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Foreword 
Global efforts on water security require a dramatic step change if we hope to close the gap between 

rich and poor, and to hand the opportunities of peace, prosperity and healthy ecosystems to our 

children.  We need to meet the challenges of spiraling demand and climate change, whilst 

dramatically increasing levels of water supply and sanitation provision, irrigation coverage, and 

hydro-power generation, whilst ensuring that water is shared fairly and used sustainably.  In 

response to these concurrent challenges, water governance institutions have been reformed and 

capacity built over the past three decades with millions of dollars spent to improve the management 

of water resources.   

Sadly, these efforts have not been adequate, and attempts to implement the idea of Integrated 

Water Resource Management (IWRM) have fallen short of delivering sustainable and equitable 

resource use. Pollution problems and conflict over water are increasing, degradation and depletion 

of the resource continue, and floods and droughts reek ever more havoc.  It is the poor and 

vulnerable who are impacted most by our failure to implement effective water resource 

management.   

Social accountability is part of a new-wave of interventions which seek to unlock stagnating IWRM 

processes, and dramatically strengthen the implementation of the good water policy and law which 

now exists in most countries. It empowers citizens to activate statutory duties, rights and 

responsibilities. Breaking with traditional supply-side interventions, communities are supported to 

mobilise policy and law, secure water tenure, stimulate regulatory action, gather data, advocate and 

hold duty-bearers to account, as demand-side efforts towards better water governance. Early results 

suggest real promise for improving the performance of water institutions, reducing water-risks 

relating to drought, floods, conflict and pollution. and ensuring that the needs of poor communities 

are prioritized.   

This process map and guidance handbook sets out the methodology, results and lessons generated 

by the first systematic application of social accountability for shared water security.  We delivered 

Phase 1 of the Fair Water Futures / Uhakika wa Maji Initiative with our partners TaWaSaNet, Shahidi 

wa Maji, Ministry of Water, ANEW and NEMC in Tanzania between 2013 and 2016. The work was 

funded by the UK government through a Global Poverty Action Fund innovation grant to generate 

and share learning.   

At its heart this work is about helping communities access, understand and use information so that 

they can hold duty bearers to account and demand improved services. It might sound simple, but 

the Uhakika programme has learnt a lot about ‘if?’, ‘why?’ and ‘how?’ this approach works on water 

security, and we are keen to share that knowledge with others.   We hope you find the handbook 

useful and we look forward to collaborating with you – for a fair water future! 

on behalf of the Uhakika wa Maji team 

 

Nick Hepworth, Director 

Water Witness International  
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I. Introduction, purpose and structure  

a. Who is the handbook for and what is its purpose? 
This handbook is designed to help communities, civil society organisations, NGOs, researchers and 

development partners to apply social accountability monitoring to improve water resource 

management.  The aim is to improve water sector performance, responsiveness and integrity to 

support sustainable growth and the reduction of poverty.  Social accountability for water security 

delivers this through: 

 Activating water resource management policy, law and institutions so that they work for the 

benefit of vulnerable communities in particular; 

 Targeting evidence-based advocacy for how performance and impact of water institutions 

can be improved. 

The handbook is a product of the Fair Water Futures Programme in East Africa, also known as 

Uhakika wa Maji in Swahili, managed by Water Witness International and partners, with financial 

support from the UK government’s Department for International Development.  

The contents set out how communities can be supported to better understand the law on water, 

their rights, and the legal duties of others relating to fair water allocation and tenure, pollution, 

water conflict, flood and drought prevention and impacts, Environmental Impact Assessment and 

development safeguards (see Figure 1).  It shows how laws, policies, rights and duties can be 

activated by communities to improve their water security, and how tracking the response provides 

important evidence about the performance of duty bearers.  Combining this evidence with analysis 

of sector budgets and resources can then be used to generate and target advocacy and 

recommendations for what needs to change.  

Based on successful results in generating pro-poor action and raising the profile of water 

management, it is likely that social accountability for water security will play an important role in 

delivering the Global Goals.  This handbook therefore equips civil society groups and others with 

state-of-the-art guidance based on real world application.  The contents can be used to help design 

and guide similar programmes, or as source of guidance on the issues and approaches.   

Figure 1. Types of water insecurity scenarios involving drought impacts, over-use, inequitable water access, 

conflict, pollution and environmental degradation that this handbook is designed to address and avoid. 
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b. What do we mean by social accountability, evidence-based advocacy, and 

water security? 
The Fair Water Futures approach aims to improve water security by using social accountability 

monitoring and evidence-based advocacy.  These terms are defined below and background papers 

on each concept are provided in Annex 1.   

 
By water security we draw on the definition by Grey and Sadoff (2005): 

‘the reliable availability of an acceptable quantity and quality of water for production, livelihoods, 
ecosystems and health, coupled with an acceptable level of risk to water-related hazards including 
droughts, floods, conflict and pollution’  

But we go further to emphasise that water security must be ‘for all’ and shared equitably, underpinned by 
water justice for poor and vulnerable communities.  
 
 
Social accountability is defined as: 

‘Social accountability is civic engagement, in which ordinary citizens and civil society organizations 
participate in exacting accountability through a proactive process of institutional performance 
monitoring and open deliberation in the public domain’ (Fox 2014) 
 

 
 
Evidence-based advocacy: 

Advocacy aims to influence decisions within political, economic, and social systems and institutions 
and can include many activities including media campaigns, public speaking, publishing research or 
briefings and lobbying decision makers. Evidence-based advocacy means using well-researched, 
relevant and reliable information to support and illustrate recommendations and messages in order 
to encourage a positive response.  
 

 

c. Why are these approaches needed? 
Water security should be delivered through the effective functioning of water resource management 

(WRM) institutions, often working at the basin level.  Their roles include to:  

- allocate and monitor water use by competing demands within which human health (e.g. 

domestic water use) and environmental needs (for fish and ecosystems) are usually prioritised 

above needs of commerce and industry;  

- control pollution and waste water discharges to protect water users and ecosystems;  

- plan and coordinate land and water resource development including through Social and 

Environmental Impact Assessments (SEIA), environmental certification and water use permitting;  

- conflict resolution; and planning for, and protection of communities against floods and droughts.    

Water resource use, and activity which can affect water should be controlled and coordinated by 

laws and regulatory institutions (including National Environment Management Authorities, Water 

Resource Authorities or Basin Water Boards and Local Government Authorities) so that negative 

impacts are avoided.  Proper functioning of these WRM institutions holds the key to a fair water 

future.   

Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) reforms of policy and legal frameworks have taken 

place across the world in an attempt to build stronger WRM institutions.  In many countries new 

basin or WRM authorities and national environment protection authorities have been created to 

deliver statutory duties around WRM, and these have been strengthened through capacity building, 

investment by development partners and technical assistance.   However, in many countries these 
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organisations are not as effective as they need to be.  Low levels of performance can be traced to 

limited political will and authority, low levels of financial investment in their work, and low levels of 

public awareness about their roles and responsibilities, and citizens’ rights in relation to WRM.  The 

poor performance of these institutions means that water use and development is chaotic and 

unsustainable.  Negative impacts include lost livelihoods and ill-health for the poor, lost investment 

and economic opportunity, degraded ecosystems and wildlife habitats, and increased vulnerability 

to climate variability. 

d. How does Fair Water Futures work and who benefits? 
Instead of trying to supply more capacity, Fair Water Futures (FWF) takes a fresh approach by 

helping communities demand improved performance from ‘duty bearers’ on WRM, and to raise the 

profile of WRM so that it receives the attention, political support and funding it needs.  By working 

with case study communities facing water resource challenges (lack of legal tenure, pollution, 

depletion, conflict, contested access, drought and flooding impacts) to activate the law, regulations 

and policy, FWF initiates constructive action.  For example, it results in new legal entitlements for 

water use, or permits; enforcement of pollution control law and development permissions; 

monitoring, investigations and new or re-energised plans for drought and flood defence and 

management, or formation of local groups to take action.    

The beauty of FWF is that even where government response to this ‘water security activation’ is 

weak or non-existent, this information can be used productively to improve the WRM system.  By 

carefully documenting the duty bearer response and reasons for a lack of action, the programme 

forms a social audit of government performance, generating evidence for where bottlenecks in 

delivery need to be addressed. 

As well as technical and political barriers to implementation, poor WRM performance is often 

caused by a lack of human and financial resources.  This is why the FWF approach also involves 

budget and resource analysis in the sub-sector.  Rigorous analysis of whether there are enough staff 

and finances to manage water resources, and whether these are being used in the best ways 

generates important evidence of where change is needed to secure a fair water future. 

Advocacy is about generating information and communicating it in ways which makes people change 

the way they do things for the better. FWF aims to get WRM higher on the public and political 

agenda by showing how important it is.  It also flags where change is required and generates 

recommendations for action by the public, policymakers and practitioners.  Developing 

communications and engaging with government and donors based on this information is a powerful 

way of driving positive change.  Figure 2. overleaf presents a conceptual model of the process of 

social activation of water security.  

FWF provides benefits for all water stakeholders. These are set out below: 

Who benefits from Fair Water Futures and how? 

Communities:  
 
Government: 
 
Civil society 
organisations:  
 
Business:  
 
Donors: 

legal entitlement to water and protection of natural capital and livelihoods 
 
revenue, outreach and policy implementation, flag good practice and bottlenecks, 
capacity via learning-by-doing 
 

capacity via learning by doing, leveraging impact and social equity and ecosystem 
protection outcomes 
 

Reduced shared risk on water – lower operational and reputational risk through effective 
implementation of WRM policy 
 

Accountability, reduced fiduciary risk & greater aid efficacy through public oversight 
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Although social accountability, social audit and budget analysis have been used in other sectors such 

as health, education and water supply and sanitation, they are relatively new in the field of WRM 

and climate resilience.  This is why monitoring, evaluation and learning is so important within the 

FWF approach: so that collectively we can track if and how social accountability work is leading to 

the greater water security we need, and to capture and share insights about how it can be improved 

and adapted to different contexts.   

This handbook is therefore a live document and we look forward to wider collaboration to 

continually improve the approach. 

Figure 2. The process of social activation of water security through rights holders holding duty bearers to 

account within Fair Water Futures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

e. How is the handbook organised? 
The document is structured to provide guidance across each of the 8 steps of the Fair Water Futures 

process (see Figure 3) with annexes providing relevant materials, pro-forma, guidance and examples 

of application.  Firstly, Section II introduces key aspects of the approach and recommended cross-

cutting principles. The process steps are set out in Section III but do not always need to be followed 

in a linear step-by-step fashion, and Section IV provides advice and guidance on programme 

administration and management.   
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Figure 3. Fair Water Futures process cycle 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

e. What has the Fair Water Futures approach achieved? 
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Table 1. Summary of achievements during Phase 1 of Fair Water Futures 

Training and analysis  
655 people engaged in participatory analysis, planning and training on water resource security within 
10 compelling case studies across Tanzania 
 

30 development and water professionals trained on Tanzania’s water resource policies, laws and 
regulations, with 72% reporting intent to apply this knowledge to their work with vulnerable 
communities 
 

18 people trained on advocacy for water security, with 100% reporting greater knowledge, and 87% 
reporting intent to apply it in their work. 
 

22 people trained on budget and resource analysis for the water sector, with 100% reporting greater 
knowledge and the capacity to apply it 
 

Clear diagnoses of challenges for WRM and implications now in the public domain 
 

Action and engagement 
37 community actions taken to leverage water rights and entitlements targeting improved water 
security for 224,601 vulnerable people at GBP £1.11 per person (provisional) 
 

84 community members agreed to be project change agents. 92% of whom report a greater 
understanding of legal rights, obligations and responsibilities relating to water security, and intention to 
act on this knowledge 

Impact 
Water security improving for beneficiaries through new legal entitlements, new enforcement action to 
remedy pollution, new conflict resolution efforts and work to establish Water User Associations, and 
plans to manage the impacts of flooding and drought.  
 

Influence 
Delivery of the 2014 and 2015 Water Sector Equity Reports which put water resource management 
centre stage, diagnosed delivery bottlenecks and leveraged political action 
 
United civil society platform for national advocacy on WRM with a recognised ‘seat’ at the table to 
influence for pro-poor WRM using grounded evidence, in the long-term term via sector TWG, JWSR, 
Climate Change Forum, Environmental Feeder Group of SAGCOT, IUCN board, and the National Water 
Board, Joint Supervision Missions of the Water Sector Development Programme 
 

Case study bulletins and policy and practice briefs widely distributed within targeted advocacy 
 

Targeted advocacy strategy including 4x TV films and 4 x Radio dramas aired nationally to raise 
awareness and generate positive contributions from public, communities, politicians and policy makers 
(impact and reach tbc) 
 

Team invited to input to design of DFIDs £70M Water Security Programme and input to WSDP Phase II  
 

Enforcement training and ‘designated environmental inspector training’ for Basin staff initiated 
Ministerial commitment to national review of permitting process and pollution enforcement 
Enforcement notice issued and Prime Minister visit to case study site/pollution case 
Environmental Flow Assessment initiated in Kilombero Valley (attribution not confirmed. 
 

Innovation 
Water Witness model established, work delivered by partners, system of real time evaluation and 
relationship with MoW and donors strengthened. 
 

First implementation of the Water Stewardship Standard anywhere in Africa (Ruvuma) to demonstrate 
value to private sector and government in mitigating water risk 
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Reach 
Autonomous replication of budget analysis in Kenya 
 

Funding secured for scaling in Zambia and Tanzania  
 
Resource handbook and outreach regionally and globally – methodology and insights shared with: 
International Water Management Institute, Stockholm International Water Week 2015, UK Water 
Forum, London Water Research Group, World Water Congress and strategic partners WaterAid, WWF.  
Morogoro event – Zimbabwe, Zambia, Uganda, Malawi, Kenya, Ghana, Sudan, Togo.  Demand 
expressed from Nepal, Bangladesh, Central and South America, Congo, South Africa, Nigeria, Ethiopia. 
150 organisations targeted in 30 countries. 

Selected stakeholder testimony 

You have brought new information about pollution and the law which will help us to protect the 

health of this community.  

Kigogo Ward Councillor, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania 

People are demanding their rights on water. This will bring change. 

Praxeda Paul, Wami Ruvu Basin Water Officer, Tanzania 

Uhakika has raised the political profile of water resource management in Tanzania  

Lukas Kwezi, Water Advisor, DFID 

Shining a light on performance, and how money and resources are used has not happened before. The 

work is a big step towards greater accountability. 

Secretariat, Donor Partner Group on Water 
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II. Programme approach and principles 
Several core principles are critical for the successful design and delivery of the FWF approach and 

each is briefly considered in turn. 

a. Ownership and sustainability  
 FWF should ideally be led and co-ordinated locally by a national NGO with international support 

only where necessary. This builds local capacity through learning-by-doing and strengthens the 

legitimacy of the advocacy, making the work more sustainable and cost effective. Partners are 

supported so that work can be replicated without external support in the future 

 Key stages of the work should be co-delivered by a local ‘core team’ of collaborators including 

government, civil society and academia. Again this builds legitimacy, improves rigor and 

sustainable impact. 

 A Project Advisory Committee (PAC) of senior stakeholders oversees and guides the work, and 

acts as local client, signing off and owning all the outputs. 

b. Pro-poor and equity focus  
 The Programme should target a 50:50 gender balance throughout all engagements, including in 

the core team, PAC and in community meetings, and for local water witnesses to proactively 

encourage gender responsiveness and equity.  Women often have great insight into water 

management problems and are often disproportionately affected by water insecurity.  

