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Sustainable water management contributes towards human and economic development as
well as protecting valuable environmental assets and services. However, the political support
and the investment to deliver effective Water governance and the infrastructure needed to
manage water equitably and sustainably are often lacking in many countries. This creates
“water risks” for a wide range of stakeholders. Today nearly 800 million people still do not
have access to safe drinking water and roughly one-third of the world’s population lives in
water-stressed areas. As the world’s population grows, demand for water increases and climate
change threatens water quality and availability it is essential that greater effort is placed on
ensuring sustainable water management in order to promote healthy and more prosperous
societies.

Inrecentyears an interesting response to the failure to invest in sustainable water management
has emerged from a, perhaps unlikely, quarter. Investors and companies are increasingly
engaged in debates and programmes to improve water management. This is exemplified by
the World Economic Forum’s 2015 Global Risks report which identified water crises as the
number one risk in terms of impact. There is a growing body of local evidence demonstrating
the threat of water risks for companies and economies. The Thai floods of 2011 were deemed
the fourth most costly natural disaster ever, with costs of over $45bn causing the Thai economy
to shrink by 9%, and significant impacts felt by multinational companies and other countries
across the world. There are thus clear threats to the private sector of failures to address water
risks — not just in their investments in factories or supply chains but in wider catchments.

Water stewardship has emerged as a broad framework bringing together a diverse range of
companies, communities, governments, NGOs, civil society and donors to tackle shared water
risks in order to deliver a wide range of social, economic and environmental outcomes. But
can increased corporate engagement in water risk management meaningfully contribute
to wider efforts to eradicate poverty, promote sustainable economic development, increase
resilience to climate change and improve environmental protection? This question is at the
heart of efforts to engage the private sector in efforts to deliver sustainable and equitable
water management.

Water stewardship initiatives are relatively new. As such the evidence regarding their efficacy
is still limited and much work has been through a process of trial and error. And many still
question whether corporate engagement is anathema to sustainable and equitable water
management arguing, for instance that, it can lead to policy and resource capture or provide
companies with increased access to decision-makers and information. With WSIs at a nascent
stage in their development this Guide on Managing Integrity therefore provides a timely and
invaluable stock take, assessing progress and drawing out key lessons learnt in delivering WSIs.
Adhering to the Principles set out in this Guide and using the associated tools will help Water



stewardship initiatives proceed with high levels of accountability and transparency
and ensure that all stakeholders — including the poorest and most vulnerable - truly
benefit.

The Sustainable Development Goals set out a universal framework to deliver water
management as a driver of poverty eradication, increased prosperity and enhanced
biodiversity. The SDG framework identifies the private sector as a key means of
implementation. I would argue that Water stewardship has a potentially important
contribution to make towards delivery of the SDGs.

The UK Department For International Development (DFID) sees Water stewardship as
a useful tool to promote pro-poor and climate resilient economic development. For
this reason we fund, together with the German Government, the International Water
stewardship Programme (IWaSP) which works in seven countries in Africa and the
Caribbean to forge effective multi-stakeholder partnerships to tackle shared water
risks. What is evident from the lessons so far from IWaSP is that partnerships involve
often delicate balances of power between government institutions, the private sector,
civil society, and citizens. Integrity in designing and managing these partnerships, and
in setting and monitoring their objectives is fundamental to their credibility, especially
where we strive to influence and strengthen Water governance. This requires that
partnerships are well steered and inclusive — sometimes requiring capacity building
for civil society and government bodies. Only in this way can we minimise chances of
corruption, policy capture or perverse outcomes, and strive to ensure that poorer and
more vulnerable stakeholders benefit too.

A key focus of DFID support is to ensure effective lesson learning - highlighting the
successes, of course, but also honestly reporting the challenges and difficulties in
delivering Water stewardship so that others may learn from these lessons. Only this
way will replication and scale up be possible.

Water stewardship is still in its infancy. If it is to play an increased role in contributing
towards human and economic development, including supporting delivery of the
SDGs, it is important that initiatives demonstrate high levels of integrity. This means
establishing true partnerships in which processes and decisions are accountable and
transparent and where all stakeholder interests are included and respected. The private
sector has a potentially very significant role to play and this Guide, produced by the
CEO Water Mandate and the Water Integrity Network, are a significant and welcome
contribution towards our common goal to sustainably manage water for the benefit of
all in society.

