 METO OTPMMAHHSA BiAMNOBiAEN Ha TaKi LWiCTb 3aNUTaHb:

1. Aki 6ynm nepesary i HeJONIKM ANA Pi3HMX 3aLiKaB/NEeHUX CTOPIH (rpaHTOOTPUMYBAYIB i
naptHepis Y-Mepia, opraHisauin rpomagaHcbkoro cycninbctea (OC), npuBaTHUX
opraHisauiii, HeypsAoOBMX OpraHisauili, iHWWX [A0HOpPIB TOWWO), fAKi JonomaratoTb
pP03BMBaTU He3anexKHi 3MI Ta NOKpaLLytOTb SIKICTb HOBMH B YKpPaiHi, B KOHTEKCTi poboTH 3
Y-Megpia?

2. Y akui cnoci6 IHTepHblO3 nigbupaB iHCTPYMEHTM Ta nigxoan ANA 3a40BONEHHSA
Pi3HOMaHITHMX NOTPe6 CBOIX NAPTHEPIB Y KOHTEKCTI MiIHAMBOrO cepefoBuLLa B YKpPaAiHI?

3. AKi iHCTpYyMeHTM Ta nigxogn y posnopagsKeHHi Y-Megia cnpuiimanmca 3auikaBieHUMU
cTopoHamu Y-Megia AK HanbinbL AieBi LOAO BNAMBY Ha MeAiMHNIA KOHTEKCT BiANoBigHO
A0 3aBaaHHa | i Ha HOBWHM Ta iHWI iHbOpMaUinHi aXepena BignoBiaHO Ao 3aBaaHHA Il i
yomy?

4. fKi KOHKPETHO i3 3aNPONOHOBAHMX i MOWMPEHUX NPoekTOM Y-Megia npakTuk i mogenen
noBeaiHK1 bynn NPUIAHATI Ta BUKOPUCTAHI NapPTHEPCbKMMM OpraHisaLiamu gna BNAUBY Ha
megiiHe cepenosuue (3aBgaHHa |) i/un meninHnn KoHTeHT (3aBaaHHA Il) B YKpaiHi?

5. AKi ocHOBHi 3MiHM B MegiliHOMY cepeaoBuLLi, BianoBigHO Ao 3aBaaHHA |, Ta B meailiHomy
KOHTeHTI, BignosigHO A0 3aBaaHHA Il, B YKpaiHi OIC Ta iHWIi 3auUikaBieHi CTOPOHMU
BBA)KaloTb pe3y/bTaToM, LiKom abo meBHOK Mipoto, AisnbHOCTi npoekTy Y-Megia Ta
Moro napTHepPCbKMX OpraHizauiin?

6. Ha niactaBi pe3ynbTaTiB OUIHKM, AKi MOXYyTb OyTM po3pobneHi pekomeHaauii ana
MabyTHix nporpam?
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3ATAJIbHA IH®OPMALUIA MPO NMPOEKT

MOTOYHUI NpoeKT YKpaiHCbKMI MmepginHui npoeKT (Y-Megaia) TpusanicTio n’atb pokis gie 3 1
»*0BTHA 2011 poky Ao 30 BepecHs 2016 i peanisyeTbcs rpomMaaCcbKO0 OpraHisauicto “IHTepHbio3”.
Y —Megia cnupaeTbcs Ha A0CBiA peanisalii npoeKkTy “3miyHeHHs He3anexHux 3MI B YkpaiHi”,
TAKOXK Bigomoro Ak Y-Megia Ta peanizoBaHoro [HTepHbHO30M.

MpPOoEeKT Ma€ YOTUPM 3aBAAHHA 3 Pi3HOK NPiOPUTETHICTIO 06’emy pobiT (OP), 3a3HaUYEHOT B Ay»KKax:
(1) NiaTpmKa Ta cnpusaHHA cBObOAj CNoBa Ta He3aneXKHOCTI 3acobiB MmacoBoi iHpopmauii (30%),
(2) 36inblueHHA pPi3HOMAHITTA AKepen HOBWH Ta MOKpaWeHHA AKocTi HoBuH (40%), (3)
MoninweHHs cnpuaTaMBoro cepegosuuia ans pobotn 3MI Ta cBoboau cnosa (20%), i (4)
MoninweHHs opraHisayinHoro noTeHuiany ykpaiHcbkuMx meginHmx Orc (10%).

3rigHO AaHMX WOA40 MOYATKOBOro NPUMOMY 3aABOK, NPUHaNMHI 55% bomxkety Y-Megia, Akui
cnoyaTtrky ctaHoBmB 14 maH. gonapis (i 6yB 36inbweHnn Ao 15.85 maH. gonapis), NOBUHHI ByTK
BUKOPUCTaHi Ansa piHaHCYyBaHHA MicueBUX YKpaiHCcbKkux 3MI. Y-Megia Hagae rpaHTu Ansa TPboxX
TUNIB PAHTOOTPMMYBAUYIB—IiHCTUTYLIMHUX MapTHEPiB, K/IOYOBMX MNapTHEPiB i HOBMX Ta
KOPOTKOCTPOKOBMUX MapTHEPiB—A1 BUKOHAHHA YOTUPbOX 3a3Ha4YeHMX 3aBAaHb.