 The programme should endeavour to focus on the water security issues facing the poorest or 

most vulnerable people in a country, basin or locality, and should ensure equitable 

representation and balance in all engagements. 

 All formal partners should be supported to draft and implement a progressive equity policy. 

c. Systemic and transformative impact   
 The reason FWF exists is because historical interventions by NGOs on WRM tend to deal with 

symptoms of poor institutional performance rather than the root causes.  The programme 

implementers should always reflect on the underlying reasons for problems, and target activities 

and issues which will achieve widespread, long-term, systemic change for as many beneficiaries 

as possible. For example, the root cause of low capacity is likely to be a lack of priority given to 

funding the sector, or limited experience of implementation, and so short term training 

workshop may not be an effective response.  Systemic change is change which doesn’t just 

respond to the problems in a specific area, but which learns from these problems and generates 

system wide solutions to benefit those facing similar challenges in other areas and in future. 

d. Collaboration and partnership 
 Changing systems is a big job and ‘many hands make light work’.  There are many organisations 

and individuals out there who have experience and interest to improve WRM and reduce water 

risks.  FWF should be collegiate and inclusive. 

 Other programmes have valuable information which FWF can draw on to strengthen evidence. 

 Advocacy should be delivered through partnerships where possible to increase impact, pool 

resources and reduce risks. 

 Alignment and coordination will be important to avoid overlap and parallel working with other 

NGOs and CSOs. 

e. Constructive advocacy 
 Advocacy is innately political and should be undertaken constructively in order to minimise risks 

and maximise impact. 
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 By constructive, we mean that advocacy must be based on sound and verified evidence, it must 

advance public rather than private interests, should provide helpful suggestions and models for 

how problems can be solved, and should be messaged and delivered in ways which avoid 

unnecessary conflict and embarrassment. 

 Given the lack of resources facing WRM and the many problems faced on water, it would be 

easy for FWF to make WRM practitioners look foolish, corrupt or lazy.  Instead, the work is 

intended to demonstrate the importance of their work and lever the resources and support they 

need to do it effectively.  

 Careful timing and prior warning/checking of advocacy outputs is important for constructive 

advocacy. 

f. Rigorous documentation, objective analysis and transparency 
 The strength of FWF lies in its use of reliable evidence.  All information must be double checked 

and triangulated between sources to avoid misunderstanding or manipulation of the facts.   

 Teams must be trained and use suitable methods and equipment to gather data with methods 

and evidence fully documented.   

 All evidence and information must be transparently available and traceable to its source.  

Original sources and notebooks must be tidy and available for scrutiny.  A good rule of thumb is 

that evidence should be gathered in a way which would be acceptable in a court of law.  

 All work should be written up in an accessible way and shared with the people it effects.  

g. Value for money impact 
 Monitoring, evaluation and learning to improve positive impact is at the heart of the approach 

and this is another important reason for documentation and reflection after each engagement 

and event. 

 It is important to trace the work to the results it achieves, without claiming attribution falsely or 

missing outcomes.  

 FWF must deliver results in ways which represent good value for money.  The aim is to convert 

every GBP£1 invested into action to help one or more individuals. 

 To achieve this level of value-for-money, wastage and leakage are to be avoided at all costs.  For 

example, FWF will not pay sitting allowances and will account for all expenditure, always seeking 

the best deal.  

 Working with all communities facing water security threats would be very expensive. Instead 

FWF uses case studies to explore issues and events and to generate evidence which has value for 

much larger numbers of people.  

h. Ethics, risk and safety  
 Working in and around water is inherently dangerous.  FWF must be delivered in line with risk 

assessments for dangerous activities, and staff must be properly trained and equipped to 

undertake the work safely.   

 Accountability and advocacy work has inherent ethical and other risks involved.  FWF will be 

conducted to high ethical standards, for example people’s names and inputs will only be used 

with their permission, images used only with consent, and a risk register and mitigation 

responses will be maintained.  
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III. The Fair Water Futures Process Map and Guidance  
 

In Figure 4. below the 8 steps within the Fair Water Futures approach are set out along with their 

sub-components.  Each section of this chapter provides detailed information and guidance for the 

delivery of each step.   

Figure 4. Fair Water Futures process map 
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Project Advisory Committee 
(senior stakeholder from 

government, CSOs, donors, 
academia, business)

Project Manager

Finance and Administration Officer

Core Team Government Officers Core Team Civil Society

Community Water Witnesses

Community beneficiaries 

Project Director

Advocacy Expert

Outreach and communication 
expert

1. Project set up 

1.1. Basic structure, beneficiaries and responsibilities 
Although the investment required to activate water security through FWF is relatively small-scale, 

the work is demanding and complex, requiring a very clear understanding by those involved of their 

roles and responsibilities, and the benefits they are seeking to deliver.  

 

The programme relies on helping communities activate their own water security, through the 

enrolment and support of community ‘Water Witnesses’. Using this model, delivery at scale can be 

achieved by a small full time team with support from programme partners, Core Team and Project 

Advisory Committee.  The organisational structure adopted in Tanzania is set out in Figure 5 below, 

and Table 1 summarises the roles, and responsibilities of each stakeholder and group.  

 
Figure 5. Basic organisational structure for a Fair Water Futures approach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Job descriptions and Terms of Reference for each role are provided in Annex 2. 
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Table 1.  FWF roles and responsibilities  

Role Roles and responsibilities 

Project Advisory 
Committee 

a. Provide constructive advice and act as a sounding board to the Fair Water Futures team as the 
project progresses. 

b. Make recommendations for how the work can best deliver the objectives of socially equitable, 
economically and ecologically sustainable water resource use and basin management.  

c. Identify potential problems in advance, and support the team in the search for locally appropriate 
solutions. 

d. Quality assure the work and deliverables to ensure that they accurately represent the study findings, 
conditions in the basins, and concerns and contributions of stakeholders. 

e. Support the FWF team with stakeholder communication and outreach. 
f. Maintain good levels of communication about the project and promote appropriate uptake of its 

findings within their respective organisations. 

Project Director Overall accountability for operational and strategic delivery within budget and timeframe 

Project Manager 
(and/or Officer) 

a. Lead and manage the Fair Water Futures Project, core team and partners in accordance with grant 
agreement and assume operational responsibility for delivery of the project. 

b. Guide an appropriate technical approach to the project tasks to ensure that action research 
generates valid evidence and supports change. 

c. Ensure the project is managed efficiently and that financial and progress reporting and M&E 
systems are developed and implemented to ensure timely and effective reporting to sponsors. 

d. Coordinate and lead a large and diverse group of project stakeholders ensuring timely and 
appropriate communications, and constructive relationships based on trust and shared objectives. 

e. Act as the main point of contact for the Fair Water Futures Project to broadcast project successes 
and generate future support and funding.  

f. Assume responsibility for project assets (vehicle and hydrometric equipment) and budget spend. 

Advocacy and 
communications 
experts 

a. Advisory services to assist with planning advocacy and outreach components 
b. Training and technical services support for budget and resource analysis  
c. Advocacy design and planning workshop - turning the evidence into advocacy materials, and 

planning and technical assistance support for delivering advocacy  
d. Support and inputs to Outreach events and evaluation exercise. 

Core Team The Core Team Members will assist the Project Manager to deliver the project, in particular during the 
planning and delivery of field assignments.  These individuals will play a key role in the project ensuring: 
 
3 Outward and inward learning: experiences and lessons learnt by the project are shared and taken 

up within their respective organisation; relevant knowledge is available to the project based on 
their professional experience and information /perspectives/roles of their organisation.  

4 Efficient and joined up working: Project activities are aligned with other initiatives in the sector. 
5 Scaled up benefits: team members will be involved in training-the-trainers, collecting and sharing 

lessons learnt and evaluating outcomes of the work.  
 
At a practical level core team members will take part in: 
- Planning meetings 
- Desk and field based research and water security audits 
- Co-facilitating kick-off and follow up meetings with communities 
- Recording, write-up and presentation of findings 
- Acting as contact point within partner organisation, and liaison and reporting to senior officers and 

others in their organisation 

Community Water 
Witnesses 

Anyone can become a Water Witness but it is most likely that they will: 
 Make direct use of water resources, as a farmer, irrigator, gardener, fisherman/woman, pastoralist, 

community group or institution (schools, hospitals etc), or be involved in an industry or business 
which uses water. 

 Be a representative or leader of those water users, or work on their behalf (and NGO for example); 
 Be a member or representative of a community water user group, association or co-operative;  
 Have been or may be affected by water resource crises (floods, droughts, pollution, conflict) in his 

or her area; 
 Or has specific or specialist knowledge about water resource issues. 

A Water Witness is expected to perform the following roles; 
a. To understand WRM issues around his/her place or area of activity; 
b. To document water resource problems and report them to relevant authorities;  
c. To share knowledge and information about water resource law, rights and obligations, and 

encourage water users to abide by the law, or report issues; 
d. To track responses to reported problems and report these to the FWF team.  
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1.2. Partnership arrangements 
Effective partnership working is important to the success of FWF. However, this is not always easy 

because of the accountability and performance monitoring elements which the programme exacts 

on some partners - particularly those in government.  It is therefore vital that partnership 

relationships are entered into with full understanding about the nature of the work, and a mature, 

constructive and professional approach on all sides.    

Concerns about the programme operation should be flagged and discussed early on, and partners 

should be made fully aware of the nature of the work using examples.   Roles and responsibilities 

and lines/format/ and timing of communication should be agreed at the outset and maintained.  

Tips for effective partnership working are provided in Table 2 below. 

Table 2. Tips for effective partnership working  

 Partner input into design and inception phases 
 Confirmation of roles as early as possible  
 Clear understanding of Project 
 Appropriate expectations around project roles, inputs and outputs 
 Continuity of/within partners 
 Understanding and recognition of partners needs and priorities   
 Appropriate approaches and protocols  
 Development of a shared project risk register and response plan 
 Senior understanding and buy in and sign off on the MoU, and regular review 

 

Formal partners are likely to include local NGOs/CSOs responsible for delivery and government 

water resource / environmental managers both of whom may contribute Core Team and PAC 

members.  Each should be involved as early as possible in the design and delivery and should be met 

bilaterally to discuss the work ahead of wider stakeholder engagement to ensure ownership.  

Partnership arrangements, roles and responsibilities can be set out in a Memorandum of 

Understanding, partnership agreement or contract which should cover shared expectations, 

responsibilities and establish financial or in kind contributions.   Examples are provided in Annex 2 

1.3. Project Advisory Committee  
The multi-stakeholder Project Advisory Committee (PAC), plays a key role in providing guidance, 

oversight and legitimacy for FWF and comprises of water users and their representatives, senior 

members of relevant government authorities, NGOs, Civil Society Organisations and International 

Donors.  The PAC will serve as a local client and ensures ownership, impact and uptake of innovation 

outputs.  Group roles are set out in Table 1, and iindividual Advisory Committee members have the 

following responsibilities: 

 Understand the goals, objectives, and desired outcomes of the project. 

 Understand and represent the interests of project stakeholders. 

 Take a genuine interest in the project’s outcomes and overall success. 

 Act on opportunities to communicate positively about the project and outreach. 

 Actively participate in meetings through attendance, discussion, and review of minutes, papers 

and other Advisory Committee documents. 

 Support open discussion and debate, and encourage fellow members to voice insights. 

The formation and membership of the PAC should be agreed at a stakeholder inception meeting 

(See 3.3) and its composition and frequency of meetings should be context specific but must be 

equitable and effective.   The Project Director or Manager acts as the Committee Secretariat and 
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would usually call a meeting twice annually and maintain communications via quarterly updates.  

Ideally the PAC have responsibility for signing off and ownership of all project outputs. Annex 2 

provides an example PAC Terms of Reference, and invitation letter for PAC membership.  

1.4. Core Team formation and training 
The Core Team roles are set out in Table 1 and it should be emphasised that core team members 

play a key role in supporting community action via Water Witness, representation of their 

organisational views and inward reporting to their organisation; and tracking of institutional 

responses to community activation and advocacy.  

Given their important role it is important that core team staff be properly trained and equipped.  

This includes a thorough working understanding of:  

 The basics of WRM and national laws, policies and institutions 

 Planning and conducting field investigations 

 Community meetings and key informant interviews 

 Hydrological measurement and water quality analysis 

 Documenting evidence: field notes, photography and sound/video 

 Monitoring and evaluation 

 Follow up: FWF action planning and case study report writing 

 Health and safety and ethics 

A training package for Core Team members is available upon request from Water Witness 

International.  
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2. Institutional mapping  

2.1 Water resource policy, legal and organisational landscape map 
FWF at its core is about holding stakeholders to account against legal duties and policy 

commitments. It is about activating strategies, policies, laws, regulations, processes, and 

organisational duties to improve water security and to review implementation using evidence from 

the field. 

It is therefore vital that the team, and stakeholders have a very clear understanding of what these 

strategies, policies, laws, regulations, processes and duties are, and to have them all in one place as 

a reference document for the project.  

The FWF name for the reference document created to provide all this information is the 

‘Institutional landscape map for WRM’.  Putting this together based on desk review of policy and 

legal documents, and consultation with relevant authorities is a key step in the FWF process.  There 

should be enough detail to allow readers to know exactly what should happen to control pollution, 

resolve conflicts, allocate water, obtain use permits (and who requires one), issue permissions for 

water related development, manage floods and droughts, set up a water user association and make 

complaints about WRM. 

The landscape maps already prepared by FWF are too large to include as hardcopy here but are 

available as soft copy in Annex 3, online or on request, however they should contain the information 

set out in Table 3 and be supported with annexes, current application forms and contact details of 

the relevant authorities. 

Table 3. Suggested content for a FWF institutional landscape map 

THE STRATEGIC CONTEXT OF WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  

 Linkages between water security and national and sector strategies and plans  

 Development Vision 

 National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty  

 Agricultural growth and irrigation strategies 

 Climate Change Strategy  

 Water Sector Development Strategy and River/Lake basin plans  

 Donor initiatives related to WRM 
POLICIES AND AGREEMENTS RELATING TO WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

 National Water Policy 

 National Environment Policy 

 Other related sectoral policies 

 Multilateral Environmental Agreements 
LEGISLATION RELATING TO WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  

 Water Resources Management Act   

 Water Resource Management Regulations 

 Water User Association (WUA) Registration Regulations  

 Water Abstraction, Use and Discharge Regulations  

 Dam safety regulations  

 Groundwater Licensing Regulations  

 Environmental Management Act and various Land Acts  
ORGANISATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES FOR WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  

 Sectoral responsibilities for WRM 

 Responsibilities within the water sector  

 Roles and functions for WRM 

 Responsibilities of the Minister, Director of WRM and National Water Board 

 Responsibilities at catchment scale: Basin Water Offices, Catchment Committees and Water User 
Associations 
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 Roles and functions within water supply and sanitation (WSS) 

 Roles and functions within environmental management 

 Other actors relevant to WRM 
PROCESSES AND PROCEEDURES REALTING TO WRM  

 Procedures on establishing water user entities  

 Establishing water user associations  

 Establishing Community Owned Water Supply Organizations (COWSOs)  

 Procedure for Environmental Impact Assessment and certification  

 Procedure for water quality and pollution control  

 Procedure for issuing and monitoring Water Use Permits  

 Procedures for disaster management (Floods and Drought)  

 Procedures for reporting and resolving water conflict  
CONTACT DETAILS OF KEY ORGANISATIONS  
 
Annex 1. Water Quality Standards 
Annex 2.               Charging regime for water use   

 

2.2. Mapping stakeholders  
FWF is all about building partnerships and influencing stakeholders and so it is useful at the start of 

the project to identify and map stakeholders for WRM.  This can be done as a subset of the 

Institutions map. In particular, it should spell out who is responsible for implementation of law and 

policy around WRM.  Advice and guidance on stakeholder mapping can be found at 

http://ceowatermandate.org/integrity/supporting-tools/tool3/ and in Annex 3 (softcopy). 