Jean-Paul Penrose
Senior Water Resources Adviser
Department For International Development



This piece of work was commissioned by the International Water Stewardship
Programme (IWaSP). IWaSP is an innovative donor funded programme that
improves water security for communities and businesses in watersheds around
the world by supporting good corporate water stewardship and multi-stakeholder
collective action. IWaSP is implemented by the Deutsche Gesellschaft fir
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), on behalf of the German Federal Ministry
for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and the UK Department for
International Development (DFID).

IWaSP enables public sector, private sector and civil society actors to reach
consensus on water risks and solutions, and partner to implement joint action
plans, improving ecosystem protection, water supply access, infrastructure
investment and water governance.

IWaSP supports good corporate water stewardship by helping companies become
more responsible water users, while levering their engagement and resources
into partnerships to improve water security for all. It also helps build the capacity
of public authorities to improve their steering and coordinating role in multi-
stakeholder collective action.

IWaSP believes that the scale and urgency of the water crises facing many of the
world’s watersheds and cities present a pertinent need to collectively address
shared threats to water security. However, it also recognises that public sector-
private sector-civil society collective action approaches present significant new
challenges, and that there are many lessons still to be learnt.

For example, how to build trust amongst stakeholders that are not used to
cooperating with each other? Or how to manage the often significant power
imbalances between multi-national companies, public authorities and local civil
society organisations, to ensure fair planning and decision making processes, and
outcomes that benefit all? Or how to meet what is often the private sector’s need
for quick results without bypassing ‘slow’ but important public authorities and
governance processes? These and similar such challenges are almost certainly faced
by all organisations committed to taking an equitable and sustainable approach
to implementing water stewardship initiatives. However, independent, pragmatic
and well thought through guidance on how to best collaborate in an inclusive,
transparent and accountable manner in what are often complex initiatives has
been lacking until now. To help fill this knowledge gap, IWaSP commissioned
the CEO Water Mandate and Water Integrity Network, in partnership with
other thought leaders, to develop this practical, solutions-orientated guide for
practitioners who are managing water stewardship initiatives.
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I. About This Guidance and Background

Increasingly, there is recognition that sustainable water management
(SWM) requires action by not just government but also business and civil
society. It is derived from the underlying concept of integrated water
resources management that ensures efficient, equitable, and sustainable
development of the world’s limited water resources. Companies that
rely on water for their core business (e.g., in the manufacturing of their
goods or indirectly in the production of their inputs) recognize that they
face waterrelated risks. Increasing water scarcity and pollution of water
sources combined with inadequate Water governance systems have led
to a clear business case for action, based on the proposition that more
effective water management can help address and mitigate such risks.
Corporate Water stewardship is founded on the notion that businesses
can act in a positive manner to manage their risks and simultaneously
meet local stakeholder expectations by mitigating adverse impacts on
communities and ecosystems, thereby helping to protect a vital shared
resource.

Generally defined as the use of water in a way that is socially equita-
ble, environmentally sustainable, and economically beneficial, Water
stewardship is achieved through a stakeholder-inclusive process that
involves site- and basin-based actions. Water stewardship involves orga-
nizations taking shared responsibility to pursue meaningful individual

and collecttive actions that benefit people and nature.!

As basin-level problems increasingly affect all segments of society, water
stewardship initiatives (WSIs) hold exciting potential as an approach
to tackling shared water challenges. These WSIs leverage the expertise
of businesses working collectively with public institutions, civil society
organizations, and other water users at the basin level. As with any new
approach, WSIs provide opportunities but can also pose some design
and implementation challenges, particularly around ensuring integrity.
For example, involving the private sector in the management of a
public resource like water must be approached with care to avoid real
or perceived problems of “capture”: where undue influence on decision
making, skewing of public policy priorities, or privileged access to water
resources results through private sector involvement.

1 Adapted from Alliance for Water stewardship (AWS), “What Is Water stewardship?” (2010), http:/fwww.
allianceforwaterstewardship.org/become-a-water-steward.html#what-is-water-stewardship.

Guide for Managing Integrity in Water Stewardship Initiatives
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As well as making WSIs more impactful, sustainable, and cost-effective, ensuring high levels of integrity will
reduce reputational risks that could be barriers to multi-stakeholder cooperation. This guide seek to build on
the lessons learned from the pioneers of WSIs around the world. Through a practical lens, and focusing on
the needs of practitioners, the ultimate aim of this guide is to support existing and future WSIs in creating
tangible benefits for society by ensuring high levels of integrity and transparency.

