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Practical Guide for CSOs: Monitoring L.ocal Disinformation

1. Purpose of This Guide

This guide gives civil society organizations (CSOs) a simple, repeatable way to monitor
disinformation, misinformation and hate speech in their own communities, particularly ahead
of the 2026 presidential election. It is written for CSO staff and volunteers who are not
professional fact-checkers, but who are well placed, through their community presence, to

notice false or misleading claims early and record them consistently.

This factsheet is detailed guidance, worked examples, and templates covering escalation
tracking and public correction messaging. The five ready-to-use templates included: a
disinformation incident log, a source verification checklist, a monitoring summary report, an
escalation log, and a public correction message template. Each comes with a worked example
showing what a completed entry might look like, so that teams new to monitoring can see the

process in action rather than starting from a blank page.

None of the templates in this guide require special software. They can be copied into a shared
spreadsheet, a printed notebook, or a simple shared document, whatever fits your
organization's existing way of working. What matters more than the format is that your team
uses them consistently, so that the information you collect over weeks and months can
actually be compared and analyzed, rather than sitting in scattered notes that are hard to bring

together when it matters most.

2. Understanding the Problem: Key Terms
Getting the terminology right matters, because how you categorize a claim affects how you
respond to it. The four terms below are the standard framework used by fact-checkers

internationally.

» Misinformation: false or inaccurate information that is shared without the intention to

cause harm, often because the person sharing it believes it is true. Example: a community
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member shares an old announcement about registration deadlines, not realising it has

since changed.

» Disinformation: false information that is created or shared deliberately, with the intention
to deceive, manipulate, or cause harm. Example: a network of anonymous accounts
spreads a fabricated claim that a candidate has withdrawn, timed to discourage that

candidate's supporters from voting.

» Mal-information: information that is based on fact but is shared out of context, or with
distorting detail added, in order to cause harm. Example: a genuine photograph from a

past incident is recirculated with a caption implying it shows something happening today.

» Hate speech: communication that attacks or uses discriminatory language against a
person or group based on identity, such as ethnicity, religion, gender, or political
affiliation. Example: content that blames an entire ethnic group for a candidate's actions,

rather than addressing the candidate's record directly.

A single claim can move between these categories as it spreads. Something shared innocently
as misinformation can become disinformation the moment someone reshares it knowing it to
be false. This is normal, and your incident log should be updated to reflect that shift when it

happens, rather than treated as a mistake in your original entry.

3. Why Local Monitoring Matters

National fact-checking initiatives cannot be everywhere at once. Community-based CSOs are
often the first to notice a rumour circulating on WhatsApp, a manipulated flyer being shared
in a market, or a misleading claim being repeated at a community meeting, well before it
reaches national media or online fact-checkers. Consistent local monitoring helps identify
false narratives early, understand which communities and platforms are most affected, and
provide credible national partners with the local detail they need to respond quickly and

accurately.

This matters especially outside the Greater Banjul Area. Population growth and campaign
activity are concentrated in the west of the country, and fact-checking capacity tends to follow
that concentration. CSOs working in the Lower River, Central River, Upper River and North
Bank Regions are often the only organized presence positioned to catch and log false
narratives circulating in those communities before they spread further, which makes their

monitoring data especially valuable to national partners trying to build a complete picture.
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It is worth being clear about what local monitoring is not. It is not about policing what people
say, censoring political opinions, or deciding who is right in a genuine policy disagreement. It
is specifically about tracking claims of fact, things that are either true or false, that could
mislead voters, suppress participation, or incite tension between communities. Keeping this
distinction clear helps your organization maintain trust and credibility with the communities
you work in, and avoids the perception that monitoring is a tool for silencing legitimate

political debate.

4. Setting Up Your Monitoring System
Before the campaign period intensifies, it helps to agree a few basics as a team, rather than

figuring them out under pressure once claims start circulating.

» Decide who is responsible for monitoring, whether that is a single focal point, a small
rotating team, or the whole staff contributing as they encounter things in the course of

their normal work.

» Agree where the incident log will live, for example a shared spreadsheet, a printed
notebook kept at the office, or a simple shared document, and make sure everyone

responsible for monitoring can access and update it.