METOAN OUIHKU TA OBMEXEHHA

MeTtogn npoBegeHOI OUIHKM  BKAKOYAAWM  aHanis  gokymeHTtauii  Y-Mepia, pAgeTanbHi
HanNiBCTPYKTYPOBaHI iHTepB’t0, aHa/i3 KOHKPETHUX CUTyaLil (KeiciB) Ta MiHi-ONUTYBaHHA OHNANH.
PoboTa B noni B pamkax NPoeKTy BKAOYana ocobucti Bisantn Ao 11 OCHOBHUX i iIHCTUTYLIMHMX
naptHepis i 12 o6paHMx HOBUX NapTHepiB. EKcnepTHa rpyna 3ocepeaunnia cBOi 3yCMaia B CTONMLL
YKpaiHu, Knesi Ta nposena goaatkosi iHTeps’to B MuKonaesi Ta JIbBoBi. Kpim TOro, BCi KONMLLIHI
Ta MOTOYHI TFPaHTOOTPMMYBa4yi MPOTArOM nepiosy npoBeAeHHA oOuiHKku (2011-2015) 6ynu
3anpoLLUeHi ANnA y4acTi B MiHi-ONUTYBaHHI OHNaNH.

B uinomy, ekcnepTHa rpyna onpautoBana noHag 1500 cTopiHOK AOKymeHTiB, 3ibpana Ta
npoaHanisyBana pesynbTaTu Bignosigei 36 pecnoHAEeHTIB (3 68 NOTOYHMX i KONULLHIX NApTHepIB),
AKi B3A/1M y4acTb B MiHi-ONMUTYBaHHI OHMalH, i nigroTysana Ta onybaikyBana pesynbTaTv aHanisy
OeB'ATM KeWciB i 28 [oAaTKOBMX HaNiBCTPYKTYPOBAHMX iHTEPB’t0 i rpynoBux iHTepBt0 3
napTHeEpPamM, KAOHOBMMU iHbopMaTopamM, ypaaoBUAMM, iHWMMKU AOHOPAMKU, MeLiMHUMN Ta
NONITUYHUMWN eKCMePTaMK Ta IHWKWMM 3aUiKaBAEHMMM CTOPOHamMK. 3aranom, obcar 3ibpaHux
€KCNepTHO rPYnoto AaHMX WOAO0 NPOoBeAEeHMUX iHTepB’'t0, OTPUMaHMX B pe3yabTaTi AeTaNbHUX
cnisbecig Ta aHani3y KOHKPETHUX CMTyaLill, cTaHOBUTb 80 roauH.

BUCHOBKWU TA PEKOMEHOALLIT

3anutaHHa 1: Aki 6ynam nepeBarm i HeAONiKM p[NAa  Pi3HUX 3aUiKAaBNAEHUX CTOPIH
(rpaHTOOTPUMMYBaAUiB i NnapTHepiB Y-Megia, opraHi3auii rpomagaHcbKoro cycninbcrea (OrC),
NPUBATHUX OpraHi3auiii, HeypaaoBUX OpraHisauii, iHLWKMX AOHOPIB TOLWWLO), AKi AonomaraloTb
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po3suBaTh He3anexKHi 3MI Ta noKpawyoTb AKICTb HOBUH B YKpaiHi, B KOHTEKCTi poboTu 3 Y-
Megia?

BucHoBOK I.l. TpuBanicTb i rHy4YkicTb npoekTy Y-Megia po3rnafatoTbca AK AOBrOCTPOKOBA
iHBeCTMLiA y CTaHOBNEHHs cBo60oAM C10Ba Ta PO3BUTOK HedanexHux 3MI B YKpaiHi.

BucHoBOK 1.2. Xoya KOMyHiKaLif i3 BUKOHaBLem npoeKkTy Y-Megia BM3Hayanaca b6aratbma
pecnoHAeHTaMM AK WBMAKA, THY4YKa, epeKTMBHA Ta OPIEHTOBAHA Ha NApTHepPa, MEeHLLA YacTMHa
ONUTAHWX BMPA3WIa Po34apyBaHHA BHACNIAOK iCTOTHOTO 3HWUMKEHHA piBHA Binbw ocobucTicHo-
OpPIEHTOBAHOI KOMYHiKaL,l.

BucHoBoOK 1.3. Y napTHepiB BigCYyTHE Big4yTTA CTpaTEriyHOro HanpsAMKY NpoekTy Y-Megia, aK i3
TOYKM 30pYy NporpamHoro 6ayeHHs, Tak i ManbyTHbOro ¢iHaHCyBaHHA NapTHepIB.

BucHoBoOK |.4. 06meskeHa noiHGOPMOBaHICTb Ta BiACYTHICTb 6arkaHHA 3406yBaTH iHGopMaLLito
npo iHwi 3MI Ta opieHToBaHi Ha 3MI HeypaaoBi opraHisauii (HYO) Ta OF'C B YKpaiHi (Hanpuknag,
KOHKYPEHTHUI TUCK) CTBOPIOIOTb i30/1bOBaHe, po3apobneHe cepenoBule ANA iCHYBAaHHA Ta
AianbHOCTi noTouHMx 3MI Ta HYO, Wo npmn3BoanTb 40 MOXKAMBUX CKOPOYEHb LWITATIB i NOTEHLIAHO
BTPAYE€HUX MOMKINBOCTEN WOA0 NiaBULLEHHA KBasidiKaLii B paMKax NpPOEKTiB.