Understanding Water Stewardship Initiatives

The initiatives formed between multiple stakeholders in a WSI constitute a form of “collective action”
toward a shared water management goal. Collective action can be understood through a four-level taxonomy
thatis described in Table 1. These four levels of collective action differ in terms of the resource commitments
required and the formality of decision-making and governance structures. The WSIs that are the focus of this
guide reside within the collaborative and integrative levels of engagement. These types of initiatives typically
have a degree of formality and focus on working toward common objectives. Integrative partnerships typically
require more substantial (and often pooled) resources, and put substantial effort into establishing concrete
alignment of interests and objectives among all parties, thereby increasing coordination and establishing
clear roles and responsibilities for all parties.

Table 1: Levels of Collective Action Engagement

LEVEL DESCRIPTION

Focuses on coordinating the sharing of information to foster expanded knowledge and increased

Inf i e : .
nformative transparency, familiarity, and trust among interested parties.

Focuses on convening specific interested parties to exchange ideas and expertise, and to create a
Consultative shared understanding of needs, interests, and challenges to enable informed, independent decision
making by all parties.

Seeks to move interested parties closer together and reflects a belief that finding common ground,
Collaborative establishing common objectives, and sharing implementation responsibilities hold the potential to
increase both individual and collective effectiveness.

Emerges when an alignment of interests, resources, decision making, and coordinated actions is
Integrative desired or needed to meet water-related challenges or opportunities. Interested parties are typically
formally convened or have a formal joint structure.

Source: CEO Water Mandate, Guide to Water-Related Collective Action (September 2013),
http://ceowatermandate.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/guide-to-water-related-ca-web-091213.pdf.

Worth noting is that collective actions (whether WSIs or less structured forms) can have different primary
objectives. Generally speaking, they can (1) deliver projects and programs, (2) support the creation of new
accountability mechanisms (certification schemes, regulation and policy frameworks, complaints redress
mechanisms, etc.), (3) create a resource transfer mechanism (that channels funding, expertise, and in-kind
support or products, spare parts, etc., to worthy or needy areas), or (4) provide a dialogue, learning, and
innovation platform for stakeholders. Each of these functions brings a different spirit of engagement,
calls for different decision-making mechanisms, and may involve a different configuration of participants.
Needless to say, ultimately WSIs need to be tailored to fit the context in which they are operating and the
goals they are trying to achieve.

August 2015
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A key aspiration of WSIs is to address shared water challenges to the benefit of all participants and affected
stakeholders. WSIs that go awry, in contrast, may end up generating benefits for only a few WSI participants
to the detriment of other particular interests or society as a whole. Adhering to integrity principles within
WSIs helps ensure that efforts lead to shared benefits, particularly when such efforts involve participants
with varied and at times conflicting interests. Focusing on integrity in WSIs brings advantages, including:

1. Increasing effectiveness and likelihood of achieving initiative goals
2. Generating greater credibility and reducing reputational risks for WSI participants
3. Fostering long-term engagement and cooperation with affected stakeholders

4. Supporting WSI participants’ staff or representatives through clear articulation of the rules for
engagement.

In addition, WSIs have the potential to improve Water governance, either by directly tackling local
governance challenges or through the WSI’s indirect benefits. Water governance refers to “formal and
informal processes that allow for the determination and negotiation of objectives, setting of standards, and
resolution of disputes among disparate voices in order to address challenges and meet objectives at local,
sub-national, and national levels.” It is a complex process that considers multi-level participation from not
only government institutions but also the private sector, civil society, and citizens. Good Water governance
means that the actions (and inactions) of all parties are transparent and accountable so that undue influence
is minimized, the views of minorities and the most vulnerable are heard in decision making, and the needs
of the present and the future are taken into account.

Ensuring the integrity of WSIs is therefore part and parcel of efforts to improve Water governance, and
WSIs with high levels of integrity can make an important contribution to improving overall water sector
performance.

Understanding and properly managing integrity risks is essential to ensure the long-term effectiveness and
impact of WSIs in addressing shared water challenges.