The stakeholder map should include names, roles, relationship to project and key contact persons 

within organisations including: 

 Water resource regulatory bodies and basin organisations 

 Ministry of Water 

 Water service providers 

 Industry groups and networks 

 Environmental regulators 

 Ministry of Finance / treasury 

 INGOs working on water, citizen rights and environment 

 CSOs and umbrella groups/networks on water and policy advocacy 

 Key donors and development partners on water 

 Discussion groups and working groups on aid efficacy, rights, water and policy advocacy 

 Media groups and channels, interested journalists 

 Academics and research centres. 

2.3. Synthesis and simplification of WRM law, regulations and processes  
The FWF found it useful to have summaries of WRM law and in particular the roles and duties of 

citizens and authorities, key processes and contact details.  This material serves the following 

purposes: 

 Raising public awareness and to advocate publicly for adherence with WRM law and policy 

and can be distributed widely.  

 Guidance material within case study communities 

 An early signal of co-operation and support for WRM authorities and tangible output of co-

operation. 

http://ceowatermandate.org/integrity/supporting-tools/tool3/
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The format for publication and distribution of simplified law on WRM includes factsheets, booklets, 

posters, t-shirts and hats.  T-shirts, posters and factsheets have been used in FWF and booklets on 

popularised version of the WRM Act produced by others have been distributed.  Note that local 

languages should be used and relevant authorities consulted to ensure accuracy of information.  

Figure 5 illustrates the posters developed for communication on simplified WRM law in Zambia and 

Tanzania. Digital versions of these posters are also available in Annex 3 as pdfs. 

 

  

 

 

Figure 5. FWF posters to communicate widely on WRM law and duties of citizens, water users and 

government authorities 
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3. Water security scan 
The FWF water security scan is an initial review of water resource management performance, 

challenges and hotspots carried out at the beginning of the work with the following objectives: 

- It identifies current levels of knowledge about water security and WRM performance based on 

existing literature which can be drawn on to support advocacy, communications and targeting of 

the work.  

- It helps identify and provides background information on the case study sites and communities  

- Establishes baseline data for monitoring and evaluation. 

The water security scan should stand as an independent document and is made up of the following 

methodological steps. An example water security scan report is provided in Annex 4 (softcopy). 

3.1. Case study identification protocol 
Case studies work with communities forms the core of the FWF approach and appropriate case 

study selection will play an important role in the impact of the work.   The factors set out in Table 4 

should be considered when establishing a case study strategy. Note that case study protocols do not 

seek a statistically representative sample, but to explore and generate knowledge about 

contemporary events and issues. 

Table 4. Elements to consider within a FWF case study protocol 
A. Severity and scale of 

impacts  

Case studies may focus on hotspots of water insecurity where there are is 
likely to be maximum benefit in drawing attention and seeking action.  This 
may be measured by scale of impact in terms of numbers of potential 
beneficiaries, or on the severity of those impacts (on health, livelihoods, 
economy, ecosystems etc) 

B. Vulnerability of 
communities 

Focus on where communities are most at risk to water insecurity, for 
example in locations or regions with greatest levels of poverty, inequity, 
water stress, or home to marginalised or systematically excluded 
communities. 

C. Spread and range of 
issues and geographies 

It will be important to identify a variety of water security issues so that the 
full range of water risks can be examined and reflected on. For example, it 
will be beneficial to include issues of quality as well as quantity, issues of 
water tenure, drought and flood impacts. A mixture of geographies will also 
provide legitimacy with a balance of rural and urban issues and regional 
representation.  

D. Avoiding overlap and 
promoting 

complementary 
working 

It may be prudent to avoid geographies where other NGOs are already 
working with communities on water security issues to avoid confusion and 
community fatigue.  Ideally partners NGOs can feed evidence or implement 
the methodology within areas that they are already engaged. Government 
or partner operations and priorities may also have an influence. 

E. Logistics and cost Cost and logistical constraints are likely to play a role. For example, fuel and 
transport costs may restrict the geographical spread of cases. 

F. Community demand 
and interest 

Importantly there should be community demand to work with the project 
once they have been engaged.   

 

In reality a combination of these factors will influence the final mix of case study sites, though the 

protocol should be used as the basis of screening case studies once potential issues and sites have 

been identified.  

3.2. Literature review 
It is likely that considerable information already exists on the primary water resource management 

challenges and hotspots at national or basin scale.  This information should be collated and reviewed 
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through a literature review which examines academic papers, media articles, government and donor 

literature and basin plans.  

3.3. Stakeholder inception meeting and analysis  
The stakeholder inception meeting is a key event for the FWF approach and provides an opportunity 

for stakeholders to understand and input to the work.  Importantly it is also an opportunity for the 

team to get inputs to and verify stakeholder and institutional mapping, establish the Project 

Advisory Committee and to start to identify case studies as part of the water security scan.  

A simple participatory mapping exercise can be used with stakeholders to map and classify water 

security hotspots and develop consensus on case study selection  

It is important that the stakeholder inception meeting be evaluated and that knowledge generated, 

actions agreed and results of the evaluation are included in a report circulated to all attendees after 

the event.  

3.4 Water security questionnaires  
An optional step to assist in case study identification and collaboration and ownership by sector 

partners is to circulate a water security questionnaire to stakeholders in governments and civil 

society.   Responses can help identify case study issues and sites and potential partners in following 

up.   Annex 4.  provides an example FWF water security questionnaire.  

3.5. Scoping visits 
Scoping visits to areas identified as holding potential case studies are an essential step during the 

water security scan and towards ensuring that suitable case studies are selected, that they are 

effective and have impact.  The objectives of FWF scoping visits, methods to be adopted and key 

considerations are set out in Figure 6 below. 

Figure 6. Objectives, methods and considerations for FWF scoping visits 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Inform 
stakeholders 
about the work 
and get their 
input.

2. Identify case 
studies and verify 
the issues and 
problems faced

3. Recruit 
community water 
witnesses and 
initiate action 
plans wehere 
suitable

4. Train core team 
members on 
methodologies 
and approach

5. Collect and 
verify baseline 
M&E data

Objectives 1. Key informant 
interviews and 
'snow-ball' 
sampling (i.e with 
District staff, local 
NGOs, co-ops)

2. Community and 
focus group 
meetings

3. Community 
mapping and 
timelines, problem 
ranking etc

4. Transect walks, 
field inspections 
and 
measurements

5. Community 
evaluations

Methods 1. Ensure the 
team has 
permission letters 
from official 
sources if required

2. Ensure staff are 
briefed and 
equipped for 
health and safety 

3. Try and acheive 
as much as 
possible - field 
work is expensive

4. Clearly 
document the trip 
in a scoping report 
and with 
photographs

5. Seek added 
value e.g. disburse 
information about 
WRM, connect 
people

Key 
issues
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3.6. Monitoring and Evaluation baselines and protocols 
During the water security scan, the baseline data needed for monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

should be obtained and verified.  Learning is at the core of the FWF approach and therefore rigorous 

M&E is vital in order to: 

- Learn about if and how social accountability monitoring and advocacy have an impact, and how 

it can be delivered more effectively. 

- Demonstrate impact and the value of investing in social accountability monitoring for water 

security.   

Setting baselines at the outset is important so that progress can be tracked.   Full details and 

guidance on M&E for FWF are provided in Section 7.   
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4. Case study activation and tracking  
Case study activation of water resource management policy and law is an example of action 

research, and at the centre of the FWF approach.  The purpose of case study activation is to identify, 

verify and document water security challenges facing a community, and to agree a set of 

constructive actions with that community, and to monitor, track and document the responses which 

this generates.  The outcomes of this case study ‘action research’ are twofold. 

i. Improved water security status of the beneficiary communities through, for example, 

obtaining new legal recognition of use rights, enforcement of pollution control law or 

environmental permissions, resolution of conflict or investment and action to build 

institutions or implement drought and flood management plans. 

ii. Strong evidence about how WRM institutions are performing in response to community 

activation as source material for the advocacy stage. This can include positive and negative 

examples of action by authorities and others to address the water insecurity identified, and 

insights as to the reasons for this performance, and how it can be improved.  

 

What do we mean by action research, and what is a case study?  
 
Action research involves actively participating in a change situation whilst simultaneously 
conducting research. Action research is often undertaken with the aim of improving strategies, 
practices and knowledge.    It is an interactive inquiry process that balances problem solving 
actions implemented in a collaborative context with data-driven collaborative analysis or research 
to understand underlying causes, enabling future predictions about personal and organizational 
change (Reason & Bradbury, 2002) 
 
A case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary issue within its real-life 
context and is a useful approach to illustrating and understanding multiple variables which affect 
an outcome.  Case studies rely on multiple sources of evidence with data converging and being 
triangulated to strengthen confidence.  Case studies comprise units of analysis (e.g. a community) 
and a common set of study questions and are an ideal approach to understand how and why 
questions relating to social and environmental policy (Yin 2004). 
 

 

4.1. Planning case studies  
It is recommended that the following steps be delivered to prepare and plan for the field visit and 

case activation: 

❶ Case study concept note: As a first step it is useful to set out and agree a Case Study concept 

note with the FWF Core Team so that everybody involved in researching the case study has a clear 

understanding of the purpose, topic, location and boundaries of the case study and the logic for its 

inclusion.  An example case study concept note is provided as Annex 6. 

❷Case study background research: Once the case has been identified and concept agreed, the 

team should generate as much information as possible about the site and issues before heading to 

the field.  This will save time and strengthen the focus of the work by helping to refine questions.  

For example, data may be available from previous studies, from census reports, or by speaking with 

experts and individuals who know the site.  Data may include survey or sampling results, 

hydrological data, names of key informants and likely witnesses, logistical data on access, health 
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data on communities or information on previous regulatory actions.  As well as helping shape the 

field work, this information should be used to brief the team ahead of the visit.  

❸Field work plan:  The appointed lead of the case study field work is responsible to develop an 

effective plan for its delivery, to brief the team on that plan, assign roles and make sure that 

equipment and materials are available and in good condition.  More details are provided in the next 

section, but in summary, the field work plan should include: 

 Objectives and guiding questions 

 All background information about the case study site  

 Methods to be used and locations to be visited  

 Roles of team members  

 Equipment to be used and how 

 Resources/finances needed  

 Means of documentation 

 Logistics (start and finish times, transport, accommodation) 

 Ethics, health and safety and key behaviours 

 Contingency planning for unforeseen eventualities 

It is vital that all team members fully understand their roles and are equipped to deliver on them.  

❹Community and stakeholder notification:  Case study communities should be briefed well in 

advance of the visit and the plan shared with them.  In particular, it should be agreed who will be 

met, when and where and for what purposes.  The team should be careful not to raise expectations 

and explain what the work will involve and if / how attendees will be compensated for travel, or 

supported with lunch/refreshments. It is not recommended that participants be provided with 

sitting allowances as this may skew incentives for being involved. Costs of transport and 

refreshments may be provided, but if the community is genuinely impacted by a water problem, 

they should be ready to give time to try and resolve the issue.  Consideration should be given to: 

 when and where the meeting will take place to ensure good attendance; 

 the language that the meeting will take place in 

 that those attending actually represent those affected, and that the community is 

represented on an inclusive and equitable basis. (i.e. gender balance).  

 Any notification or permissions from authorities should be obtained well in advance.  

  



28 

 

4.2. Undertaking field investigations  
The aim of the field investigation is to document and verify the facts of the case study and impacts of 

water insecurity on the case study community as objectively and rigorously as possible.  The stronger 

the evidence, the better the case study. 

Thorough field investigations must be carried out by the team in order to: establish exactly what is 

going on and verify extent of impacts; understand how issues can be addressed and what action 

should be taken and to set baselines on the situation for Monitoring and Evaluation and tracking 

purposes. 

Delivering an effective investigation requires careful planning, professional execution and rigorous 

follow up.  As a rule, evidence should be collected and an investigation conducted with the same 

rigour as a police investigation. This is because the evidence generated has potential to be used in a 

court case.  

A set of guiding questions should be used to structure the investigation and an example set of 

questions are set out below (and the field guide pro-forma in Annex 6): 

Box 2. Guiding questions for field work at FWF case studies  
 

1. What water resource challenges are faced and what are the causes of these? (quantity, 

quality/pollution, droughts, floods, conflict, institutional performance, lack of legal 

entitlement etc) Use diagrams and maps where necessary to illustrate and provide as 

much evidence/testimony as possible 

2. What are the impacts of these water resource problems?  (Numbers of people affected, 

nature of impact [health, livelihoods, economy, environment], when and where. Sources 

of evidence and contacts.  

3. What has been the response of the water users/stakeholder/community? Use timeline if 

necessary 

4. Which laws, regulations and policies are relevant and who is responsible for 

implementation?  Explain if necessary drawing on WRM institutions map 

5. What should be done next to improve the situation? Complete Water Witness Action 

Plan if appropriate  

 

Hints and tips – a checklist for effective field investigations: 

I. Prepare well and brief the team 

Ensure that: 

 A field team leader is appointed to lead communication, explain the nature of the work, 

coordinate the rest of the team and take overall responsibility for effective conduct and 

follow up. 

 Everyone knows the purpose of the work and is familiar with the guiding questions and 

methods 

 That the site representatives have advance warning and any permissions are obtained. 

 All relevant equipment, supporting documents and blank forms are prepared and available. 

For example, check that cameras are charged well in advance. 
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 Health and Safety provisions are in place including risk assessment, water, sun shades/hats, 

first aid kit, personnel protective equipment and appointed first-aider.  

 To make efficient use of the core team, sub-teams can be established where the group splits 

up to undertake different tasks, for example, one group conducting community meetings 

and interviews, another to walk along the river and take samples/photos and speak to users 

etc. 

 Each sub-team and team member should be assigned a clear role in delivery and should 

have correct equipment and training for that role (i.e. note taker, sample collection, 

photographer, translator).  

 Roles should be clearly understood and adhered to unless it becomes obvious that 

adaptation is needed once the work begins.  

 Teams and individuals must have phones and communicate immediately if there is a change 

of plan. 

 

II. Collect evidence to tell a clear story  

Your investigation must be as thorough as possible, covering the nature of the problem from 

beginning to end.  For example, it should cover the geography and all the sites and people involved: 

Impact.  What impact is the problem having and how?  What evidence is there to gauge and prove 

the nature of the impact? Are there examples of positive impacts of good WRM? 

Receptors. Who or what does the problem impact upon? What is the scale, scope, longevity and 

severity of the impact on them? Is there a particular impact on women and girls, or 

vulnerable/excluded groups? 

Source and cause.  Where does the problem come from and what is the cause? 

Pathway. How does the impact occur and reach the receptors, is there evidence of the pathway? 

Can it be proven? 

Previous history. What is the history of the problem and have steps been taken to solve it in the 

past, with what result? Is evidence available about the historical setting. 

Corroboration/who is involved? Which stakeholders are affected or have a role to play in the issue 

and what is their view?  

Damage limitation and resolution.  Are there steps which can be taken immediately to limit the 

impact (particularly if human health is at risk). What should be done to resolve the problem – check 

this for viability on site. 

Next steps and follow up.  What should happen next, who needs to know and is any additional 

information required. 