BucHoBoOK 1.5. Mpoueaypn Ta NpakTUKM NpoBeAeHHA 3BIiTHOCTI BUAAIOTLCA FPOMI3AKMMM i
ob6TAXKNMBUMM, 0OCOBNMBO ANA TUX HEBENMKUX PEerioHaNbHUX TrpaHTooTpMmyBadis, 3MI i
OO0BroCTPOKOBMX MAapPTHEPIB, AKi 3a4iAHI Ha AEKiNIbKOX PiBHAX A4in0BOI aKTUMBHOCTI Ta Y KiJIbKOX
npoeKTax. YMm akTUBHILLMMKM Ta BiAOMILLMMK AN1A 3aLiKaBAEHUX CTOPiH bynu opraHisauii, Tum
6inblue BOHN KPUTUKYBANU HAZMiPHY 3BITHICTb.

PekomeHgauis 1.1. ArentctBo CLUA 3 MidKHapoAHOro PO3BUTKY Ta IHTEPHbIO3 MOBUHHI
NiATPMMYBATU FHYYKICTb Ta AOBrOCTPOKOBY NEPCNEeKTMBY NPOeKTy Y-Megaia.

PekomeHpadisi 1.2. |HTepHblO3y CAif 3a0X04yBaTU CMIBMPALLO MiXK FPAHTOOTPMMYBAYaMM
Pi3HUX PIBHIB | perioHafIbHUMKM rpaHTOOTpPMUMyBaYaMu. [na npuknagy, IHTepHbO3 mir 6
33a0X04YyBaTU FPAaHTOOTPMMYBAYiB i3 KueBa Ao cniBnpaui 3 perioHasibHUMMM rPaHTOOTPUMYBAYAMM
ONA NigBULLEHHS KBanidikauii.

PekomeHaauin |.3. IHTepHblo3y 6askaHO CTBOPUTU BiAKPUTY, iIHTEPAKTUBHY Ta NoLlyKosy 6a3y
AaHWX i3 iHpopMaLie NpPo yci CNOHCOPCBbKI NPOEeKTN Ta Npo yci 3aaiaHi 3MI, HYO T1a OI'C ans
330X04YEHHA cniBnpayi MiX rpaHTOOTPUMyBa4YamMM, OOHOPAMM Ta IHWMMM 3aLiKaBAEHMMU
CTOpOHamu, 0cobimMBO Yy CUTyauisix, KOAW NigNOPAAKOBAHI FPAaHTOOTPMMYyBAYaM OpraHisaLii
peani3yoTb NodibHi NpoekTy.

PekomeHgauifa |.4. |HTepHblo3y cnig nepernsaHyTM npoueaypw 3BITHOCTI Ta KOMYyHiKauii Ta
CNPOCTUTM BMMOTU LLOAO 3BiTHOCTI. MoMy NOTPiIBHO nnaHyBaTM MEpPiOAMYHI OYHI 3ycTpiyi 3
rPaHTOOTPMMYyBAYaMM ANA 0BroBOPEHHA Ait0YMX NPOEKTIB Ta Y3roAKEeHHA WAAXIB cnisnpaw,.
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PekomeHpgauia 1.5. Y-Megia noBMHEH BUKOHYBaTW POJib OCEpPeaKY A/A BUCOKOEPEKTUBHOI,
B3aemonos’A3aHoi mepexi 3MI Ta meginHnx HYO. IHTepHbIO3Y CNig CTBOPUTU Ta MiATPUMYBATU
MeperKy HOBMX rPAHTOOTPUMYBaUIB, AKIi Mann 6 3mory obmiHtoBaTUCA ineamuM Ta cniBnpawuoBaTu
OAWNH i3 OAHWM; OrONOCUTU BIAKPUTI NpaBuMna KOHKYypeHUii, AKi 3a0X04yloTb CRIBAPALLIO MiXK
Tpboma abo binblue opraHisauiamm B pPisHUX perioHax Woa0 cTpaTeriyHO BaXK/IMBOI TEMMU.

3anuTaHHA 2: Y aKkuii cnocib IHTepHbIO3 Niabupas iIHCTPYMeEHTHU Ta Nigxoaun AnA 3a40BOJIEHHSA
pi3sHOMaHITHMX NOTPe6 CBOIX NApPTHEPiB B yMOBaX MiH/IMBOrO Y paMKaXx cepeAoBuLLa B YKpaiHi,
fIKe NOCTIMHO 3MiHIOETbCA?

BucHoBok 2.1. 3aBgaku Y-Megia Baanocs niaTpumysatv yKpaiHcbki 3MI Ta megiiiHi HYO
NPOTAroM pexmmy AHyKOBMYa i A0 nepioay €sBpomangaHy. [isNbHICTb WOA0 HAaNAroAKeHHS
iHCTPYMEHTIB | nigxoais Aana 3mory poO3WMPUTM KiNbKiCTb napTHepiB Y-Megia, noninwntu
3BiTHiICTb NPO NpoBeAeHHA BUOOPIB, CNPMATU BHECEHHIO 3MiH 4,0 3aKOHOZAaBCTBA Ta 3a0X04YyBaTH
NnapTHepiB BUKOPUCTOBYBATMU LLi 3MiHU.

BucHoBOK 2.2. 3asaskun Y-Megia TakoxK 6yno BAano nigibpaHo iHCTPYMEHTM Ta nigxoam Ha
OCHOBi NoTpeb i BUMOr HaA3BMYAMHO MIHJIMBOTO MOMITUYHOrO, EKOHOMIYHOrO Ta COLiasIbHOrO
cepeposuila B inctonagi 2013 poky (EBpomangaH), a nisHille - WBUAKO Ta ePeKTUBHO HaZaHO
Heobxiany niaTpumky 3MI Ta megiriHnx HYO y Kuesi Ta Ha perioHanbHOMY piBHi.