WSIs with integrity ideally have:
1. Clear objectives and demonstrable outcomes that advance sustainable water management
2. Trustworthy, credible, and accountable participants
3. Inclusive, transparent, and responsive processes and governance that lead to informed and

balanced decision making

NOTE: Throughout this guide, the color coding above — the outcomes (blue), the individual
participants of WSIs (purple), and the processes and governance of the initiative (green) —
is used to reflect these three dimensions of integrity relating to WSIs.

Guide for Managing Integrity in Water Stewardship Initiatives
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With funding support from Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), the project co-leads, the UN Global Compact CEO
Water Mandate (Mandate) and the Water Integrity Network (WIN) — in
collaboration with Partnerships in Practice, Ltd., Pegasys Strategy and
Development, Ltd.,and Water Witness International —have developed this
good practice guide for WSI integrity management. This guide responds
to the integrity challenges facing WSIs that were identified during field
work research. The guide includes a practical framework and quality
management processes together with a suite of practical supporting
tools geared toward ensuring high levels of integrity and transparency
in WSIs. The guide is primarily targeted at WSI practitioners, those
individuals responsible for facilitating or implementing the WSI or who
are active participants within a WSI. The guide may also be useful for
those external audiences interested in understanding how to ensure or
promote effective, equitable, and sustainable WSIs in a basin.

These guidelines are organized into two main parts: the first part
introduces a framework for WSI integrity management, and the second
part is a collection of practical tools that can be used by practitioners as
they embark upon key activities relating to their Water stewardship
collective action.

In developing this guide, the project team undertook extensive field
assessments to understand the integrity risks that WSIs typically face.
Seven operating principles were then developed to address commonly
encountered WSI integrity risks. In turn, key activities and guiding
questions were developed to help WSI participants implement these
operating principles. In the Part Two of the guide, a suite of supporting
tools is provided to assist implementation of these key activities. To
provide a practical starting point, this includes guidance on holding a
participatory workshop where WSI participants can prioritize integrity
risks, select and plan integrity risk management activities, and safeguard
the impact of their WSI. The relationships between these different
elements of an integrity management framework are laid out in Figure 1.




Figure 1: Components of WSI Integrity Management Framework

INTEGRITY RISK GUIDING QUESTIONS
AREAS Helps Navigate Principles and Activities

OPERATING KEY ACTIVITIES

PRINCIPLES Linked to WSI Project Cycles Stages

SUPPORTING ToOLS
Help Inplement Activities

The remaining sections of Part One are organized as follows:
Section II introduces the various risks that WSIs typically face in practice.

Section III describes seven principles for addressing these common WSI integrity issues, and introduces
guiding questions that can be used to bring these operating principles to life.

Section IV provides detailed guidance on how the WSI integrity principles can be applied in practice
through key activities mapped across the life-cycle phases of a WSI.

Part Two of the guide contains a suite of 12 tools that support successful implementation of various activities
described in Section IV. It is left to participants in a given WSI to decide which of the tools in the toolbox to
use (or adapt) given the scope, function, and context of their work and the potential gaps faced in planning,
participation, or setting objectives.

Part Three provides a series of informational appendixes to help understand key sections of the guidance,
including more detailed integrity risk descriptions and a one-page synopsis of the primary activities
practitioners should undertake when pursuing a Water stewardship collective action.

A glossary of key terms is also provided at the end of the guide. Terms defined in the glossary are
shown when first used in the guide indicated by bold text and a dotted underline and in the PDF
version of this guide they are bookmarked to where the term can be found in the glossary.

This guide should be considered as an evolving body of work that will be amended and updated over time
as WSI practice matures. This guide has also been developed into an online platform, which can be found at
http:/[www.ceowatermandate.org/integrity.

Guide for Managing Integrity in Water Stewardship Initiatives
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IT. Understanding Integrity Risks Facing WSIs

Fieldwork undertaken for this project has identified the range of integrity risks facing WSIs through analysis
of 18 historical, ongoing, and emerging WSIs and 50 interviews with diverse stakeholders involved in them.?
These case study WSIs covered a range of multi-stakeholder and corporate engagement activities on water,
including local project implementation, establishing novel financing mechanisms to improve water supply
and/or quality, convening for policy dialogue or planning, and supply chain engagement.? Findings were
presented, discussed, refined, and validated through a series of six international meetings.