Check and double check for alternative explanations.  Rule out by checking any competing theories 

about how the situation could have come about. Could there be alternative explanations or 

interpretations of events? 

III. Triangulate and verify data  

Investigations should not be based on assumptions or hearsay, and where possible all key facts 

should be checked and verified through triangulation, i.e. be cross checking between two or ideally 

more sources.  For example, physical observations and measurements should be compared to 
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insights generated by interview and community meetings, and/or any previous observations or 

written material.  

Sources of triangulation must be noted in field notes and reports for particularly important data.  For 

example: If people are using a polluted source of water, samples should be taken on several 

occasions, visual inspection made of the water and pollution sources, of water use; this can be 

backed up with observation, meetings and 1-to-1 discussions with users and health professionals 

etc.  

Multiple perspectives of a problem from unconnected sources are always useful and differing 

testimonies warrant further investigation. 

IV. Obtain relevant documentation there and then  

Document analysis is useful in verifying and augmenting evidence from other sources. A wide range 

of documents are consulted during case study research. They include monitoring data; plans; legal 

permissions and documents; permits; licences; agreements; memoranda; letters and 

correspondence; administrative records; meeting minutes; reports; studies; newspaper clippings and 

websites.  Existence of and access to such documents varies from site to site but often provides a 

rich source of evidence.  Where possible, documentation is discussed with key informants to put it in 

context and a copy of key documents obtained, or photographs taken.   

Case study activation also needs evidence of documentation and so teams will need to collect and 

record copies of all relevant material.  This will include: 

- Copies of all letters and correspondence around an issue 

- Copies of legal permissions (water use permits, discharge licences) and applications for 

these 

- Receipts and evidence of payments and sending/ receipt of correspondence 

- Sampling and survey results 

- Maps 

- Reports and studies 

Where possible these should be photocopied, although a clear photograph may suffice.  Make sure 

that the writing in the photo can be read.  

V. Create a secure chain of evidence.   

The chain of evidence shows: who obtained the evidence; where and when the evidence was 

obtained; who secured the evidence; who had control or possession of the evidence (i.e. samples). 

To support the investigation, evidence must be cited and shown to demonstrate what is happening 

and evidence should be strong, properly collected and ‘tamperproof’.  To support this rigour, you 

should always sign and date notes, get signed testimony where possible, and record how evidence 

was handled.  Note books should be stored securely and kept for at least 6 years after the field work. 

Equipment should be calibrated and date stamped.   

VI. Field notes, notebooks and writing up  

Field notes should be made clearly and contemporaneously (at the time or very soon after) in 

dedicated field notebooks used only for the purpose of the project.   Field notebooks should be 

issued to all core team members with the following best practice rules for their use: 

 Branded pocket field notebook 
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 Notebooks are for recording observations, making sketches, taking evidence in terms of visual 

and oral information; 

 Dates of issue/started recorded. 

 Notebooks are accountable documents and should have only one user, clearly identified; 

 Only use for FWF inspections/field work. 

 Once the notebook is full start new one and keep custody of the old one for reference. 

 Protect your notebook from damage such as rains, excessive heat, fire etc. 

 Keep the notebook clean when not in use keep it safe and secure. 

 Notes should always be originals. 

 Write in clear and legible handwriting. 

 Always record time and place for every entry. 

 Use permanent pen (no pencils) for recording in the notebook; 

 Once one completes recording for the day, append your signature. 

 No gaps to be left while recording in the notebook and no blank pages – use both sides. 

It is important that anyone being quoted directly or presented in a case study is informed of this 

possibility and that consent to use their words and image/s is received.  Also make sure you have full 

details of names, position, location to go with quotes, case studies, and images. 

Recording stakeholder testimony  
Advocacy is at its most powerful when it is spoken by the people affected.   Our task is to collect 
evidence of WRM problems, government performance and the value of our work in the words of 
beneficiaries.  It is important and valuable to communicate messages in the words of those 
affected by an issue. 
 
To collect and report this testimony accurately we must follow the following steps: 

1. Ask clear open ended questions (rather than yes or no questions) and record exactly what 

the respondent says in their own words. 

2. Write notes to record what the respondent says at the same time as they say it or 

immediately afterwards. 

3. If the respondent has an important point to make but has not said it clearly, ask them to 

repeat it in a way we can use in the reports. 

4. Get confirmation from the person that you have spoken to that we can use their words in 

our reports. Ask them whether they would like to remain anonymous or not and record 

their answer. 

5. Record the details of who has provided the testimony: their name, age, location, job, and 

issue at hand, and the date and time of the interview/discussion. 

6. Take a photograph of the person if possible and ask if it can be used. Make sure that 

individuals can be identified in the photos. 

7. Write up the notes as quickly as possible and provide them to the team leader. 

 

Field reports should be written as soon as possible after the investigation (the same evening if 

possible) so that findings are fresh in the mind and relevant. Reports should be circulated to the 

team and relevant parties for verification and action immediately.  It is important, especially at 

village level, that a story is accompanied by a good photographs of the individual and/or the subject 

or intervention being referred to (see section 4.2.3).    
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4.2.1. Field methods - Community meetings, informant interviews and participatory analysis  
People are an important source of information and analysis, and community engagement is at the 

heart of FWF.  Local stakeholders have an intimate understanding of issues and potential solutions, 

although sometimes situations may be misunderstood.  Exchanging information with communities 

and stakeholders and planning next steps takes place through participatory community meetings, 

informant interviews, meetings, field discussions and focus group meetings.  Throughout all these 

approaches balance in representation, good preparation, facilitation and follow up is vital.    

a. Participatory exercises and analysis  

It is often useful to conduct participatory exercises on site or within focus groups to facilitate group 

consensus and balanced representation in response to questions asked.  The most useful techniques 

and their purpose/application include: 

Participatory techniques and use with communities in FWF 

 

Community mapping 
exercises 
 
 
Community timelines 
 
 
Stakeholder mapping 
and power analysis   
 
Problem tree and issue 
ranking 
 

- to visually locate and prioritise water security challenges, for 
example to get consensus within a community on the most severe 
water problems  
 

- to establish timing and attribution of water problems and follow up 
actions.   

 
- To establish who has responsibility or interest in an issue and their 

relative influence  
 

- To analysis root causes of water security challenges and relative 
importance of solutions/problems.  

Detailed descriptions of these methodologies can be found in Annex 7 

b. Key informant interviews and focus group discussions 

Semi-structured interviews are an important method. Best practice includes (see Bryman 2004): 

o Explaining the nature of the work to the interviewee and asking if they have any 

questions or concerns. 

o Using a series of guiding questions to initiate conversation, though letting the 

conversation flow freely as long as the issues are covered. 

o Ask informants to clarify responses on key issues 

o Taking notes at the same time as the interview is conducted in the pocket book.  

Interviews must be recorded verbatim with the exact words written (not a summary by 

the interviewer or note taker). 

o Ask the interviewee if their testimony can be used for the research and if they can be 

quoted 

o Confirm whether the interviewee wishes to be anonymous if their name can be used.  

o Always record the date, time, location and identity and contact details of the informant 

o A verbatim record of the interview should be typed up and provided to the Project 

Manager. 

A pro-forma of key informant interviews and guiding questions is provided in Annex 6.  



33 

 

c. Focus group meetings 

It is sometimes more efficient and straightforward to get consensus responses to questions and to 

discuss findings, and actions by posing them to a group of respondents rather than to individuals.  

Again best practices documented above should be followed and a record made of the group make 

up; and whether there is consensus on the responses. 
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4.2.2. Field methods - Hydrometric measurements and water quality analysis  
It is stressed that the FWF approach is not geared to establishing long term measuring and 

monitoring programmes of water levels, flow and quality. We believe that this important monitoring 

work is the role of government authorities, or mandated providers and that they should be well 

resourced through fees or subsidy to deliver hydrometric monitoring and analysis.  However as part 

of the FWF approach it often useful to carry out spot monitoring to triangulate and support the 

evidence.  Note that care should be taken to ensure data generated are used representatively and 

responsibly, and that all setps are taken to ensure accuracy.  For example, water quality samples 

should be collected and samples in line with best practice and instructions, and resulting data 

reported as indicative conditions at the time and location of sampling.  In this section simple 

guidance and references are provided.  

a. Measuring water flow 

It is often useful to verify or check the discharge of a channel or stream, for example to see if the 

legal flow regime is complied with or to estimate the flow of water available.  Key locations for 

hydrometric survey are the watercourse upstream and downstream of case study sites; and off-take 

and return flow channels.  These ‘spot gaugings’ should be conducted as follows: 

i. Always put health and safety first.  If access is difficult or dangerous do not attempt the 

measurement 

ii. Standard techniques are preferable using a calibrated flow meter at properly surveyed 

points.   

iii. This can be supplemented in places by using the float technique for flow estimation (see 

Gunston, 1998, and Annex 8).   Some irrigation schemes have installed measurement 

channels for this purpose.  A good location is a straight channel of uniform depth and width 

with no obstructions, with a length of about ten metres.  This can be paced out with one 

stride equating to about one metre.  Measure the channel width and depth and use a 

stopwatch to measure the time in seconds it takes for a float to travel exactly ten metres. An 

orange makes a decent float.  Repeat the measurement at least 3 times and use the 

following equation to estimate the discharge.    

Q = A x V x Correction Factor 

Where Q= flow rate (m3/s)  

A = average cros-sectional area (m2) 

V = surface velocity (m/s)  

Site Velocity correction factor Accuracy 

Square channel smooth side 
ans bed 

0.85 Good 

Deep slow moving stam 0.75 Reasonable 

Shalowstream smooth bed 0.65 Poor 

Fast turbulent stream 0.45 V.poor 

 

iv. Always record results as an estimate and indicate the method used, taking a photo to show 

site conditions.   
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b. Water quality sampling and analysis 

Using specialist trained personnel and accredited laboratories within a long term monitoring 

programme is preferred but can be expensive.  Spot sampling and on-site analysis can provide 

important data on a limited range of relevant water quality characteristics at low cost if a portable 

water quality analysis kit is available.  The equipment is capable of measuring microbiological quality 

(total and faecal coliforms); physical parameters (temperature, pH, conductivity, colour, turbidity); 

chemical parameters (Nitrate, nitrite, ammonia, metals - Zn, Cu, Cd, Cr, Fl).  A calibrated dissolved 

oxygen level probe is also useful along with sediment tubes.  Sampling procedure, sample care, 

calibration and analysis should be carried out using standard methods and according to 

manufacturer’s instructions.  Guidance on water quality surveillance is provided in Annex 8. 

Field observations and logical inference are used to identify the likelihood of water quality issues at 

each site and the likely parameters of interest and this allows best use of the limited resources 

available to the investigation.  Standard texts, such as WHO’s ‘Guidelines for Drinking Water Quality’ 

(2004) and ‘Water Quality Surveillance - a practical guide’ (Howard 2002) and a range of other 

reference or relevant technical texts are drawn on to help interpret data relating to water use 

implications and outcomes for sustainable WRM.   

Some basic sampling and analysis protocols include: 

Health and safety are paramount – if it’s not safe don’t attempt the sample/measurement. 

 Take a sample in a clean container in the main flow without disturbing the sediment. Stand 

downstream. 

 Label the sample with the time, date, location and initials of the sampler in indelible ink. 

 Analyse the sample as soon after the sample is taken using standard methods/kit 

instructions. 

 Be sure to use aseptic techniques and where gloves, sterilise hands after sampling. 

 Note the time and location and any observations about the colour and condition of the 

sample and source in the pocket book along with results. 

 If analysing the sample off site at a lab, keep the sample cool and make sure it gets to the 

laboratory before it starts to degrade. 
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4.2.3. Field methods – observations, photographs and sound/video 
Field observations, carried out during transect walks or site inspections contribute rich data at low 

cost.   Supported by photography, note book records, sketches and GPS references estimates and 

observations can be used to corroborate other evidence and add new information about each case.  

Field observations focus on environmental conditions, relative layout and water use practices along 

water bodies, abstraction and discharge points, infrastructure and behaviour of site operators and 

downstream users.   

It is not always necessary to use hydrometric monitoring or water quality testing kit to interpret 

what is going on as there are many telling signs of physical evidence.  For example, lack of or 

reduced flow in a watercourse, gross water contamination or foul water flooding can be easily 

identifiable without specialist equipment, or by using simple field tests such as odour or visual 

checks for indicators of pollution.   Making contemporaneous notes, sketches and taking 

photographs of features and occurrences provided a useful chain of evidence to support inferences 

at case study sites. 

Transect walks were a particularly useful technique where a water course, stream or river was 

traversed on foot to observe upstream, middle and downstream conditions and to identify, meet 

and discuss issues with key stakeholders.  Field observations where appropriate were supplemented 

by more technical measurements of water flow and water quality characteristics.  

The importance of good photography and video 

The project needs concise and persuasive evidence for advocacy, and the old saying holds true – “a 

picture tells a thousand words”. Having photos which demonstrate or support key points will add 

real value and meaning. Also, anyone reading a document with photos will typically scan over the 

whole thing, stopping first to look at photos and read the caption. They can really draw the reader in 

and engage them in the documents – the difference between a decision to read… or recycle. The 

following should be considered when taking photographs for FWF. 

 Appoint a single photographer for each field visit / sub-team to avoid multiple copies 

 Know how to use the camera and make sure it is charged up 

 Always ask permission if taking shots of people and check they are happy for the images 

to be used for the work 

 Try and avoid taking hundreds of shots of the same thing. Think about each shot 

carefully. What are you trying to show and is this the best angle/position to show it. 

 A series of shots should be used to ‘tell the story’ ie the source, pathway, receptor and 

impact of the problem. 

 Try and take shots of people doing things or in action with regard to the water problem.  

Close ups of hands and activities can be useful. 

 Hold the camera steady and try and get the shot level with the horizon 

 Make sure the date and place and people are recorded for each image 

 Sort the shots at the end of each day, finding and labelling those which best tell the 

story.  

 Always try and get the best shot to tell a story in one frame.  

Additional guidance on taking good photographs is available in Annex 9 

Video and sound 

Most of the points above still hold for movies, as well as: 
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 Testimony and enthusiasm: For this project we are looking for messages from people affected by 

water problems.  Their voices can really help when captured in video. 

 Eloquence:  People don’t have to be educated, but some people are very good at expressing 

themselves succinctly. When you find them try to catch them on film – they are valuable 

influencers! 

 Interviews or actions:  Interview clips are not the only useful thing - clips of 

activities/interventions (people doing things) might also usefully illustrate impacts or new ideas. 
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4.2.4. Field methods - Health and Safety, and ethical conduct  
Working near water is inherently high risk and so all field work must be undertaken with special 

consideration and provision to protecting the health and safety of staff and partners.  Investigations 

can involve working in risky situations – such as industrial sites, in remote areas and urban slums.  

Investigations also involve making ethical choices and building trust with stakeholders and so the 

following steps must be adhered to: 

 Be safe, complete and follow a Health and Safety risk assessment, ensure that someone 

knows where you are at all time, that the team are equipped and wear appropriate Personal 

Protective Equipment, and work in a group.   

 Be courteous and respectful towards everyone met, and explain the nature of the work fully 

o Listen to all views and thank contributors 

o Do not make personal phone calls whilst with community members 

o Provide contact details for follow up 

o Only take photographs of people if they give permission 

o If anything is promised, such as follow up call, report or action – always follow up.  