PekomeHgauia 2.1. ArentctBo CLUA 3 MiKHApOAHOrO PO3BUTKY Ta |HTEPHbIO3 MOBMHHI
36epiraT rHy4YKicTb Ta 34aTHICTb pearyBaTu y BiANoBigb Ha CTPIMKO MiHAMBe cepeaosuLle. Chig,
PO3rNAHYTU MNPONO3ULI0 NPO NO3ULIOHYBaHHA Y-Megia AK LeHTpy, KoopaMHATOpa B HalbinbL
noTpibHMI nepios, 0cobAMBO y BUNAAKY perioHanbHUx HesanexxHux 3MI 1a meainHux HYO.

3anuTaHHA 3: AKi iHCTpymeHTM Ta niaxogm y po3nopagXeHHi Y-Megia cnpuiimanucsa
3auikaBneHumm ctopoHamu Y-Megia Ak Habinblw giesi w040 BNAMBY HA MefiiHUIA KOHTEKCT
BignosigHo Ao 3aBaaHHA | i Ha HOBMHM Ta iHWI iHPopMmauiliHi AXepena BignosigHO Ao
3aBpaHHa Il i yomy?

BucHoBOK 3.1. LLlo cTocyeTbcs MeajiiHOro KOHTEKCTY, Hanbinbl BNANBOBUMM iIHCTPYMEHTAMM
Ta nigxogamu npoekTy Y-Megia 6ynu niaTprmka HesanexHUx mediiHuX opraHisauiin, nigTpumKa
npodeciMHNUX Ta eTUYHMX CTAHAAPTIB Cepen XKYpPHasicTiB B YKpaiHi Ta lopuanyHa nigTPUMKa
XYpHanicTiB. [HWKUM edeKTBHUM i BnAMBOBUM nigxoaom Y-Megaia 6yna noctiitHa niaTpumka
NobitoBaHHA HOBMX 3akoHiB npo 3MI B YKpaiHi. 3aujikaBneHi cTOpoHW BbOayanu B NPUNHATTI
3akoHiB “Mpo poctyn Ao nybnivyHoi iHpopmauii” Ta “Mpo CycninbHe TenebayeHHA i
pagiomoBneHHA YKpaiHu” npaMmunii pesyibTaT AisnbHOCTI npoekTy Y-Megia.

BucHoBoOK 3.2. Cepen HaBNAMBOBIWIMX iIHCTPYMEHTIB i nigxoais Y-Megjia woao megiiHoro
KOHTEHTY OYyNM TPEHIHIMM Ha Temy KYPHaANICTCbKMX PO3CAiayBaHb, NiIATPUMKMU KYPHANICTCbKUX
po3cnigyBaHb, MOHiTOpMHry 3MI, a Tako)K A0OCTyny 4O HOBWUX pPerioHafbHUX MpoBakgepis
MYNbTUMELINHOIO KOHTEHTY.
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BucHoBoOK 3.3. IM0OBipHO, HaliBaXXAMBIlLMM PaKTOPOM, KM 3a0X04yBaB POBOTY NPOeKTy Y-
Megia Ta cnpuaB ycnilWHUM 3MiHaM B MeZiMHOMY NPOCTOPi Ta MeAiiHOMY KOHTEHTI B YKpaiHi,
6yB npwuxia, HoBoro, 6iNbl AEMOKPATUYHO OPIEHTOBAHOrO, NPO3axiAHOro ypsaay, AKUN BiAKpUB
Mmepaia-aKTMBICTaM i nigepam ono3unLii 4OCTyn A0 AePKAaBHMX Nocaa.

PekomeHnpaudia 3.1. [ianbHicTb npoekty Y-Mepgia nosuHHa Hagani 6yTM opieHTOBaHOW Ha
IHCTPYMEHTM Ta nigxogu, AKi BuaABMAMCA ycniwHUMKU. CTocoBHO 3aBaaHHA | (meaiiHoro
KOHTEKCT), NpoeKT Y-Megjia NOBUHEH HaAa i 3a0X04yBaTU KOMYHIKaL,it0 MiXK Pi3HUMM JOHOPaMMU
Ta 3aliKaBAeHMMWN CTOPOHAMM LWOA0 MabYTHbOIO CUCTEMWN FPOMAACHKOIo MOB/AEHHSA B YKPaiHi
Ta Halbinbw edpeKTMBHUX CNOCOBIB PecTPyKTYpM3aLLii NOTOYHOro KOHriomepaty. Kpim Toro, Y-
Mepaia noBMHEH Hadani NiaTPMMYyBaTW HaLiOHA/NbHO BU3HaHi NpodeciliHi KOHKypcu cepep,
*KYPHANICTIB | HagaBaTM LOPUANYHY NIATPUMKY Y NPOBEAEHHI KYPHANICTCbKMX PO3C/igyBaHb,
0cob611Bo B perioHax®.