+ Set a reporting rhythm. Weekly is often manageable for a small team; monthly may suit
organizations with lighter monitoring capacity. Whatever you choose, keep it consistent

so that your monitoring summary reports can be compared over time.

+ Identify your organization's escalation contacts in advance, using Section 15 of this
guide, so that when something urgent comes up, no one is searching for a phone number

under time pressure.

» Agree, as a team, on the tone and process for any public corrections your organization
issues, using the template in Section 11, so that individual staff are not making that

judgment alone in the moment.

Working with Volunteers and Community Correspondents

Many CSOs extend their reach through volunteers or informal community correspondents
who are not full-time staff but who spend time in markets, mosques, churches, youth clubs, or
other community spaces where rumours often start. These volunteers do not need technical

training to be useful. A short briefing on the difference between the four key terms in Section
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2, how to capture something without sharing it further, and who to contact when they notice

something concerning, is usually enough for them to contribute meaningfully. Treat their

reports the same way you would treat something your own staff noticed, logging it and

verifying it through the same process, rather than assuming a volunteer report needs less

scrutiny or more.

5. Recognizing Platform-Specific Patterns

Different platforms tend to carry different kinds of false content and knowing this helps your

team know where to look and what to expect.

WhatsApp: Content here often arrives as forwarded voice notes, images or text with no
visible source, since forwarding strips away the original context. Claims about polling
logistics, results, or safety rumours travel especially fast in WhatsApp groups because
group members trust whoever forwarded it to them, not the original, usually unknown,

source.

Facebook: Content here is more likely to be tied to a visible page or profile, which makes
source verification easier, but pages can still be newly created, impersonate real

institutions, or be part of a coordinated network posting similar content at the same time.

TikTok: Short videos spread extremely quickly among younger audiences and are more
likely to use emotionally charged music, captions or editing to provoke a reaction before
a viewer has time to think critically. Manipulated audio and early forms of Al-generated

content are more likely to first appear here than on other platforms.

In-person and community settings: Not all harmful narratives start online. Rumours
repeated at markets, mosques, churches, or community meetings can be just as
damaging, and are easy to miss if your monitoring focuses only on social media.
Encourage staff and volunteers to log what they hear in person using the same incident

log.

6. A Simple Monitoring Workflow

->)(<-
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r
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Spot: Notice a claim, image, video, or message that seems false, misleading,
exaggerated, or designed to provoke anger or fear. This can happen anywhere, in a

WhatsApp group, at a community meeting, or while scrolling social media in your own

time.
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. Capture: Save a screenshot or copy of the content, along with the date, platform, and,

where possible, a link or the name of the account or page that shared it. Do not share or
forward the content further while you are checking it, even to colleagues, unless it is

through a private, secure channel used specifically for verification work.

. Verify: Use the verification checklist in Section 8 to check whether the claim is accurate,

and to what extent. Work through the checklist even for claims that seem obviously true

or obviously false, since first impressions are not always reliable.

. Log: Record the incident in the incident log in Section 7, whether or not you have

finished verifying it. It is better to log an incomplete entry than to wait and risk forgetting

details. Update the entry once verification is complete.

. Escalate: If the claim appears to be deliberate disinformation, targets a specific

community with hate speech, or is spreading quickly, escalate it to your organization's
focal point or to a relevant fact-checking or electoral body, and record the escalation in

the log described in Section 10.

. Respond, if appropriate: If your organization decides a public correction is warranted,

use the template in Section 11 to draft it, and have a second person review it before it is

posted.

. Summarize: At the end of each reporting period, complete the monitoring summary in

Section 9 and share it with your coordinating partner.