As a strategy for ethical conduct the following issues and steps have been identified: 

a) Issues of power and language. Central to this research is the collation of different actors’ 

knowledge, perceptions and values regarding water use and the law.  There is significant 

potential for unequal power relations and misrepresentation in the translation of 

information from culturally specific contexts of, for example rural Africa. The problem has 

been approached by clear communication of the purpose, nature and potential implications 

of the research to informants and participants (including in local languages).  Participation is 

voluntary and anonymous unless participants give their informed consent to cite them as 

sources of information.  Interpreters must be used where necessary.   No beneficiaries are 

paid to participate in this work although refreshments are provided and any costs 

reimbursed.  

b) Confidentiality and disclosure.  In general anonymity of participants, particularly community 

members is guaranteed, unless participants volunteer or explicitly agree to be cited as 

sources of information.  In all cases participants are informed of the likely dissemination of 

research findings and outputs.  The potential for reprisals against ‘non-compliant’ individuals 

or organisations, or for reprisals against those reporting non-compliance was flagged by the 

risk register, and the Core Team must flag any particular risks to the Project Manager.   

c) Access, representation, respondent bias.  In using methods such as questionnaires, focus 

groups and informant interviews to elicit perceptions and opinions, there is a risk that 

respondents may present their own views in a way biased towards what they perceive as 

their own or the researcher’s interests. Such respondent bias is challenging to counter, 

however the research methods adopted aim to preference a respondent originated 

response and remove researcher induced bias (Bryman, 2004). Furthermore, the 

methodologies provide for triangulation, consistency checking - tests of validity - within the 

responses of individuals.   

d) Expectation. Efforts are made to temper expectations about the ability of the research to 

bring change, personal compensation or donor funding.  All respondents are left with 

written information (in English and lingua franca) that details the nature of the research and 

the researchers contact details.   
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4.3. Water Witness recruitment and support 
FWF seeks to empower citizens, to support their actions to improve water security and to document 

responses.  The recruitment of individuals as ‘Water Witnesses’ and the development and 

implementation of a ‘Water Witness Action Plan’ are the mechanisms through which this is 

delivered.  This section covers how this is achieved and provides guidance.  A concept note on the 

role of water witnesses and water witness action plan pro-forma are provided in Annex 10.   

To reach the project goal, FWFs recruits ‘Witnesses’ within the project sites to act as the community’s 

point of contact with the project, and to undertake a limited set of agreed activities aimed at activating 

WRM institutions and collecting evidence for further actions and learning.  

a. What is a Water Witness? 

Many national laws on water recognise the important role of citizens in protecting water resources.  

For example, in Tanzania the Water Resources Management Act No. 11 of 2009, clause 7 states that, 

‘Every person residing in mainland Tanzania shall have a stake and a duty to safeguard and protect 

water resources and to inform authority of any activity and phenomenon that may affect the quantity 

and quality of the water resources significantly’ (WRM Act, 2009: 365). In this regard, FWF creates the 

awareness and mobilizes people to take on this important responsibility.  

Therefore, a Water Witness (WW) is a citizen who is concerned about water resources and wants to 

ensure that water resources are protected, conserved and used in a sustainable manner. The WW 

voluntarily agrees to monitor water use, document and report problems related to water resource 

management, in line with a WW action plan and in agreement with the project team.  

b. Who can become a Water Witness?  

Anyone can become a Water Witness.  There is no restriction, but it is most likely that a WW will: 

 Make direct use of water resources, as a farmer, irrigator, gardener, fisherman/woman, 

pastoralist, community group or institution (schools, hospitals etc.), or be involved in an industry 

or business which uses water. 

 Be a representative or leader of those water users, or work on their behalf (an NGO for 

example); 

 Be a member or representative of a community group or co-operative, or a Water User 

Association, or water user co-operative;  

 Have been or may be affected by water resource crises (floods, droughts, pollution, conflict) in 

his or her area; 

 Or has specific or specialist knowledge about water resource issues. 

 

c. Why become a Water Witness - what are the benefits? 

Water security is important for everyone. Water is needed for livelihoods, and social and economic 

development. Everyone is responsible and should take action to ensure future water security through 

safeguarding, protecting and reporting water related problems. By becoming a WW an individual can: 

 Make sure that the water they and their community use is protected now and in the future. By 

protected we mean that that water use has legal recognition through a water use permit, or is 

protected against pollution, depletion and competing claims. 
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 Reduce the likelihood of conflict and impacts of flooding and drought through supporting policy 

implementation on these issues 

A WW will also gain skills and knowledge about policies, laws and regulation about water resource 

management, receive training and participate in protecting and conserving water resources for the 

good of the community and the nation.  

The FWF project team will provide the following: 

 Updated information on policy, laws, regulations, procedures and other WRM related 

information; 

 Where appropriate, a digital camera to enable WW to gather evidence on water insecurity cases; 

 Training and guidance on issues related to WRM and what to do in case of water problems. 

 

The role of a WW is not a paid position, it is voluntary, although the FWF project may be able to meet 

limited expenses (phone calls, transport etc.) associated with delivering the role by prior arrangement 

with the Project Manager.  

 

d. What is the role of a Water Witness 

The WW is expected to perform the following roles: 

 To understand WRM issues around his/her community, place of work, farm or home; 

 To document water resource problems and report them to relevant authorities and the team;  

 To share knowledge and information about water resource law, rights and obligations, and 

encourage other water users to abide by the law, and report issues; 

 To track responses to reported problems and report these to the project team.  

 

e. How are Water Witnesses recruited – how can they join the WW network? 

WW can volunteer or be invited to join during the case study activation.  There is no limit on the 

number of WWs – the more the better.  WW should be made up of both men and women, and can be 

nominated by a larger community group to act on their behalf, although this is not a necessity.  They 

can also get involved by contacting the FWF Project Team.  

f. How are they supported? 

The position is not paid but the FWF can provide plenty of support in the form of training, guidance, 

materials and equipment and limited expenses.  There is an opportunity to build a wider network of 

WWs to share experience and build recognition of their important work.   
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4.4. Water Witness Action Planning 
Whilst identifying and recruiting Water Witnesses the team should take time to explain the process 

of case study activation and action research through completion and implementation of a Water 

Witness Action Plan (WAP).  The plan sets out the objectives, duties and expectations for all parties 

and establishes a clear set of actions for everyone.  It is the role of the project manager to maintain 

contact with the Water Witness and with the support of the core team to keep in regular contact 

and provide any additional support, training or advice needed, and to ensure any correspondence 

and follow up actions are documented.  The action plan (or plans) is developed with Water 

Witnesses in each case study to record the agreed between the team, community and WWs.  It can 

be considered as an informal contract which sets out who will do what, when and why.   The WAP is 

a key document and should include: 

1. Contact details of all involved 

2. Location and issue 

3. Objective of the plan 

4. Evidence and background 

5. Numbers of people affected and nature of impact 

6. Relevant legal and policy provisions 

7. Details of any supporting documentation 

8. Specific actions to be taken by whom and when, in steps 

9. Risk assessment and mitigation actions including agreement on level of anonymity 

10. Resources and support required and agreed 

11. Means and timing of follow up, and lines of communication. 

The WAP will normally be developed, agreed, written and copied whilst the team are in the field 

during or after meetings with individuals or communities. 

Actions within the plan may include: 

 Collecting data and evidence 

 Applying for a legal permission or water permit 

 Writing formal letters of compliant to relevant authorities and demanding a response 

 Holding a meeting to address and resolve issues with authorities or the community 

 Requesting that authorities carry out an investigation  

An example WAP action plan, blank pro-forma and example of a community/WW complaint letter 

are provided as Annex 10. 

4.5. Community M&E and learning 
A quick M&E exercise with communities is vital to reveal what they have gained, their perspectives 

on the work and how it can be improved. Group M&E can be useful when little time is available and 

guiding questions are provided in the Annex 11.  Learning generated and recommendations 

emerging should be documented in the field report and communicated to the Project Manager and 

Director to support adaptive management.  This is described in more detail in Section 7. 

4.6. Case study documentation: files, field reports, briefings, bulletins and dissemination 
Documenting the case studies well is crucial to the success of the FWF approach and it is worth 

considering the options and approaches to this.  Multiple visits by different individuals to the same 

case study site can create complexity which it is worth planning for.  In summary the following 

should be produced: 
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Case file: a working record of all details, visits, notes, documents and communications regarding the 

case study this should be set up as a hard copy case file at the office. 

Field work report: Specific report documenting all details of each field trip to the site  

Case study briefing note: an executive summary of the case for use during the activation – sets out 

key details, issues and evidence to communicate the case quickly . 

Case study bulletin: Summarises the case and the results of the action plan, with advocacy messages 

– usually completed at the end of the case study 

These materials should be disseminated widely to generate action and awareness around the case.  

In particular, briefs and bulletins should be sent to those with influence over the case to facilitate 

positive action.  Examples of these documents are provided in Annex 9 

4.7. Tracking and follow up of Water Witness Action Plans 
It is vital that the team provide regular follow up and support to the Water Witnesses once the 

action plan is initiated.  At least two visits over a 12 month period should take place once the action 

plan is initiated to track and review progress and plan next steps. 

Revised WW action plans should be evolved depending on the response which is generated.  For 

example if no response is forthcoming then the WW should write again and/or elevate their 

engagement to a higher authority such as Directors or Board members, Minister, Member if 

Parliament or the media.  If action is taken then the team should support the WW and community to 

follow this up constructively, so for example if a new permit is issued or inspection report published, 

then the team should check that it actually delivers material improvement for improved water 

security. If this is not the case then further follow up, escalation or new engagement may be needed. 

All correspondence with WWs should be documented and recorded.  
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5. Budget and resource analysis for water security 
To compliment the evidence generated by social activation of water security, the FWF approach 

involves undertaking budget and resource analysis.  The logic for this is that many of the shortfalls in 

performance of water security may have their origins in low levels of funding for the sector, poor 

targeting of financial resources which are available, or inadequate levels of staffing, or problems 

with the administration of available budgets such as late dispersal.  Some problems may also be 

caused by mis-use or ‘leakage’ of funding for the sector.  Whilst case studies clearly illustrate how 

duty bearers are performing, budget analysis can help explain why. Analysing how budgets and 

resources are used for water security is useful for: 

i. Generating powerful evidence and advocacy messages for how sector performance and 

water security can be improved through changes in the scale, management and use of 

finances in the sector. 

ii. Reducing the risk that resources will be mis-appropriated or wasted by ensuring 

transparency and public scrutiny.   

Budget and expenditure analysis and advocacy – what is it and why is it important? 
 
Civil society organizations (CSOs) play an important role in public budgeting and expenditure tracking. They 

can help improve budget policies by providing information on public needs and priorities through their 

connections with citizens, communities, and sectors. CSOs (along with legislators, auditors, the media, and 

the broader public) also can play an important role in holding the executive accountable for how it uses 

public resources. When CSOs and others lack access to budget information or opportunities to engage in 

budget processes, it opens the door for the executive to choose unpopular or inappropriate programs, 

waste money, and allow or engage in corruption. 

When CSOs can combine an in-depth knowledge of a policy issue, such as health, water or education, with a 

solid knowledge of budgets and an effective advocacy strategy they can positively influence policy 

decisions. Strengthening civil society’s ability to analyze budgets and participate effectively can play an 

integral role not only in policies and service delivery but also in constructing a more open and participatory 

democratic society. 

By engaging in the budget process from formulation through implementation and audit, civil society can: 

- contribute critical information on the public’s needs and priorities that can lead to stronger policy 
choices; 

- draw more people into the debate by collecting, summarizing into easily understandable formats, 
and spreading budget information; 

- train members of the public to understand and analyze government budgets themselves; 
- supplement government’s capacity to budget effectively by providing technical support; 
- give an independent opinion on budget proposals and implementation; 
- hold public officials accountable for using public resources efficiently and effectively to achieve 

desired outcomes; and 
- develop important new allies in government, including program managers in government agencies, 

legislators, and auditors. 
 

However, the ability of civil society to participate in the budget discussion can be thwarted by legal, 

institutional, and political barriers. This, combined with the general lack of publicly available information on 

budget issues has seriously hindered the efforts of national and local organizations attempting to 

participate in the debate on the use of public resources. Although the challenges remaining are substantial, 

there is increasing energy pushing governments to open their budgets through information and 

participation. 

International Budget Partnership 2015 
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Budget analysis and advocacy is a relatively new approach, and the Fair Water Futures project is the 

first known application in water resource management.   The objectives were to: 

 Assess whether the financial and human resources for water resource management were 

adequate to deliver water security; 

 Appraise whether the current financial and human resources for WRM were being used 

most effectively, and where improved impact for water security could be achieved; 

 Assess whether development assistance and donor support were being well-used and 

represented good value for money; 

 Generate evidence based and targeted advocacy messages for improving sector 

performance; 

 Improve transparency and oversight of expenditure and investment in the sector to enhance 

integrity;  

 Train stakeholders in the sector on budget analysis and advocacy. 

In order to deliver these objectives, the team procured expert advice, scoped and collected data, 

hosted a training workshop and packaged and presented the data.  Each of these steps is described 

briefly here with reference to annexed material to support others interested in using this approach.  

5.1. Procuring expert advice  
Budgets are complicated.  Their analysis benefits from expert advice and support, and this is 

particularly important to ensure rigour and avoid mis-interpretation which can affect the credibility 

of the initiative and its partners.  Most countries have centres of civil society expertise on budget 

analysis and advocacy which can be drawn on for support.  The International Budget Partnership has 

been established to support budget analysis globally, and their website provides links to local 

networks, CSOs and experts who have experience and can provide support. (see 

http://www.internationalbudget.org/)  

In Tanzania the team consulted with the Policy Forum and colleagues from WaterAid who had 

applied the approach in the WASH sector.  Their advice was invaluable and at a relatively small cost, 

experts were hired to guide the process and share expertise with stakeholders at the training event.   

5.2. Data scoping and collection   
Good budget and resource analysis depends on obtaining reliable data.   This process of obtaining 

data should be started as early as possible.  Despite many governments and donors having signed up 

to freedom of information, or open government type initiatives, getting hold of data can be very 

difficult.  This can be because data simply aren’t available, are unreliable, or because partners in 

government are reluctant to provide the information.  It may be useful to explain the purpose and 

value of the analysis to senior authorities in government and to obtain their official support and 

mandate.  Development partners, the Ministry of Finance, treasury and national audit office are also 

good sources of data and support.   

5.3. Budget and resource analysis training and workshop 
To ensure ownership, credibility and buy-in to the results, budget analysis was initiated through a 

participatory workshop.  This has the added benefit of providing hands-on training to stakeholders, 

encouraging two-way flow of information, demystifying budget processes and embedding 

understanding about why budget analysis is valuable, and seeding action on the results.    

The training was facilitated by a group of experts and attended by stakeholders from academia, civil 

society groups, INGOs and government.  A full workshop report, including details on the 

methodologies used is available in Annex 13.  Key stages and issues to cover included: 
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Hosting a budget analysis for water security workshop – issues and topics to cover 
 
1. Introductions 

 
2. Workshop approach and objectives 
 
3. Workshop design and methodology 
 
4. Introduction to budgets and budget analysis  

4.1 Understanding budgeting  
4.2 The budget cycle and the principles of good budgeting process 
4.3 The budget process  
4.4 Key budget documents  
4.5 Principles of open budgeting 
4.6 Budget advocacy in action – experience from other sectors  

 
5. Guiding questions and key principles for WRM budget analysis  
5.4. The principles of impactful budget analysis  
5.5. Setting up the group task - participatory budget analysis 

 
6.  Familiarisation with the data  

 
7. Data analysis 
7.1. Where does the money flow? 
7.2. How are budgets planned and accounted for? 
7.3. What priorities are reflected in the WRM budgeting process? 
7.4. Is funding and revenue for WRM adequate and timely? 