PekomeHpgauia 3.2. LLo6 i Hagani cnpuaT 3pOCTaHHIO YUCENbHOCTI iIHPOPMALIMHUX OKepen i
MaTU BNAMB Ha MOKpaLLeHHA AKOCTi HOBMH B YKpaiHi, Y-Megia cnig 3ocepeguTty ysary Ha
po3pobui [OBroCTPOKOBMX, CTPATEriYHO KOOPAMHOBAHMX, BUCOKOMPOQECIMHUX TPEHIHTIB,
KOPOTKO- Ta AOBrOCTPOKOBMX HaBYa/bHWUX MPOrpam HenepepsBHOI OCBITU pPa3oMm i3 iCHyHUYUMMU
HaBYa/IbHMMM Nporpamamm 3a paxom “HKypHanicTuka” B yHiBepcuTeTax.

3anutaHHA 4: AKi KOHKPETHO i3 3anponoHOBaHMX i NOWMPEHUX NpoeKTom Y-Mepgia NpaKkTuK i
mopeneii nosegiHKn 6ynuM NpuUtHATI Ta BUMKOPMUCTaHIi MapTHEPCbKMMMU oOpraHisauiamu ans
BN/AUBY Ha MmeailiHe cepeposuwe (3aBaaHHsa ) i/un mepgiliHnii KoHTeHT (3aBgaHHA Il) B YKpaiHi?

BucHoBOK 4.1. MNpakTuku Ta moaeni noseiHKK, AKi NpocyBae NpoekT Y-Megia, He 6yaun YiTKo
AOHECeHi A0 rpaHTOOTPMMYyBaYiB. baraTo rpaHTOOTPUMYBaYiB By CNaHTENNYEHi 3aNUTAHHAMM
CTOCOBHO MPaKTUK i Mmogenen NoBeAiHKM Ta He 3MOr/IM PO3MNOBICTU NPO BaXK/IMBICTb 0OPAHUX
BUAIB AiANbHOCTI.

BucHoBOK 4.2. Cepesa HaBeAeHMX NPaKkTUK | Moaeneir nosefiHKM Hanbinbll LWKMPOKO
ineHTUDIKOBAaHMMU Ta BXKUBAHUMM OY/IN HaBUYKK, HABYTI B XOAi KYPHANICTCbKUX TPEHIHTIB,
0C0b6MBO Ti, AIKi CTOCYHOTbCA KYPHANICTCbKMX PO3CNiAyBaHb i HAZAHHA PUANYHOI NIATPUMKM
ONA KypHanicTie.

PekomeHpaudis 4.1. Y npoekti Y-Megia cnifi BUSHAUYUTU YiTKMIA Nepenik cTpaTeriyHo BaXKANBUX
NPaKTUK i Mogenel NoBeAiHKM, AKi NOBMHHI ByTWU iHTErpoBaHi B MeAiHMIA CEKTOP, Ta NOWNPUTH
iHbopMaLito NPo iX BaXK/MBICTb.

PekomeHaauif 4.2. Ha noganblunii nepioa piHaHcyBaHHA, npoeKTy Y-Megia cnig 3aoxodyBatu
BiZIKPUTI AMCKYCiT Ha NpeaMeT Toro, YoMy 3aZleKNapoBaHi NPaKTUKKU i MoZeNi NOBeAiHKN He byun

* B KOHTEKCTi LIbOro JOKYMEHTY “perioHn” BUKOPUCTOBYIOTLCA ANA NO3HAYeHHA 0bnacHMUX TepuTopIii 3a Mexamu
cTonuui YKpainm, Kuesa.
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YiTKO A0oBeAEeHi 40 ayaumTopil.

3anutaHHA 5: AAKi OCHOBHiI 3MiHM B MmegiiiHOMY cepeaoBuLi, BianosiaHo Ao 3aBaaHHA |, Ta B
MmepiiHOMY KOHTEHTI, BianoBiaHo fo0 3aBaaHHA ll, B YKpaiHi OFC Ta iHWI 3auikaBieHi cTopoHu
BBaKalOTb pe3ynbTaToOM, LiIkom abo neBHOK Mipoto, AianbHOCTi npoeKty Y-Megia 1a oro
NapTHEePCbKUX OpraHisawii?

BucHoBOK 5. 1. Cepea Hanbinb 3HauHMX 3MiH y KOHTeKCTi 3MI (3aBgaHHA 1), AKi cnpuiimatloTbes
AK pe3ynbTarT, uinkom abo neBHOK Mipoto, AianbHOCTI NpoeKkTy Y-Megia Ta Moro napTHepPCbKUX
opraHisauii, OI'C Ta iHWKX 3auiKaBneHUX CTOpiH Y-Megaia BM3HaueHi: 1) 3gaTHicTb 6paTh yyacTb y
BiAKPUTMX i NyBNiYHMX 06roBOpPEHHAX Ha TeMy CBOOOAN C10BA HE3BAXKAKOUYM HA NOCTIMHO MiHAMBE
NnoniTMYHE, EKOHOMIYHE i colianbHe cepenosulle; 2) meainHi pedpopmu, npuiiHaTi y 2012 1a 2015
pPOKax, BBaAXalTbCA pe3y/bTaTOM TPUBANOI AiANbHOCTI NpoekTy Y-Megia Ta napTHepis,
CNpAMOBAHOI Ha CTBOPEHHA cnpuAatTaMBoro cepegosuwa ana 3MI B YKpaiHi; 3)
eKcnepuMMmeHTasibHa nporpama, CAPAMOBAHA HA PO3BUTOK KYPHANICTCbKOI FPaMOTHOCTI,
PO3rNAAaETLCA AK yCnilHa; 4) 36inblIEHHSA KiNbKOCTI Ta AKOCTI He3anexHux 3MI Ta KypHanicTis B
YKpaiHi.