The integrity risks that emerged have been grouped within 15 WSl integrity risk areas, which are summarized
and mapped in Figure 2.* As discussed in more detail below, the relevance of these risks varies depending
on the nature, objectives, maturity, and context of a particular WSI. Correlating with the definition of WSI
integrity presented above, risk areas can be attributed to the initiative’s outcomes (blue), the individual
participants of WSIs (purple), and the processes and governance of the initiative (green). Integrity risks areas
with the potential to have more severely negative social, economic, environmental, or institutional impacts
were assigned a higher hazard ranking than those whose negative impacts would most likely affect individual
WSI participants or the internal dynamics and efficiency of a WSI. The integrity risk areas found in the top
right quadrant of Figure 2 are those of most concern across the case study WSIs analyzed during the fieldwork.

Figure 2: Ranking of WSI Integrity Risk Factors Based on Severity and Likelihood of Hazard
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2 The integrity risks were identified during fieldwork undertaken in Tanzania, South Africa, and Peru, and during consultation meet-
ings in Lima, London, Lusaka, New Delhi, Paris, Pretoria, and Stockholm.

3 Guidance for practitioners on how to undertake an integrity risk assessment for a specific WSI can be found in Tool 1a: WSI Integrity
Risk Assessment.

4 A detailed explanation of these integrity risk areas, as well as an illustrative case example, is included in Part Three Informational
Appendixes — Appendix A: WSI Integrity Risk Descriptions.
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INTEGRITY RISK AREAS RELATED TO THE OUTCOMES OF A WSI

The extent to which WSIs enhance sustainable water management reflects the degree to which the
collective action has a “stewardship orientation” or whether it is focused primarily on advancing a business
interest. From an integrity management perspective, it is important to ensure that the objective(s) or intent
of a WSI focuses on advancing SWM rather than pursuing vested interests at the cost of public interest and
resources. In this context, a number of integrity risks are related to capture (of public finances, regulatory
action, policy making, and access to water). Additional integrity risks can arise unintentionally via perverse
outcomes where the WSI creates negative impacts for the environment, people, or institutions. Lastly if
the contribution of a WSI to SWM is not properly measured, is very limited in scope and depth, is not
sustainable, or comes at a high cost, then integrity is also at risk alongside the acceptance and perceived
credibility of the WSI by affected stakeholders.

INTEGRITY

RISK AREA EXAMPLES

A WST focuses significant regulatory agency effort on a polluted watercourse
near a corporate site that poses no serious health risks, while gross pollution of a

capture: organizational nearby river threatens the health of thousands.

resources and

investment Senior staff from the Ministry of Water, which faces severe human resource

shortages and decision-making backlogs, are seconded into a poorly designed
WSI that doesn't address the Ministry's strategic priorities.

A WST pays or influences a government regulator to take enforcement action,
to resettle communities, or prevents it from taking enforcement action against

capture: regulatory breaches of water law.

action, policy, and A WST with unbalanced representation lobbies for and takes a lead role in
water drafting strategy, policy, or statutes on water offsetting.

WST investment by partners is conditional to their uninterrupted access to water
during drought.

Technological and infrastructure investment are not accompanied by an
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) or other safeguard
mechanism.

perverse outcomes A WSI undermines the ability of small farmers to access markets.

A WSTI undermines rational behavior by making payments to community
members or civil servants.

A WST fails to establish a baseline and logical framework, and is unable to
demonstrate any tangible outcomes, yet makes significant claims about its

limited contribution to contribution to water security.

SWM
Local learning and experiences from a pilot intervention are not documented or

shared for strategic uptake.

Guide for Managing Integrity in Water Stewardship Initiatives



INTEGRITY RISK AREAS RELATED TO PARTICIPANTS

Integrity risks related to participants include: the track record (i.e., reputation, past performance);
representation (i.e., appropriate representation of affected stakeholders); intent and incentives (i.e.,
understanding motivations of participants); capability (i.e., whether participants have adequate knowledge/
resources to fulfil their role); conduct (i.e., participant behavior including compliance with agreed procedures
and policies); and long-term engagement (i.e., ensuring that participants show continuity, and are committed
and engaged in the initiative). Participants inform and influence WSIs and their environment by defining
objectives and activities, making decisions, and executing activities. To ensure high integrity, the WSI will
need to properly balance the differing interests of participants through careful consideration and consensus
on their selection, composition, level of engagement, and expected behavior. Participants’ actions within and
beyond the confines of the WSI will affect its integrity.