 
8. Applying the results of budget analysis for high impact advocacy  

8.1 Revisiting the budget enactment phase of budget cycle  
8.2 Working with Parliamentary Committees and the media  

 
9. Next steps – taking the work forwards  

9.1 Reflections on WRM advocacy  
9.2 Data gaps and next steps  

 
10. Workshop evaluation 
 

 

Key benefits of delivering budget analysis through this learning by doing approach include: 

a. Stakeholders generate the key questions and frames of analysis for budgets and 

resources; 

b. Stakeholders establish and understand the principles of good budget analysis and 

advocacy: 

c. Three overarching principles were agreed upon and meanings were elaborated.   

i. Relevance: the work has strategic and logical relevance to the country’s 

development goals. The work ‘makes sense’ and is related to tangible issues 

of concern to stakeholders.   

ii. Rigor: Budget analysis should: draw on accurate data from referenced 

sources so that data can be traced; use a transparent methodology which 

can be replicated by others – it should show its working.  Results should be 

double checked for validity, accurate, and evidence based.   
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iii. Clear change objectives:  Budget analysis should result in a clear ask, 

targeted to encourage or inform change by specific stakeholders.  

Conclusions and recommendations should be SMART (specific, measurable, 

achievable, realistic, and time-bound). 

d. Stakeholders initiated a multi-sector group/network which committed to continue 

and support budget analysis for the sector in future.  

Whilst the workshop was useful for initiating the process of budget analysis, the workload and rigor 

required additional support from experts and analysts to complete and present the results.  

5.4. Interpreting and presenting the data 
A wide range of data analysis can be performed and presented, and careful consideration should be 

given to the results to be presented and how the information can best be illustrated.  Other 

questions to consider include the appropriate targets for the analysis results.  For example, if there 

are doubts over the accuracy of the data, or they are particularly sensitive or inflammatory, they 

should be handled with care.  In Tanzania it was agreed to use the initial detailed analysis (presented 

in Figure 7 below) of expenditure for internal discussions between donors, CSO and the Ministry, 

with only macro-level analysis shared more widely.  This was due to potential errors in the data sets 

used and the likely greater impact to drive internal change. 

Infographics are a useful way to illustrate and share data and analysis. Examples are provided in 

Figure 7. 

Figure 7. A selection of infographics generated by the FWF project team 
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6. Advocacy design and delivery 
It’s worth recapping on the objectives of the Fair Water Futures approach and the definition of 

advocacy set out in our introduction.  

The objective is to support improved water security through improving the performance of water 

resource management institutions.  This is achieved via, 1) the direct activation of policy and law 

within case study sites, and; 2) using evidence generated by the project to advocate for change. 

Advocacy aims to influence decisions within political, economic, and social systems and institutions 
and can include many activities including media campaigns, public speaking, publishing research 
or briefings and lobbying decision makers. Evidence-based advocacy means using well-researched, 
relevant and reliable information to support and illustrate recommendations and messages in 
order to encourage a positive response.  

 

The project activities are geared to deliver evidence for: 

i. Raising awareness about water security, roles and responsibilities 

The work provides evidence on the importance of water resource management for social and 

economic progress, and helps people understand who is responsible for taking action. For example, 

case studies can show how reliable water access, pollution problems, conflicts, floods and droughts 

impact on people’s health and wellbeing, and the economy.  They also show which organisations are 

responsible for taking action, and what policies and laws say about the issues.  The case studies are 

an important way of contextualising and personalising water resource management – putting a 

human face on the sometimes dull and impenetrable statistics used to describe water.  This is 

extremely important as a way of focusing attention and discussion on sector performance, and as a 

precursor to generating additional support, scrutiny and accountability.   

ii. Diagnosing institutional performance on water security 

The work provides evidence on the reasons why water resource management is being effectively or 

ineffectively delivered.  The case study activations and budget analysis provide an important 

diagnosis on performance of water management institutions.  They can be brought together to 

illustrate and understand shortfalls in delivery of policy, law and community support services.   This 

can be extremely useful because the true reasons for poor delivery in the field are sometimes 

hidden from the view of policy makers, leaders and decision makers and the public. For example, 

lack of impact by an authority may be ascribed to simple prognoses of low capacity, or lack of 

political will.  But unless these barriers are understood in detail they can never be overcome.  For 

example, low capacity may be due to an absence of operational funds, or late disbursement to 

regional or basin offices, or lack of specific training on for example enforcement procedures.   

iii. Setting and targeting change objectives to improve water security  

By illustrating and exposing the causes of water insecurity, FWF can generate clear messages about 

what needs to change.  This is the ‘sharp end’ of FWF advocacy – to synthesise all the evidence to 

come up with clear and prioritised objectives for what needs to change, how, and who is 

responsible.   It is worth thinking early on about the targets of FWF advocacy – who are we aiming 

for with the evidence?  Although targeting advocacy based on the issues and needs, is vital we can 

broadly classify the targets for FWF as:  
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 the public, communities and other water users – community members and all 

water users who need to understand how WRM works, why it’s important, their 

roles and obligations and the duties of the private sector and government; 

 practitioners and technocrats – the people tasked with managing water resources 

(or those tasked with supporting practitioners in development partner and NGO 

community) can be targeted with new information about why their work is 

important and how it can be improved, and with messages about scrutiny and 

oversight to incentivise better delivery.  

 leaders and decision makers – MP’s and civil servants and others in positions of 

power and influence who can act on change messages to improve the way that 

policies and laws are implemented, for example through legislation or action on 

budgets and resources, and parliamentary accountability and oversight.  

This section explores how these processes are managed and delivered, in particular, it considers how 

evidence should be collated and analysed, how an advocacy strategy and plan are developed and 

delivered, and how impact of advocacy is evaluated.    

To guide users, Box 4 below sets out some hints and tips for effective advocacy.  

Box 4. Hints and tips: Effective advocacy 101: How to bring about change in 5 steps  
 

You could argue that some of the most important changes in the world, such as the end of the slave trade 
or votes for women, were achieved through advocacy. Knowing how to do it well is crucial for people who 
want to shape our world for the better. When advocacy works well it can be transformative. Successful 
advocacy requires the following elements: 
 

Clear and simple messages 
The messages of a campaign need to resonate with the audience, be they policymakers, the public, or both. 
Make sure the message is easily communicated and understood. The change that you want to see happen 
needs to be clear and achievable so the audience believes they can make a difference. 
 

Passion and credibility 
It is important to have evidence to demonstrate the difference the change will make in people’s lives, so do 
your research. Passion without evidence is rarely effective; conversely, evidence alone is insufficient. You 
need both. 
 

Hear from people who are affected 
People who are directly affected by the issue you’re working on – such as poverty, malnutrition, disability, 
or diseases such as polio or tuberculosis – can be the best advocates for an issue. When parliamentarians 
and other decision-makers meet a person who can talk about something they themselves have faced, they 
are much more likely to listen and feel compelled to act. 
 

Focus on issues rather than an organisational brand 
Advocacy that concentrates on the results you want to achieve is more likely to be persuasive when it’s not 
mixed in with efforts to build the brand of an organisation. 
 

Work in coalition 
Working with other organisations will make the message stronger. Decision-makers want to hear a loud, 
clear, and coherent message from all concerned organisations. If a coalition is broad and includes NGOs, 
academics and others that are all saying the same thing, government is much more likely to listen. 
 
As an advocate you can often feel overwhelmed by how much needs to be done to make the world a better 
place. You are more likely to make a difference if you concentrate on the issues that you are passionate and 
knowledgeable about and use the techniques described above. Successful advocacy is about learning from 
others and collaboration. It is a constantly evolving process, moving with the changing political situation. 

Lucy Drescher 2016 
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6.1. Collating the evidence  
Effective advocacy relies on relevant information and strong evidence which is effectively 

communicated to the right people, and so a key step is to bring together the evidence and messages 

in a way which can be easily digested and assimilated.  The FWF team must ensure that the data is 

accurate, and should draw on case files and bulletins, the water security scan and institutional 

landscape map, and the results of the budget analysis to synthesise all the relevant information 

generated.   This portfolio of information should be clearly summarised, and represent reliable 

knowledge.  One approach to this is through participatory analysis by a wider group of stakeholders 

at an ‘evidence to advocacy workshop’.  

6.2. From evidence to advocacy workshop  
Undertaking data analysis and creating an advocacy strategy and plan in a workshop setting with a 

group of stakeholders has the following benefits: 

e) It provides training to participants on latest techniques of advocacy through learning by 

doing so that they can be replicated and sustained later; 

f) It ensures that the advocacy is contextually relevant and appropriate by bringing together 

multiple stakeholder perspectives, experiences and knowledge during its development. This 

also helps mitigate the political risks associated with advocacy; 

g) It ensures that the advocacy strategy, plan and outputs have the ownership and added 

legitimacy of being developed by a multi-stakeholder group.  

A full report on the workshop and details of methodologies used is available from Water Witness 

International, though the key details and components are described below. An agenda and 

supporting guidance on advocacy, and workshop report are provided in Annex 14.  

Workshop objectives and structure 

This four-day workshop is a critical part of the programme and will see the group of 20 selected 

delegates from government, civil society, communities, academia, and the media adopt a learning by 

doing approach to collectively develop the Uhakika wa Maji advocacy strategy with the aim of 

improving water resource management in Tanzania.  The overall purpose of this action learning 

workshop is: 

Through stakeholder participation, to generate an advocacy strategy and plan 

which will improve water resource management in Tanzania, with a particular 

focus on improving the water security of vulnerable communities. 

This was achieved through delivering the following objectives: 

a. Providing delegates with training and exposure to principles of good advocacy and the advocacy 

cycle required to deliver priority positive change which can be then put into practice during 

workshop sessions. 

b. Review the evidence generated by the Uhakika programme to identify root causes of sector 

challenges; 
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c. Generate priority change objectives to be targeted at the public, technocrats and 

policy/decision makers.    

d. Comprehensive analysis of advocacy targets, tactics, messages and channels for achieving 

change in water resource management. 

e. Design and planning of an advocacy strategy and delivery cycle which incorporates good 

practice in partnership working, monitoring and evaluation, value for money and risk 

management. 

Figure 8. Basic workshop structure

 

The workshop structure was built around a simple action learning cycle –with the role of the 
organisers, resource persons and facilitators providing a structured learning process and guidance, 
but with participants in the driving seat. Participants were guided to identify for themselves the 
principles of good advocacy and draw the root causes of problems facing WRM from the Uhakika 
evidence to initiate the advocacy cycle design(Day 1). 
 
On Day 2 the participants were provided with tools to conduct deeper analysis of the change 
objectives needed to improve water security and of the targets of advocacy.    
 
On Day 3 of the workshop the participants were provided with expert guidance on advocacy tactics 
that work, on generating advocacy messages and on the range of channels for delivery, which were 
prioritised in group work for application on Day 4. 
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Day 4 of the workshop focused on designing and developing content and an advocacy delivery plan 
which will included risk management, alliance building, monitoring and evaluation   
 
Across the week participants were provided with some initial guidance, followed by group work to 
apply the learning, followed by peer review to consolidate learning and outputs. 
 
With participants firstly identifying priorities for themselves and then relevant tactics to address 
them, ownership and internalisation of lessons from the workshop were enhanced.  
 
Cutting across the 4 days there was a mix of subtle guidance and advice, peer sharing and review 
and the use of methods designed to engage different personality types. The use of many of the 
methods in the workshop was designed to provide, in a ‘learning by doing’ way what can then be 
applied/adapted for practical use by the participants themselves after the workshop.  

 
The role of the facilitators, resource persons and programme managers in the workshop was more 
focussed on sharing knowledge, facilitation and guidance, not on prescribing the ‘answers’.  

Key methods and key features of the Evidence-to-advocacy workshop: 

Expert Led Advocacy Sessions 

While the majority of the workshop was participant led, a number of expert led sessions regarding 

advocacy were interspersed throughout the workshop to support participants in the development of 

comprehensive advocacy strategies and delivery plans.  A session entitled ‘Understanding Advocacy’ 

introduced participants to the role of advocacy and the rationale behind engaging in it.  

Furthermore, it set out the language used in advocacy practice and illustrated the steps of the 

advocacy cycle.  Further sessions focused on developing advocacy tactics, messages and channels, as 

well the important aspects of monitoring and evaluation and risk management in advocacy.  

Principles of good advocacy 

In order to generate principles of good advocacy to serve as guidance for the duration of the 

workshop, the facilitators employed the ‘walk and talk’ method.  The participants formed pairs, and 

took a 15 minute walk to share ideas on what advocacy is, share examples of advocacy which they 

have experienced and write down ideas about what makes advocacy good or bad.   

The three key principles of good advocacy generated from the exercise were as follows: 

1. Demonstrated positive impact 

a. Measurable 

b. Reach 

c. Targeted 

d. Strategic 

2. Considered risks/resources 

a. Alliances  

b. Within reach/capacity 

c. Constructive  

d. Cost effective 

3. Legitimacy  

a. Evidence based 

b. Representative  
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c. Relevant to needs of the poor and national development 

 

Evidence Analysis 

This session engaged participants in a 

reflective analysis of the evidence 

generated by the Uhakika wa Maji 

programme.  Using the poster and post 

it method, the participants identified 

the key problems facing WRM in 

Tanzania, as well as their causes and 

effects and the supporting evidence.   

Prior to the workshop, four evidence 

packages were disseminated to the 

participants.  Each of the four evidence 

packages had a distinct theme: water 

quality, allocation, Basin Water Office 

resources, and Water User 

Associations.  The participants were 

divided into four teams and assigned 

an evidence package.  The teams reviewed the evidence and generated a table which included 

problems identified, the effects of the problem, the causes of the problem and the supporting 

evidence.  

The groups then displayed their posters and gave a presentation of their findings.  The audience 

were provided with sticky notes to write questions and comments regarding the presentation, after 

which they stuck on to the poster.  The groups were then given time to consider the questions and 

comments on their poster, and give a response.   

The method of the session initiated the interactive and peer review model of the workshop.  It also 

allowed a large of amount of information to be analysed and disseminated amongst the group in a 

short period of time. 

The evidence analysis generated provided the basis for the advocacy strategy development, and fed 

directly into the next session, the Problem Tree Analysis.   

Problem Tree Analysis and the Tree of Change 

Using the evidence analysis generated from the previous session, the participants created a problem 

tree analysis in order to probe the root causes of problems and identify interlinkages between them.   

The groups were provided with paper, markers and sticky notes and instructed to create a tree with 

the trunk representing the core problem, the leaves representing effects of the problem, and the 

roots representing the causes of the problem.  Participants were encouraged to continuously ask 

‘why?’ in order to dig deeper to the root causes of the problem.  Once the problem, effects, and 

causes were identified, the participants used markers to identify and illustrate the interlinkages 

between them.   
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The purpose of the exercise was to address 

and unearth a range of issues related to 

WRM performance and identify 

commonalities in the causes of problems. 

The following day, the ‘problem trees’ were 

then converted into ‘trees of change’ by 

developing change objectives for the root 

causes of problems identified in the 

problem tree analysis.  Additionally, for 

each of the change objectives, the 

participants identified who needs to be 

reached to in order to achieve the desired 

change, also known as the ‘targets’. 

The logic behind the exercise is that in 

order to be most effective, advocacy should address the root causes of problems.  By identifying the 

root causes of problems, the related change objectives and the target for change, the exercise fed 

directly into the following session, the target analysis. 