BucHOBOK 5.2. Cepes Habinbl 3HaYHUX 3MiH Y MefiiHOMY KOHTeHTi (3aBaaHHs 2), aki OI'C Ta
iHWi 3auikaBneHi ctopoHuM Y-Mepgia BBa)kanu pesynbTaTom, UiNKOM abo MeBHOKW Mipoto,
AianbHOCTi NpoekTy Y-Megia Ta Moro napTHepCbKMX opraHisauin, bynu |) gekinbka iHHOBaLiAHMX
MeAia-NpPoeKTiB, AKi MiATPMMYBaNM AKICHUA Mefia-KOHTEHT i 2) 3HayHe 3POCTaHHA 4Yucna
KYPHa/ICTCbKMX pO3C/liayBaHb B pPerioHax.

3anutaHHa 6: Ha nigctaBi pe3ynbTaTiB OLiHKW, SIKi MOXYTb OyTU po3pobneHi
pekoMeHAaauii ansa MabyTHix nporpam?

3arasiom, eKcrnepTHa rpyna peKkomeHAye NpoaoBXKyBaTh NpoeKT Y-Megia noHag 2016 piK; ogHak
0,0 Nporpamm cnig BHECTU AEKiNIbKa BaXK/MBMX MOMNPaABOK.

PekomeHpauis 6.1. IHTepHblo3y cnlig 30cepeanTu 3ycMana HaBko1o GiHaHCYyBaHHSA CTpaATErivHO
BaxnmBoi poboTtn 3MI, Aka fobpe ckoopanHoBaHa Ta OPiEHTOBaHa Ha pe3y/bTarT.

PekomeHpadia 6.1.1: Y-Megia cnig nigTpymyBatm Ta po3wuproBaTv NiATPUMKY
perioHanbHMx 3MI Ta ixHiX Nporpam HOBWH LIASIXOM OpraHi3auiiHOi gonomorun y Burnagi
obnagHaHHA, cnewjianizoBaHOro HaBYaHHA Ta NiABULLEHHSA KBanidikauii npaLiBHMKIB.

PekomeHpgaudisa 6.1.2: MigsuyBaTh rpaMoTHICTb XKypHanicTiB, 0cobanBO cepes, MOOAUX
NpaLiBHUKIB y CXiAHOMY, NiBAEHHOMY Ta LEeHTpasibHOMY perioHax KpaiHW. byab-AKka OCBITHA
nporpama noBWHHa OyTW OpiEHTOBAHa Ha pPe3y/nbTaT, KOOpPAUHYBATUCA Ta OyTM odiliiHO
3aTBepArKeHo MiHicTepcTBOM OCBITU | HAYKK YKpaiHW.
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PekomeHpgauia 6.1.3: MigTpumyBatn pAianbHicTb wono pedopmyBaHHA HaBYa/bHUX
nporpam BULLLOT OCBITM Ta NPOrpamun NiaBULLLEHHA KBanidiKaLii Ana BUKNaaadis.

PekomeHaauis 6.1.4: NMiaTpmyBaTM po3BUTOK OCBITU B ranysi mefia-meHeaKMeHTy B
YKpaiHi.

PekomeHpgauia 6.1.5: MMposogutn cneuianbHi TPEHIHIM HAWBULLIOrO pPiBHA ANA
NPAKTUKYIOUMX KYPHAJICTIB Yy perioHax, pe3ynbTaTOM fAKMX MOBUHHI CTAaTU MaKeTHi
MyNbTUMELia-NPOAYKTU 3 KOHKPETHUMM KaHAaNlaMUN PO3MNOBCIOAKEHHA.

PekomeHaauisn 6.1.6: Bu3HauyaTtu AKicTb pob0THM Ta OLLiHIOBATU NPOEKTU HA OCHOBI BMXigHMX
i OUiKyBaHMX pe3ynbTaTiB.

PekomMmeHpauin 6.2. Mpoekty Y-Megia cnig 3ameHWNTM GpiHaHCYBaHHA ANS TaKUX ranysei:

PekomeHpgauia 6.2.1: ina nigTpumKu }xutreagaTHocTi, Y-Megia noBMHEH po3pobuTu nnaH
NMOCTYNOBOro 3MeHLleHHA ¢iHaHCyBaHHA BUTPAT opraHisauin (ocobiMBO AOBroCTPOKOBMX i
KNHOYOBMX MapTHEPiB) Ta NpPOAOBNKYBaTM pPob6OTY 3 napTHepamu 3agnsa  CPUSHHHSA

PekomeHaauia 6.2.2: KopoTKOCTpOKOBI 6a30Bi TPEHIHMM 3a y4yacTO BEMKOI KiNbKOCTI
rPAHTOOTPUMYBAUIB, AKI He MaloTb YiTKOro YABNEHHA MNPO Te, AKY pPOAb Ui nporpamu
BiAIrpaloTb y CTBOPEHHI mepei NnpodeciMHMX XKypHaNicTiB No BCiM KpaiHi.

PekomeHgauia 6.2.3: [llporpamu, cnpsamoBaHi Ha MiABULLEHHA oOpraHisauiltHoro
noTeHLUiany yKkpaiHcbKux megia-OlC, 6arato 3 AKMX BXKe iCHYHOTb 6inbl HixX 20 pokiB. Y
HacTyNnHOMY UMKAI peanisaLii npoekTy Y-Megia cnig 3BepHyTM 0cobauBY yBary Ha niagTPUMKY
peanbHux 3MI Ta iHWKWX OopraHi3auii.