INTEGRITY

RISK AREA EXAMPLES

N\

A business participant in a WSI has an appalling record of human rights abuses and
aggressive tax avoidance, and has recently been fined for causing pollution of a high-profile
river.

frackrecord 7 An NGO participant has been prosecuted for corrupt practice in the past.

7 Communities refuse to work with a WSI because a corporate participant is perceived as a
“bad apple.”

7 Key stakeholders affected by or influential to the WSI and its objectives are not in the
room. The main users and polluters of water, the communities affected by degradation and

} depletion, and the government bodies responsible for management have not been engaged
representation successfully.

7 Local government, NGO, or business umbrella organizations are involved in the WSTI, but they
do not genuinely represent or communicate with the stakeholders they claim to speak for.

7 Businesses do not commit to or seriously engage with the WSI, or do so only for public

?ntentt.and relations purposes, or to position themselves for lucrative contracts.
incentives
7 Local government staff only turn up to WSI meetings upon payment of a sitting allowance.

7 The WSI initiator or lead practitioner does not have sufficient experience to design and
deliver the initiative.

7z Civil society organizations are not involved or unable to deliver key roles because they have

CEPEINL no core funds.

% Government participants are unable to deliver planned work because they are under-
resourced.

% Inappropriate and dishonest claims are made by one participant about how much they have

duct achieved through the WST, without recognizing the efforts of others.
conduc
7 Partner staff do not respond to communications or attend meetings, or have acted

maliciously toward potential partners.

7 The WSI initiator and most active participant has moved on to a new job, leaving no

continuous successor, institutional memory, or commitment to the initiative.
engagement o ) i o )
Participants in a WSI modify their objectives or budget commitments.
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INTEGRITY RISK AREAS RELATED TO WSI GOVERNANCE AND PROCESSES

Integrity risks related to the governance and management processes ofa WSI can be introduced during planning
and design, stakeholder engagement, decision making and communication, financial management, and
monitoring and evaluation. Getting these processes right is critical to ensuring that the WSI delivers on its
objectives and serves the public interest. In the absence of robust, well-designed, and transparent processes
for planning, decision making, stakeholder participation, whistle-blowing, financial management, and
monitoring, WSIs are vulnerable to corrupt behaviors, capture, and manipulation toward vested interests.
Well-designed processes also help with independent oversight, accountability, and legitimacy of the WSI.

INTEGRITY
RISK AREA EXAMPLES
7 A WSI pays local government staff to clear waste from a river, but it emerges that the
same local government illegally dumps waste into the same river.
planning and 7 A WSI invests in non-viable technologies, infrastructure without operations and
design management planning, or environmentally damaging infrastructure.
7 A WSI generates a payment scheme for watershed services, but this fails due to
competition with existing statutory water use payment schemes, and lack of demand.
7 Access to decision making in a WSI is based on non-transparent selection criteria or
payment of a fee, restricting the presence of those affected by the initiative.
7 Communities directly affected by a WST are not identified or engaged because they are
stakeholder perceived as low priority.
engagement 7 Engagement with influential business partners fails because the business case and mode
of outreach is unconvincing.
7 Stakeholder engagement processes are manipulated by the head office of WSI
participants.
managing
responsibilities, z \WSI meetings are conducted in a language that few participants understand well.
decision making, 7 WSI meetings are poorly managed, not documented, and decisions are not implemented.
and communication
There is financial leakage from a WST and unaccounted for expenditure.
financial Introduction of payments for participation and fulfilment of roles by a donor grossly
management skews incentives of participants.
A WSTI facilitates corrupt relationships, or fails to act on corrupt practice.
monitorin A WST has unclear objectives and cannot demonstrate what it has achieved. Tracking
evaLuatior?'and achievements, implementing corrective management, and ensuring value for money are
learnin ' impossible due to the lack of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework. M&E data or
9 results are not shared, hence the motives of partners and role of WSI are questioned.