Advocacy target analysis and prioritisation 

After identifying the primary targets for achieving change in WRM in Tanzania in the previous 

exercise, the participants performed a comprehensive target analysis.  The comprehensive target 

analysis involved thinking through the key characteristics which need to be known to support good 

advocacy.  Each group performed an analysis of the key targets for their issue.  This exercise fed 

directly into the development of advocacy strategies and delivery plans.   

Based on the analysis of targets, tactics, messages and channels, the facilitators used an auction as a 

fun and innovative way of identifying the priority targets for delivering improved water security in 

Tanzania , and for determining which targets the groups would create a detailed advocacy strategy 

and delivery plan for on the following day.  

The participants were divided into four groups and given 100 credits to bid with.  The groups were 

then tasked with buying as many valuable targets as possible for reaching the goals of Uhakika wa 

Maji.  After the auction, bidders were asked to justify and explain their bids.  

Advocacy Strategies and Delivery Plans 

As the culmination of four days of hard work, the participants put everything together from the 

previous sessions to develop advocacy strategies and delivery plans for the highest priority targets 

identified in the priority target auction.  Each strategy identified change objectives and supporting 

evidence as well as advocacy tactics, messages, and channels.  The delivery plans included: 

sequenced activities, a workplan, materials and budget, the assignment of roles, a monitoring and 

evaluation plan and a risk analysis and mitigation strategy. 

After the advocacy strategy and delivery plans were presented, each was evaluated based on the 

principles of good advocacy identified by the participants at the beginning of the workshop: 

demonstrated positive impact, consider risk/resources, and legitimacy.  Judges were appointed for 

each of the three principles and asked to give a score from 1-10.   
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Participant Evaluation 

At the end of day 4, the participants evaluated the workshop in three ways. 

First, a target was drawn at the front of the room, and participants ranked a number of factors including 

quality of facilitation, workshop tools, materials and organization and venue from 1-5, with the bulleyes (5) 

representing very good and the outermost circle (1) representing bad. 

Secondly, were provided with red and green sticky notes and asked for the and aim and objectives to write 

on and place a green sticky note if the aim/objective was satisfied, and a red sticky note if unsatisfied.  The 

results are displayed in Table… below. 

6.3. Advocacy strategy and plan 
The advocacy strategy and plan is drawn from the results of the workshop, although key decisions for the 

project team at this stage are: 

a. Which of the many good ideas generated represent a priority for immediate delivery?, and; 

b. What do the programme resources permit in terms of investment in these priorities. 

The advocacy strategy and plan refines of the workshop results into a practical and cost effective set of 

actions. It sets out the steps which will be taken and by whom to generate, review, deliver and evaluate the 

impact of key advocacy outputs of the programme.  An example advocacy strategy and plan is provided in 

Annex 14.  

6.4. Advocacy content development and delivery  
Advocacy can take many forms and be delivered through multiple channels.   For most types of advocacy, a 

series of materials and good quality content are required.  The content and delivery channels used for 

Uhakika are summarised here and supported by annexed examples. 

Bulletins and policy briefs 

For each case study, a summary of issues and change priorities were developed and circulated widely.  In 

addition, a high-level policy brief was developed targeting decision makers and leaders which summarised 

the insights and advocacy messages emerging from the work.  These materials are distributed widely 

through sector meetings such as the Joint Water Sector Review, targeted meetings such as breakfast 

meetings with MPs, donors and decision makers.  

Press articles and advocacy cartoons 

Press articles, features and op-eds supported by cartoons are useful routes for channelling advocacy 

messages.  The FWF team prepared and distributed press packs on the work to journalists in Tanzania, and 

these were supported by cartoon images such as those presented below.    
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Television films and radio dramas 

One of the largest investments made by the FWF initiative was in a series of films and radio dramas.  These 

were developed to illustrate key aspects of WRM and to raise awareness around roles and responsibilities, 

and the challenges facing delivery of effective WRM.   They have multiple purposes and applications for: for 

general distribution on national and community TV and radio; targeted distribution to key stakeholders; use 

as training materials. 

Developing and producing films and radio shorts was supported through procurement of a specialist media 

provider and film-maker.   The process for development is set out here and supporting materials such as 

film ‘treatments’ and draft radio scripts are provided in Annex 14.   

i. Expert consultation with media providers and in-country partners with experience of using tele-

visual media.  This is useful to get an understanding of potential providers, costs, potential routes 

for distribution and potential means of evaluating reach and impact. 

ii. Circulation of Terms of Reference to potential providers. 

iii. Review and selection of preferred provider by procurement team, and contracting.  

iv. Development and review of treatments and scripts.  Conceptual development of narratives and 

content within the team and with expert support. 

v. Production, filming and recording of materials with pre-planning to prepare contributors and 

locations. 

vi. Review and editing including focus group review and feedback. 

vii. Sign off, mastering and distribution. 

viii. Evaluation of reach, impact and messages.  

Direct advocacy and stakeholder meetings  

To support action at case study sites in particular, direct advocacy was conducted with stakeholders in the 

form of letter writing and meetings where issues could be aired and actions agreed. Face-to-face meetings 

between duty bearers and rights holders can be a powerful way to drive action and understanding but need 

to be planned and executed with care.  (see Annex 14 for examples). 

6.5. Advocacy monitoring, evaluation and learning 
To complete the advocacy cycle and ensure that impact is understood and lessons for how advocacy can be 

improved are taken on board, M&E focused specifically on advocacy is needed.  This is undertaken in 

addition to project wide M&E and the nature and methods of evaluation will be dictated by the mode and 

aims of the advocacy.  Approaches adopted by FWF include: focus group or direct stakeholder feedback, 

questionnaires and surveys either targeted or commissioned by a specialist company.  
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7. Monitoring, evaluation and learning  
Learning is at the core of the FWF approach and therefore rigorous M&E is vital in order to: 

i. Learn about if and how social accountability monitoring and advocacy have an impact, and how it can be 

delivered more effectively; 

ii. Demonstrate impact and the value of investing in social accountability monitoring for water security.   

Key elements of the approach to M&E used in FWF include: 

- Development and review of a clear logical framework, M&E and plan and protocols; 

- Real-time M&E and adaptive management; 

- External final evaluation. 

The logical framework is discussed here, and real-time M&E and external evaluation addressed in the 

following sections. 

A theory of change and logical framework for FWF  

Developing a theory of change is a useful step, as it helps us think about the sequencing of events, the logic 

which links them and the assumptions behind this logic, and in turn this helps us design a strong programme 

which is monitored and evaluated effectively.  A theory of change is simply described as the description of a 

sequence of events which is expected to lead to a desired outcome.  Guidance on theory of change is 

provided in Annex 11 and the theory of change for FWF is set out below in Figure 9.  

Figure 9. Fair Water Futures theory of change 
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The most common approach to M&E is to develop a logical framework (log frame) which shows what the 

project aims to deliver, and how it will measure delivery of these things against, milestones and the 

assumptions and risks. Logframe targets are usually set out at impact, outcome and output level and 

examples of potential targets and indicators at each level for FWF are set out in Table 5 below.  An example 

logframe for FWF is provided in Annex 11 although it is vital that similar initiatives establish their own 

bespoke frameworks.   

Table 5. Example logical framework targets and indicators for FWF  

  Indicators 

Impact Increased water security for 
vulnerable people in XX 

Number of legal permissions for water resource use granted, monitored 
and complied with in XXX (e.g. water use permits, inspections, 
enforcement actions, discharge permits issued, monitored and complied 
with).  

1 Water security is defined as where freshwater is 

managed equitably and sustainably to ensure the 
reliable availability of water for health, livelihoods and 
production, and an acceptable level of water related risk 
arising from droughts, floods, depletion, degradation 

and conflict. 

Number of conflicts over water resources (reported and resolved 
(nationwide and in XX basins) 

Outcome Vulnerable people living in 
XXX have secure, legally 
recognised and protected 
access to water resources. 

Number and percentage of people within project case study communities 
with improved legal recognition and protection of water resources as a 
result of responses to Water witness action plans (applications 
approved/follow up action taken)  (gender disaggregated) 

Annual level of funding allocated (expended where available) to water 
resource management in Tanzania via the Division of Water Resources, 
and channelled to front line delivery (Basin Water Offices) 

Output 1 Vulnerable people in target 
areas are enabled to analyse 
and document their situation 
identifying priorities for 
action to improve water and 
natural resource 
management 

Numbers of people involved in participatory analysis, planning and 
training in water resource management (WRM) [gender disaggregated]. 

Numbers of people recruited as ‘Water Witnesses’ and involved in 
participatory analysis, planning and training in WRM (gender 
disaggregated) 

Numbers of WWs reporting greater understanding of legal rights, 
obligations and institutional responsibilities relating to water security, and 
new capabilities/intent to act 

Output 2 Vulnerable people in target 
areas have greater awareness 
and knowledge to leverage 
legal entitlements and action 
for improved water and 
environmental resource 
management in river basins 

Number of beneficiaries reached by the project's outreach activities 
(gender dissaggregated)  

Number of people reporting improved awareness of water resource 
rights, obligations and institutional responsibilities (gender 
dissaggregated) 

Number of actions within Mashahidi action plans undertaken within 
cohort communities to leverage water rights and entitlements 
(applications for water rights, enquiries on EIA, pollution control, flood 
and drought control, conflict resolution and WUA formation) 

Output 3  CSO representatives and 
government actors are 
enabled to document and 
track public expenditure on 
water resource management, 
climate adaptation and 
environmental regulation 

Number of participants trained in Water Security Budget Tracking 
(disaggregated by gender and into a. CSOs, b. Government, c. academia, 
d. media, e. community members) 

Number of participants (differentiated by type of participant) indicating 
new knowledge about budget tracking and capability to apply it  on 
training evaluation forms (disaggregated by gender and into a. CSOs, b. 
Government, c. academia, d. media,  e. community members) 

Water Security Report completed 

Output 4 Vulnerable people and CSOs 
in target areas have 
increased capacity to 
advocate effectively for 
improved water resource 
management and 
environmental regulation. 

Number of participants trained on advocacy for water security 
(disaggregated by gender and into a. CSOs, b. Government, c. academia, 
d. media, e. community members) 

Number of training participants reporting acquisition of new skills, 
knowledge and capability and intent to apply advocacy in water security 
(disaggregated by gender and into a. CSOs, b. Government, c. academia, 
d. media, e. community members) 

CSOs working together within a 'shared platform' to advocate on 
improved water resource management 
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Output 5 Participatory monitoring, 
evaluation and learning 
inform outreach of social 
accountability approaches for 
water security at the national 
and international level. 

Number of people reached through participatory evaluation and lesson 
learning exercise at national and regional levels(disaggregated by gender) 

Number of organisations and countries to which outputs, methodology 
and findings are distributed through 3 international learning events 

Number of organisations and countries reporting new learning and 
valuable insights as a result of contact with the project / Number of 
organisations and countries reporting likely uptake of systematic social 
accountability monitoring approaches for improved water resource 
management 

 

Logical frameworks and M&E plans must be shared with partners so everybody is clear about what the 

project is trying to achieve and how progress will be measured.  Agreement and clarity on how data will be 

gathered for the logframe is also vital for planning and ensuring the reliability and credibility of the M&E 

system.  For example, where numbers of beneficiaries are to be measured, a consistent protocol for deciding 

who counts as beneficiaries should be established (see Box 1 below).   As a general rule, disaggregating 

beneficiaries into gender is recommended so that gender equity can be tracked. 

 

Box 1. An example beneficiary monitoring protocol for FWF 
 
Many donors, project and programmes are interested in measuring numbers of people benefiting from an 
intervention.  This is valuable for FWF as we are interested in the numbers of people with improved water security.  
Delineations can be made between direct and indirect beneficiaries: 
 

1. Outputs: short term effects of activities 
Beneficiary: directly engaged in/targeted by activity  

2. Outcomes: medium term results 
Beneficiary: those who experience ‘change’ in water security 

3. Impact: longer term 
Beneficiary: impacted in the long run; and/or through other changes stimulated through water 
security 
 

We further suggest to define beneficiaries of result level 1 and 2 as direct beneficiaries, and of level 3 as indirect 
beneficiaries.   
 
Direct beneficaries are those directly involved in the project work (attending meetings and training, enacting plans) 
along with those who directly benefit from improved water securuty. Thos epotentially benefiting from imporved 
water security, i.e.in the same catchment that an activity was carried out within are indirect beneficiaries. 
 
FWF work is further coimplicated by the need to have a target group of beneficiaries within each action plan.  This is 
the number of people actually or potebtially affected by water insecurity problem. For example, the n8umber of 
people who’s health and livelihoods are affected by a pollution problem, or number of people living in area of high 
flood risk, or the number of people useing water without legal entitelment.  There are several ways of calculating 
target beneficiaries and this should be  done as accuraetly as possible with the methodology recorded.   For 
example: 
 
- Direct beneficiaries may be counted directly or via meting registers and evaluation forms. 
- Obtaining the latest census data or local government statistics for a geographical area. 
- Building up from a number of people, for example known workers at a site, by extrapolating typical family unit 

size.  
- Counting the number of households from an aerial map or photograph and extrapolating the numbers per 

household. 
- Secondary data from previous studies provided the method of counting is known and holds valid. 
- Where no other data is available, community testimony can be used though this should be triangulated between 

several sources. 
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FWF often needs to establish the geographical limits of a beneficiary group.  For example the number of people 
affected by an issue may be those living in a sub-catchment or along a particular stretch of river.  The logic and 
means of defining boundaries must always be recorded and justified (i.e the likelihood of pollution being diluted, the 
results of a hydrological modelling exercise etc.) 

 

7.1. Real-time evaluation and adaptive management 
As a new and innovative approach dealing with complex social, environmental and political issues, delivery 

of the FWF approach requires highly responsive management in order to be successful.  The team and 

Project manager need to pick up quickly on what is working well and what is not going well so that 

management responses can be taken to deliver the work effectively and within budget and on time.  

This responsive management is supported by real-time M&E, delivered through the following; 

- Participant evaluations carried out at every engagement, either on paper or in a group session; 

- Regular team meetings and debriefs, particularly; 

- Partner meetings and feedback.  

Whilst these approaches also help with overall M&E it is important that the Project Manager and Director 

regularly reflect on learning generated and modify implementation where necessary.  Examples of where 

this approach has proved useful include: provision of additional support and training to Water Witnesses; 

more focused training for core team members; adjustments to the case study selection protocol and 

opportunities for financial savings. 

7.2. Final evaluation and reporting  
To bring credibility and strengthen learning around the approach it is considered very important that the 

final evaluation be conducted by an independent team.   Fresh eyes and new experience can help generate 

important insights, whilst a degree of independence aids objectivity and critical reflection.  External 

evaluation also adds legitimacy to the results, and is often a requirement of external funders.   The final 

evaluation should be fully participatory involving as many FWF stakeholders as possible. 

The evaluation should examine the standard OECD indicators of programme delivery including: 

- Impact 

- Relevance 

- Effectiveness  

- Sustainability  

- Value for money 

- Scalability/replicability 

Given the limitations of logframes and the challenges of monitoring the impact of advocacy, the evaluation 

should also trace the significant changes achieved by the work by consulting with stakeholders.  

As well as verifying impact, final M&E is vital for learning lessons about how the approach can be 

strengthened and the potential for scaling and replicating elsewhere. It also plays a key role in 

communicating externally about the project and so it is vital that it is based on reliable data, robust methods 

and that results are succinctly and clearly communicated and dispersed. Annex 11 contains guidance on 

designing and delivering M&E and the ToR for external evaluation of FWF. 
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8. Outreach and Communication 
Poor water resource management, impacts on the poor and environment and low levels of accountability 

are global, widespread problems.  It is therefore important to share knowledge about effective strategies for 

combatting water insecurity both to inform debates and support practitioners keen to drive progress.  To 

support this, outreach and communication are explicitly featured in design of the FWF approach.  