PekomeHpauifs 6.3. Po3pobka YyHiBepcanbHOro, NepPCcneKkTUMBHOro, CTpaTeriyHoro,
LineHanpaBAeHOro njaaHy KOMYHiKauii Ta MiArotoBku, AKUi 6U BM3HAuyaB noganblumMii BUBIp
niAroToBKM Ta NiaxoAis y Bulle3ragaHmx chepax niaTpumkun (PekomeHgadia 6.1.).

PekomeHaauis 6.4. 3a MoxnmBoCTi, NpoeKT Y-Megaia noBUHEH po3pobutn epeKkTnBHI cnocobu
330X0YEHHA IHCTUTYLIMHMX | TOIOBHUX NAPTHEPIB WOAO CNiBNpaLi WASXOM NigTPUMKKU CNiAbHUX
NPOEKTIB Y KNto4oBUX chepax:

PekomeHpauin 6.4.1:. Monitopunry 3MI: Hanpuknag, B Y-Megia cnig po3rasHyTM NUTaHHSA
Npo NOAAHHA 3aABOK i3 MPOMO3MLIAMM LWOAO 3A4IACHEHHA CRiNIBHOrO MOHITOpUHIY 3MI,
BUKOPMCTOBYHOUM AKICHI Ta KiNIbKiCHIi meToaW.

PekomeHaauia 6.4.2: TpeHiHriB HalBMWOro PiBHA Yy perioHax: 3a0XOYEHHA NOAAHHSA
CNiNbHUX NPOMNO3ULIM WOA0 NPOBEAEHHA HU3KU TPEHIHrB Ha HAMBULLOMY PiBHIi Ha Temy
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KYPHANICTCbKUX po3cnigyBaHb i iHTepHeT-3MI gna monogmx cneuianictis i3 3asydeHHAM
HU3KKW NPOBIAHNX LLKIN XYPHANICTUKN B YOTUPbOX reorpadiyHmx obnacrtax YkpaiHu.

PekomeHaauis 6.4.3: Camoperynsauji ranysi: nponosuuii Ta iHiLiaTMBM CTOCOBHO y4acTi B
06roBopeHHAX Ha TeMy camoperynauii npodecinHMX i eTUYHUX CTaHAaPTIB KYpPHaNIcTIB.

PekomeHgauia 6.4.4: HOpuauuHoi poboTu: cnifbHi NPONO3uULi CTOCOBHO NiABULLEHHS
KYPHaANICTCbKOT rPaMOTHOCTI Ta CRiNIbHI NPONO3ULIT WoAo 34iicCHeHHA aHanisy B 3MI noTo4Hoi
npasoBoi pepopmm B YKpaiHi.

PekomeHpauia 6.5. Toai Ak yKpaiHCbKi media NOBWMHHI A0KNAaAaTU 3YCUAb Y BUCBITAEHHI
npouecy pedopm, AKMAN BiabyBaeTbcA B YKpaiHi, Ta NpPoOAOBXKYyBaTU 0O3HANOMIIOBATH
rPOMaACHLKICTb i3 LUMM NpoLecamm, He3aNexHi megia Ta iHiuiatneu nig erigoto Y-Megia NOBUHHI
AiATM obeperkHo, Wob YHUKHYTU MOMKAMBUX MEPEKOHaAHb, WO BOIHW BMPAXKAEOTb YypPALOBI
iHTepecu.

PekomeHaauin 6.6. Chia po3rnaHyTM MOXKANBICTb CTBOPEHHA CMiNbHOI Mepei ANA A0HOPIB i
rPaHTOOTPUMYBaAYIB ANA 0O6MiHY iHPOpMaLLiElo Ta iAeAMN, @ TAKOXK ANA NOCTIMHOIO CMi/IKyBaHHS
MiX yCima rpaHTOOTPUMYyBaYaMM Ta AOHOPAMM.

PekomeHpaudis 6.7. Cnig po3rnaHyTM NPONO3MLIO NPO 3aCHYBaHHA BiAKPWUTOI BipTyanbHOI
nnatopmmn ana ekcneptiB, Ae Megia- Ta OCBITHI ekcneptu 3 YKpaiHu, €sponu i CnonyvyeHmx
LLTaTiB 3MOXKyTb BECTU BipTyanbHi AUCKYCii, BiANOBIAaTN Ha NMUTAHHA Ta NPOMNOHYBATU cCeMiHapu
Ta MalCTep-KNacu ANA BCiX NMPAKTUKYIOUMX XKYPHANICTIB i *KypPHaNicTiB-NOoYaTKIiBLIB, 30Kpema B
iHWMX perioHax YKpaiHu 3a mexamu KmeBa. AKLWO BigCYTHICTb AOCTYNy A0 iHTEpPHETy He Aae€
3MOry CMifIKyBaTUCS B PEXXMMI peasibHOro 4acy, clif, pobutn Bigeosanucu manctep-Kaacis i
OpraHi3oByBaTU OHNANH-TPEHIHIN Ta CEMiHApW B pPeXUMIi 3anucy.