7. Template One: Disinformation Incident Log

Use this log to record every claim you check, even if it turns out to be true. Over time, the

pattern of what you log, which platforms, which regions, which topics recur, is often as useful

as any single entry. The shaded row below is a worked example; add your own entries

beneath it.
Date Region/Location | Platform/Source | Claim Category Reach | Status
Logged Observed (est.)
12 Sep | Brikama, WCR WhatsApp Voice note Disinformation | ~800 | Escalated
2026 (forwarded voice | claims polling | (unverified) (est.
note) will be group
extended by reach)
two days due
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Date Region/Location | Platform/Source | Claim Reach | Status
Logged Observed (est.)
to technical
issues
18 Sep | Basse, URR Facebook Post blaming | Hate Speech ~1,200 | Under
2026 (community a specific shares | Verification
page) ethnic group
for local
unemployment
ahead of the
vote

Category options: Misinformation, Disinformation, Mal-information, Hate Speech, Verified

True, Unclear. Status options: New, Under Verification, Verified False, Verified True,

Escalated, Closed. If a claim later moves between categories, for example from

Misinformation to Disinformation once you learn it was reshared knowingly, update the entry

and add a short note explaining the change, rather than creating a duplicate entry.

8. Template Two: Source Verification Checklist

Work through this checklist for each claim before deciding how to categorize or respond to it.

Not every step will apply to every claim, but working through the list helps avoid jumping to

conclusions. The shaded row shows how a completed line might look.

Verification Step

Yes | No

Notes

Is the original source identified (name,
page, or account)?

No

Forwarded voice note, no
attributed name or
number

Does the source have a history of reliable,
verifiable posts?

Can the claim be cross-checked against at
least one independent, credible outlet?
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Verification Step Yes | No | Notes

If it includes an image or video, has a
reverse image or frame search been done?

If it includes a document, has the
formatting, letterhead, or signature been
checked for signs of alteration?

Has the account or page's creation date and
posting pattern been checked for signs of
inauthentic behaviour?

Is there an official statement or comment
available from the person or institution
named?

Has the claim already been checked by a
known fact-checking initiative?

A claim does not need to fail every step to be treated with caution. A single strong red flag,
such as an unidentifiable source combined with no independent corroboration, is often enough
to justify logging a claim as Disinformation or Unclear and holding off on sharing it further,

even if some other steps could not be completed.

9. Template Three: Monitoring Summary Report
Complete this summary at the end of each reporting period, whether that is weekly or

monthly, and share it with your coordinating partner or focal point. The shaded row shows the

first field completed as an example.

Item Details

Reporting period 1-30 September 2026 (monthly)

Total incidents logged

Breakdown by category
(misinformation /
disinformation / mal-
information / hate speech)

Breakdown by region

Top 3 trending false or
misleading narratives

Platforms most affected
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Item Details

Actions taken (public
correction, referral,
escalation, none)

Recommendations for the
next period

Prepared by

The most useful part of this report is often the 'top trending narratives' field. A single claim
logged once may not mean much, but the same claim, or a close variant of it, appearing
repeatedly across your log within one reporting period is a strong signal that it deserves a

coordinated response rather than a one-off correction.

10. Template Four: Escalation Log

Not every logged incident needs to be escalated, but for those that do, it helps to track what
was escalated, to whom, and what happened next. This keeps your organization accountable
for following up, and gives you a record to refer back to if a similar claim resurfaces later.

The shaded row shows a worked example.

Date Incident Escalated To Reason for Response Date
Escalated | Reference Escalation Received Closed
13 Sep Log Entry | IEC Claim falsely IEC issued 14 Sep
2026 #2026-09- | Communications | attributed to IEC, | public 2026
12-4 Desk risk of voter clarification on
confusion Facebook, 14
Sep

If you escalate an incident and do not receive a response within a reasonable time, for
example one week during a busy campaign period, follow up once. If there is still no
response, note that in the 'Response Received' field as 'No response received' rather than
leaving it blank, since this pattern itself may be useful information for your coordinating

partner to know about.
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11. Template Five: Public Correction Message Template

If your organization decides to issue a public correction, use this template to plan the message
before drafting the actual post. Filling in these fields first, and having a second person review
them, helps avoid two common mistakes: repeating the false claim more than the true one,

and posting a correction that is accurate but comes across as accusatory or dismissive.

Field Your Notes

What is being corrected

What is actually true (state this
first, clearly and calmly)

Source(s) supporting the correction

Platform(s) where the correction
will be shared

Tone check (calm, respectful, non-
accusatory)

Reviewed by (second person
before posting)

A useful pattern to follow when writing the actual post is to lead with the correct information
first, in one or two clear sentences, before briefly noting what claim is being addressed. For
example, rather than opening with 'A false claim is circulating that says polling has been
extended', open with 'Voting will take place as scheduled, with no extension announced by
the IEC. A voice note claiming otherwise is not accurate.' The accurate information should
always be the first thing a reader sees, since many people only read the first line before

scrolling on.