8.1. Scaling the approach  
Scaling or replicating the approach must be based on rigorous appraisal of what has gone well, and equally 

what has not worked.  The contextual factors which control success or failure should also be well understood 

(via the M&E in step 7) to guide application elsewhere.  The need to ‘embrace failure’ and analyse success 

factors and ways of improving delivery cannot be stressed enough: the world is littered with NGO toolboxes 

which are unused because the make too many assumptions about scalability, or did not critically review their 

value to others. 

The FWF approach is ensuring this critical reflection is to convene NGO practitioners globally to learn about 

the approach and share insights about social accountability for WRM.  Through a structured workshop 

session, the value and opportunities, constraints and risks for using FWF elsewhere will be reviewed.  

8.2. Training, mentoring and nurturing a community of practice  
Building on the practitioner reflection on the value of FWF, and based on practitioner demand, the FWF 

partners will seek to support the application of the approach in new countries and contexts.  This has already 

happened with additional funding and support in Zambia, and autonomously in Kenya.    In the longer term, 

if the approach is shown to have widespread value, the aim is to nurture and link a global community of 

practice for social accountability for shared water security. 
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IV. Management and administration of a social accountability for shared 

water security programme  
This handbook is not intended to provide comprehensive guidance on programme management.  Many of 

the skills and systems required for effective delivery are generic and comprehensive guidance and training 

are best sourced elsewhere.  However, the following sections provides useful hint and tips and shares the 

insights and lessons generated by FWF Phase 1. 

a. Equipment and assets 
Basic equipment needs for FWF delivery are summarised in Box 7 below: 

Office equipment: 
Monitor screens and keyboards, Laptops, Printers – 1 x portable and 1 x high quality, office furniture, 
phones, Projector, Flip Chart stand, white board, filing cabinet, Safe/Cash book, hard drive. 
 
Field equipment: 
4x4 Vehicle(s), tent and camping equipment, first aid kit, PPE and boots, Water Quality testing kit 
(WAGTECH), flow meter, good quality cameras, GPS, voice recorder, life-jackets, note books, inflatable 
boat and dry bag (potential). 
 

An asset register and clear responsibilities for maintenance are essential.  

b. Financial management 
Strong financial management systems and clear policies, procurement rules, and accounting procedures are 

required to ensure delivery within budget and mitigation of fiduciary risk.  Annex 15 contains the financial 

pro-formas used by FWF.  In particular it is important to establish levels of reimbursement for out of pocket 

expenses available to core team members and others, and processes for claiming these early on to avoid 

misunderstandings.  

c. Communications  
Regular and clear communication with all stakeholders is essential and a quarterly update is a useful way of 

providing information.  Partners need to be pro-actively consulted on a regular basis.   Regular 

communication within the core team is also vital but sometimes challenging because of intermittent 

connection and remote working.  Annex 15 contains examples of communication briefs/updates. 

d. Risk management, ethics and H&S 
A risk register detailing all the threats to effective delivery, mitigation responses and likely efficacy of these 

needs to be compiled reviewed and updated.  This is best established with project partners and the PAC. All 

partners should sign up to and ensure adherence with strong policies on ethical and safe conduct.  The FWF 

risk register is provided as an example in Annex 15 together with  examples policies.  

e. Challenges faced and lessons emerging from FWF Phase I 

1. Community follow up  

A small number of case study communities were unable to deliver on WW action plans.  The reasons for this 

are being investigated and may include limited communication infrastructure and resources, fear of reprisal, 

need for improved engagement process/lack of trust, additional training and support needs.  Some 

communities may have had expectations of financial gain or local infrastructure investment, given a lack of 

familiarity with ‘software’ or accountability interventions. 



63 

 

LESSON 1: Additional analysis is still needed, but higher frequency community engagement and stronger 

participatory methodology may be useful to cultivate understanding, trust and realistic expectations.  

Specific and targeted training for Water Witnesses should be included as part of delivery. Core team 

members should be provided with resources and time to provide ongoing community mentoring.  

2. Community engagement  

In some communities there were few pre-existing organisational structures, or CBOs and the team tried 

relied on individuals as entry points to work with communities, which was not always successful.  Limited 

civil society presence at the local level was an issue.  In some case government or local government officers 

seemed the most obvious individuals to lead action plans, but this created challenges for delivery, with 

government officers reluctant to publically hold other government offices to account. 

LESSON 2a: Working through pre-existing civil society structures or groups who can quickly organise, 

leverage action, have legitimacy, and can be reached more easily than individuals is likely to be beneficial.  

For example, in Zambia we are working through schools and clinics as ‘hubs’ which appears to be effective.  

LESSON 2b. Peer-to-peer community learning should be attempted. For example, one community working 

with another to share lessons about benefits of FWF is likely to be effective in deepening understanding, 

trust and support for the process.  

3. Team skills and turn-over 

Delivering the FWF process is complex and challenging work, and whilst the core team model of delivery is 

sound, it requires long-term commitment, availability of capable and motivated individuals and resources, 

training and management support.  The Programme Manager is a key position and the skills needed to do 

the work effectively are specific, including technical and institutional knowledge, financial administration, 

analysis and report writing, community engagement, communication, leadership, logistics, negotiation and 

political sensitivity.  Such skills are in high demand, and the programme suffered from losing 2 project 

managers over the 2.5 year programme.   The workload and burden of responsibility are also high and burn-

out is a risk. 

LESSON 3: Careful attention should be placed on recruiting adequately experienced, capable and motivated 

team members with suitable personality traits.  The successes of the programme are largely down to the 

high calibre of staff and team members.  To this end: 

- Full time staffing should be increased in future applications of the approach to at least 3 

professionals and an assistant/administrator 

- Team members should receive adequate remuneration and management support 

- Team members should receive ongoing and relevant training.  

- A community of practice should be nurtured to increase the pool of expertise available for social 

accountability work on water.  

4. Case study identification 

Performance varied from case to case and factors for case study selection design should be carefully 

considered. 

LESSON 4: Thorough analysis and review of rationale for including case studies, and wider scoping of cases is 

needed.  Focusing on hotspots, conflicts and areas with clear community demand because of material water 

impacts is important, but should be balanced with focus on areas facing future risk.  Case studies with larger 

numbers of beneficiaries can be helpful in hitting M&E targets and demonstrating value.  

5. Relationships with government 
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Maintaining effective relationships with government is sometimes challenging because of the nature of the 

work.  The rationale for working closely with government was to ensure strategic focus on national 

geographical and thematic priorities, that latest policy and process information was reflected in 

engagement, and to provide constructive feedback on field level delivery. 

The programme’s aim, to fulfil the roles of both a supportive friend, and an outspoken critic was difficult to 

comprehend from a government perspective, and may have resulted in reluctance to share data.  The 

relationship was also hampered by rapid turnover of government staff assigned to work with the project at a 

senior liaison level.  This lack of continuity undermined ongoing understanding, communication and co-

operation.  That said, most government officers have been extremely supportive and enthusiastic about the 

work. 

LESSON 5. Reflection on the nature of the government relationship should take place ahead of 

implementation, through senior level liaison. Government counterparts should have a good understanding 

of what the work involves ahead of any commitment to collaborate.  Social accountability can of course be 

delivered at distance, and arguably this may be a healthy approach, reducing perceived or real conflicts of 

interest.   However, the trade-off may be reduced levels of ‘soft influence’, limited access to data, and a 

missed opportunity to expose government staff to the importance of their work through direct work with 

vulnerable communities.  

6. Partner continuity 

Relationships with other delivery partners was also problematic at times because of unaligned expectations 

about resources and roles, and in some cases an inability to deliver on roles set out in programme design.  In 

particular, NGO and network partners had high levels of staff turnover and faced cessation of donor funding 

meaning they were no longer able to participate.  This drew down heavily on team resources and required 

adaptive management / revised design.   

LESSON 6.  Careful selection of partners, clear justification of the partnership, clarity on roles, and  due-

diligence in terms of future ability to deliver should be prioritised.  Risks facing partnership arrangement 

should be thought through in advance, and project managers must have the ability to adaptively manage 

delivery.   

7. Timescales and resources 

Several factors mean that the timescale for effective delivery of social accountability and demonstration of 

its impact are likely to extend beyond a short project funding cycle: 

- Responses to FWF activations are subject to government timescales. For example, obtaining a new 

water permit was seen to take up to 8 years in Tanzania, and so demonstrating impact through new 

permissions in 2 years has been challenging; 

- Advocacy is an open ended process, and driving systemic change needs tenacious and long term 

engagement. 

- As a new approach, space for learning and establishing credibility should be provided for in 

programme design. 

The initial design also underestimated the level of financial resources required. For example, a larger team 

and greater budget for communications would have resulted in more immediate impact.   

LESSON 7.  Social accountability initiatives should be planned and adequately resourced over a minimum of 

4 or 5 years, and ideally long-term core funding should be available to enable CSOs to deliver this role 

effectively.  Given the resourcing to the sector as a whole, this will still yield good value for money.   

8. Strategic alliances 
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Operational delivery and advocacy can be made more effective and efficient through working in strategic 

alliance with partners.  INGOs in particular have large existing networks of community engagement and a 

seat at the table in advocacy and policy discussions.  Evidence-based action for greater water security ought 

to be a natural priority, particularly for INGOs working on water, and alignment and collaboration 

straightforward.  This is particularly important when advocating on water security, as multiple messages 

from multiple INGOs and CSOs is counterproductive.  Despite considerable efforts the team found it 

challenging to establish working relationships with established INGOs, and this has been put down to: 

 High levels of staff turnover in INGOs; 

 Tendency for top down planning and programming, and externally set priorities rather than 

responsiveness to local need and opportunity; 

 Continued strong attachment to service delivery rather than political economy/accountability 

approaches to NGO interventions.  

 Risk aversion.  

Alliances with local organisations, particularly those working on policy advocacy and research were much 

more productive and rewarding  

LESSON 8: Strategic alliances with INGOs and CSOs should be sought and nurtured to improve efficiency and 

impact, but should not be a pre-requisite.  INGO headquarters should be lobbied and influenced to enable 

country offices to prioritise accountability and advocacy work on water.  

9. Resilience of power to knowledge and change 

Programme design was partially predicated on the assumption that ‘speaking truth to power’ can drive 

change.  The idea being that bringing reliable information about problems into the public domain will 

incentivise those responsible to take action.  Results suggest that this process takes time and tenacious 

engagement, and that in some cases, powerful interests are very resilient to and unaffected by public 

perceptions.  For example, deals with politicians to favour regulatory leniency by the private sector have 

been exposed in the media, with little visible change or impact.   Similarly, public commitments by senior 

politicians can be ignored with few avenues for redress. 

LESSON 9.  Tenacity and long-term engagement are required to drive change, and multiple strategies for 

influence need to be adopted.  There is an argument for following analysis and advocacy with legal action if 

no change is forthcoming, particularly where material harm can be linked to government inaction or private 

sector negligence/non-compliance.  However, this approach should be carefully considered as it radically 

changes the nature and resourcing requirements of the work.  

10. Sustainability gap 

The approach is based on an assumption that legal process, regulatory permissions and permits will translate 

into greater water security.  For example, it assumes that if a community or water user possess a water use 

permit, that this will support long term access to the resource, protection against resource grabs, 

prioritisation of domestic and livelihood uses during droughts and conflict, and promote sustainable use.  

This in turn relies on the process for deciding on allocation being based on principles of sustainability and 

sound data, and that enforcement and monitoring will be carried out, which may not be the case in some 

situations.  In some contexts, ‘the law is an ass’ and there is a ‘sustainability gap’ where regulatory processes 

do not lead to sensible or equitable use outcomes because of a lack of enforcement or inadequate analysis 

when setting use limits.  

LESSON 10. Long term and iterative engagement is needed to ensure that legal and regulatory processes 

actually translate into more secure resource access for the poor and sustainable resource use.  

11. Ensuring equity in engagement, action and outcomes 
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The FWF approach prioritises equitable and inclusive engagement with communities so that actions are 

based on good understanding of collective needs and balanced knowledge.  For example, community 

engagement attempts equitable gender representation and inclusion of all interest groups such as 

pastoralists, farmers and fisherfolk.  Despite the team’s efforts this was not always achieved, in particular in 

terms of gender balance.   

LESSON 11.  Planning the composition of community meetings should aim for equitable representation, and 

methods used for analysis and planning should ensure that all voices and perspectives are heard.  Further 

work is needed to understand how best to promote equitable engagement and the degree to which 

attaining this balance influences outcomes.   

12. Conflict mitigation  

In some circumstances, case study research reveals new and sensitive information about how a community’s 

water security, health and wellbeing are being undermined by the actions of others, or lack of action by 

authorities.  There is a risk that community responses to this type of information may not be not 

constructive, and rather may lead to community direct action against the perpetrator or those responsible.  

For example, if a community becomes aware of dangerous contamination to their domestic water supply, a 

potential response could be vandalism, conflict or threats of violence.  Whilst this was not seen, it remains a 

tangible risk that needs to be mitigated through sensitive engagement, clear communication, negotiation 

and advice.  ‘Raising an angry mob’ is not the intention of the approach and must be avoided through 

channelling community concerns towards constructive and legally appropriate courses of action.  

LESSON 12. The core team should be aware of the potential for unforeseen, illegal or malicious responses to 

water security problems and must plan and conduct the action research to facilitate constructive community 

responses. Training in conflict resolution and negotiation skills should be provided.  

13. Stronger media partnerships 

Effective use of the media is important to the success of the approach and plays a key role in exposing 

findings to public scrutiny and raising the profile and public debate around issues.  The team should plan to 

use media coverage strategically throughout the process cycle.  Good relationships were cultivated and used 

effectively, although at times media coverage was weak, in part because of the disappointing requirement to 

pay some journalists to cover public interest stories. 

LESSON 13. The team should cultivate a relationship of trust with influential and good quality journalists, 

involving them at key stages of the process to support dissemination of information and findings.    

14. The tyranny of allowance culture 
In many countries the payment of inflated attendance allowances, extra-duty or travel stipends has become 

a convention, which is particularly destructive where these are in excess of actual costs incurred, or are used 

to top-up meagre salaries.  The incentives which these payments establish, and the significant additional 

costs they can impose for simply holding a meeting or visiting field site can undermine project delivery.  They 

can mean that people not genuinely interested in the work occupy the spaces and opportunities of those 

interested in genuine change. 

LESSON 14. Clear rules and policy for reasonable reimbursement of costs and expenses incurred should be 

established at the outset and maintained.  Anyone found to be making spurious financial claims should be 

excluded from the project.  

15. Externally imposed constraints on community access, advocacy and free speech 
Effective delivery of the FWF approach assumes a reasonable ability for the project team to engage with 

communities freely, and freedom of speech to discus and publish findings.  However, delivery was stalled 

because of restrictions on community engagement during political campaigning in the run up to elections.   
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The team also face legal constraints in sharing advocacy material because of new legislation aimed at 

controlling civil society freedoms, and free use of data.  

LESSON 15. Political risks to project delivery should be flagged and appropriate mitigation plans put in place.  

For example, the team should establish when and where community access could be restricted – such as 

during elections -and plan delivery around this.  Legal advice should be sought to clarify any legal limits to 

the use and publishing of data.  
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