PekomeHaauist 6.8. 3a MoXAMBOCTi, NPOEKT NOBUHEH 3AiACHIOBATM NIATPUMKY BUPOBOHULTBA
Ta PO3MNOBCIHOAXKEHHA Ny61iYHO A0CTYNHOT iHPpopMaLil LoA0 PENTUHTIB, MOHITOPUHTY, YNTaLbKOT
AyaMTOpIi Ta iIHWKNX PUHKOBMX XapPaKTEPUCTUK He3anexHux 3MI, Ha BigmiHy Big nepenosux 3Ml,
AKi NepebyBatoTb y BNIACHOCTI 0lirapxi..
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ANNEX XI: DEBRIEF PRESENTATION
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Evaluation Objectives and Scope

The purpose of the U-Media evaluation is to

(1) assess the relevance and effectiveness of selected U-Media activities, with a
particular focus on Objectives | and Il of the project;

(2) to inform potential follow-on programming.
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Preliminary Findings: EQ1

EQ1l. What were the advantages and disadvantages to working with U-Media for various U-
Media stakeholders involved in promoting media independence and quality of news in
Ukraine?

+ continuous, long-term investment, particularly in org. development

“It is like a big train: in order to move the train, the locomotive should push it first, hardly, and
then the train starts moving slowly, by inertia.”

+ open and responsive to environment changes, which was valued during “samurai realities”
and turbulent times

+ help tuning projects, especially in the beginning

- program grantees have low awareness about work and projects of each other
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Preliminary Findings: EQ1

Management-related advantages:

+ accessibility of Internews Network

+ readiness to help

+ collaborative, partner relationships

+ regional grantees did not report marginalization

+ donor doesn’t micromanage personnel of their partners directly, as some other donors do
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Preliminary Findings: EQ1

Management-related disadvantages:

- Lack of personal meetings:
“Previously we had a feeling that the office is located in Kyiv, now — not so much”

- Perceived increased bureaucracy compared to the previous cycle of the project:
“Reporting means more than work itself”

= Issues with reporting
“Now per each dollar spent on work of journalists, we spend 2-3 dollars for reporting.”

= High competitiveness -- reluctance to share new project ideas

= Lack of progress in moving toward direct funding (doc. review): “We holy believe...”
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Preliminary Findings: EQ3
EQ3: Of the tools and approaches that U-Media had at its disposition, which were perceived by U-Media stakeholders
to be the most useful for influencing media context and media content and why?

Media Context (Objective ) Media Content (Objective Il)

* Monitoring criteria developed by * Cross-regional media exchanges (Lviv Press
Internews: Club)

“A confining factor for media censorship” * Trainings (investigative journalism, security,

work in conflict areas, multimedia practices,

* Media literacy . A
data visualization, etc.)

* Support to independent broadcasters
(Hromadske TV, Hromadske radio)

* Support of professional and ethical
standards (nation-wide competition “Yectb
npodecii”)

* Support of investigative journalism projects
(Mykolayiv, Rivne, IPC, RDPI, Svidomo, etc.)

* Legal support to investigative journalists
(RDPI, MLI)

« Media legislation drafting * New regional content providers
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Preliminary Findings: EQ4
EQ4: Of the practices and behaviors that U-Media promoted, which were adopted and actively used by
their partner organizations to influence media context and media content in Ukraine?

Most common answers were related to:
Areas of partners’ own work
Institutional support and capacity-building
Discussion of professional and ethical standards

“The situation aggravated, journalism labor devalued, and mortgage often pushes people to compromise
their professional standards and their own values.”

“U-Media forms the team of experts who, like viruses, infect others with professional media standards.”
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EQ 6: Preliminary Recommendations

U-Media project needs to be continued

Develop comprehensive, pro-active strategies and approaches in selected areas:
= media literacy (incl., increased awareness of reforms). Media literacy program should be outcome-based.

= comprehensive reform of journalism education (curriculum development, trainings of professors, exchange
programs and linking with professional working media) in selected educational hubs/universities (2 in Kyiv, 2 in Lviv,
Zaparizhya, Odesa, Dnipropetrovsk, Kharkiv)

= advanced, specific trainings for practicing journalists in the regions, which should result in packaged multimedia
products with determined channels for distribution

National media NGO should continue their major activities BUT encouraging partners to collaborate by
supporting joint projects in critical areas, such as monitoring (call for joint proposals to monitor
qualitatively and quantitatively), advanced regional trainings, self-regulation, and legislative work.

Increase support to new, regional initiatives, incl. regional media start-ups

Support open expert multimedia platforms for professional media discussions about freedom of speech,
quality of content, media independence and journalism standards

Open public registry of all supported media projects with clear categories
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Preliminary Recommendations (cont.)

Support production of content through pitching of interesting ideas and find the ways to distribute them
(among students and young professionals, like a Start-up weekend)

Determine through open competition specific ideas for multimedia start-up projects and support those
projects nationally and regionally

Evaluate activities and measure projects on the outcome-based, value-driven results

Provide support to a comprehensive, unified, openly accessible resource on regularly published ratings,
viewership, and readership of regional and national multimedia content-providers as well as monitoring
of news quality, complete with clear methodology and open datasets

Continue efforts for supporting movement toward a strong, unified, self-regulating professional body,
which will be recognized by the majority of players on the media market
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ANNEX XII: UKRAINE PE WORK PLAN

August September October November
Activity 2 3 2 3 4 2 |3 2 | 3
Inception report, work plan, survey
instrument, interviewee list, case study
selection due
Fieldwork begin X
Fieldwork September 7-25
Mission out-brief X
Prelim draft Evaluation Report to Sl
Draft Evaluation Report due to SI X
Comments from Mission
Complete revised final Evaluation Report X
to Sl
Final Evaluation Report due X
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