12. Tips for Safe and Ethical Monitoring
* Do not share, forward, or repost content you are still verifying. Screenshot it privately

instead.

* When you do correct false information publicly, focus on stating the accurate

information clearly rather than repeating the false claim in detail.

* Protect the identity of vulnerable sources, including anyone who reports a rumour to you

in confidence.
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Be especially careful, and seek a second opinion, before logging or escalating claims that

touch on sensitive issues such as ethnicity, religion, or gender-based violence.

Keep your incident log and any personal data collected during monitoring secure, and

only share it with people who need it for verification or escalation.

If you are ever uncertain whether something is safe to investigate further, stop and

consult your organization's focal point rather than pursuing it alone.

Take care of your own wellbeing. Monitoring hate speech and disinformation over an
extended period can be draining, and it is reasonable to rotate this responsibility among

team members rather than leaving it with one person for the entire campaign period.

These practices are not just good habits for their own sake. They protect your organization's

credibility, which is the single most valuable asset a CSO has when it comes to being trusted

as a source of accurate information during a contested election period. A CSO that is seen to

have shared something false, even by accident, will find it much harder to be believed the

next time it speaks up, which is exactly why the verification habits in this guide matter as

much as the monitoring itself.

13. Common Pitfalls to Avoid

->)(<-
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Treating an unverified claim as confirmed simply because it fits what you already
expected to be true. Work through the checklist even when a claim feels obviously

accurate.

Waiting until you are completely certain before logging anything. An incomplete but

timely log entry is more useful than a perfect entry logged too late to matter.

Correcting a claim publicly without a second person reviewing the message first, which

can lead to a correction that unintentionally amplifies the original false claim.

Logging incidents inconsistently across team members, for example using different
category labels for similar claims, which makes it harder to spot patterns later. Agree on

shared definitions as a team before the monitoring period begins.

Letting the incident log become a static record no one revisits. The log is only useful if

someone reviews it regularly to prepare the monitoring summary and spot emerging

patterns.
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14. Sustaining Your Monitoring Effort Over Time
Election periods are long, and monitoring fatigue is real, especially for small teams juggling
this alongside their regular programming. A few practices help keep the effort sustainable

rather than something that burns out after the first few busy weeks.

» Rotate the monitoring responsibility among two or three people rather than relying on
one person throughout the entire campaign period, so that no single staff member

becomes the bottleneck or burns out.

» Review your monitoring summaries as a team every reporting period, not just to compile

them, but to actually discuss what they show and whether your approach needs to adjust.

» Revisit your escalation contacts periodically, since staff and contact details at partner

institutions can change over the course of a long campaign period.

» Treat this guide as a living document. As new platforms, tactics or claim patterns
emerge, add your own notes and examples so that the guide stays useful to your specific

context rather than becoming outdated.

* Share what you learn with Gambia Participates and other EPSG partners regularly, not
only when something urgent comes up, since patterns that seem minor in one community
can be an early warning sign when compared against what other CSOs are logging

elsewhere.

15. Escalation Contacts
Depending on the nature of the claim, incidents can be escalated to the following, where

appropriate.

* Your organization's designated fact checker or civic education focal point.

* InfoChecked: Info@factcheckgm.org factcheckem(@gmail.com +220-358-3220 +220-
223-4798

+ Independent Electoral Commission: - admin(@iec.gm, (+220) 4373804

* National Human Right Commission: - info@gm-nhrc.org (+220) 446 1717

* Gambia Participates: info@gambiaparticipates.org +220 4460130
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16. Quick-Start Summary

If your team is short on time, these are the essentials to remember: spot the claim, capture it
privately without sharing it further, work through the verification checklist, log it regardless
of whether verification is complete, escalate anything that looks deliberate or fast-spreading,
and summarize your findings at the end of each reporting period. Everything else in this guide

exists to support that basic cycle, not to replace it.
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