The Cross-Cutting Influence of Contextual Factors Affecting the Integrity of WSIs

The nature and extent of integrity risks are largely determined by the contextual environment within which a
particular WSI operates. As Figure 3 illustrates, the three dimensions of WSl integrity (outcomes, participants,
and processes) must be understood in the context of larger political, economic, and environmental conditions.
WSIs need to be sufficiently and properly embedded in the public policy and political realities of a given
country or basin. The relevance of existing policies and legislation, regulations and their enforcement (or lack
thereof), and other basin factors all influence what WSIs can and cannot do, and may inflate certain integrity
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risks over others. Contextual factors that have bearing on the relative prominence of various WSI integrity
risks include:

Environmental or River Basin Context: Factors include the availability and quality of water; climate
variability and impacts of droughts and floods; important values, uses, and functions of water and water-
related ecosystems; current and future water demand and conflict in the WSI basin. These factors need to be
well understood and considered to identify priorities for the WSI and to inform potential trade-offs among
economic, social, and environmental interests.

Policy, Institutional, and Regulatory Context: The maturity, “personality,” and performance of relevant
river basin and other government institutions will be a key determinant of integrity risks within a WSI. A
particular challenge exists where public policy, law, or the intent of public authorities is not yet aligned
with SWM or with the best interests of local stakeholders and environment. Elements beyond the control
or influence of the water sector, such as land or economic policy, may also have a bearing on WSIs.

Political Context: The political attitudes of local stakeholders and participants toward the problem being
addressed by the WSI, as well as conceptions of multi-stakeholder partnerships, may influence the integrity
of the WSI. External events such as elections or financial crises may shape behaviors and responses to WSI
opportunities.

Socio-Economic and Cultural Context: Socio-economic development factors — such as social cohesion,
demographic shifts, poverty and livelihood considerations, gender, and cultural attitudes toward issues such
as contracts, agreements, access to information, and the rule of law — will have a bearing on the integrity
issues facing a WSIL.

Market Context: The interaction and relative power of socio-economic groups and actors affects their overall
bargaining ability and the impact that collusion and capture can have on the distribution of private gains
among WSI stakeholders. How the market functions in particular contexts (the existence of monopolies,
how licenses are issued, etc.) may also shape the incentives and engagement of WSI participants.

Figure 3: Understanding How Contextual Factors Influence WSls

CONTEXT

WATER STEWARDSHIP INITIATIVE (WSI)

(]
i w X
Affected Stakeholders rn‘ w

w = WSI PROCESS
WST Participant '"'
WST Participant

Economic
Sustainability

°
°
°
w Institutional
Sustainability
Affected Stakeholders i

Contextual Factors Influencing WSis:
1. Environmental or River Basin Context

2. Policy, Institutional, and Regulatory Context
3. Political Context

4. Socio-Economic and Cultural Context

5. Market Context
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I1I. Operating Principles for Managing
the Integrity of WSIs

The integrity risks identified above can be addressed and mitigated by
adhering to a number of key operating principles. Seven such principles
are introduced here to provide aspirational direction for managing
integrity in WSIs. The operating principles are ordered to correlate with
tackling those integrity risks identified as most hazardous as well as
most likely. Each is accompanied by a series of Guiding Questions to help
WSI practitioners understand how to operationalize the principles by
assessing how well the WSl is addressing certain issues and then helping
the practitioners identify key activities to undertake (further explained
in Section IV).

Principle 1: Seek to align with, support, and strengthen public policy
that advances sustainable water management; be careful not to
undermine public institutions or water governance.

First and foremost, the WSI should ensure that its scope and objectives
support and strengthen public policy relating to SWM. In some
instances public policy, laws, and regulations may be weak, ambiguous,
inconsistent, or may not be geared toward delivering SWM. In such cases
reforms and review, rather than alignment, may be the priority for a
WSI. Where this is the case, it will be important for the WSI to develop a
constructive relationship with the government and its agencies, and to
engage an appropriate range of stakeholders in a sector reform dialogue
in the design, scoping, and implementation of the WSIL.

However, in many instances government policy and legal provision are
well aligned with the goal of SWM, and implementation is lacking. In
addressing this scenario, a WSI should respect the unique roles that
government institutions play in serving the public interests and
ensure that the initiative’s activities complement rather than usurp
or undermine ongoing public policy or Water governance processes.
This can be supported by a well-designed and conducted analysis to
understand the local context and political economy, to clarify the root
causes of the problem, and to devise a suitable role and design for the WSI
alongside ongoing initiatives. Efforts should also be made to understand
the resource limitations of public and civil society sectors, in order to
guard against potential capture of those sector’s limited resources.

Effectively aligning the WSI with public policy objectives that seek to
advance SWM and understanding the unique role of public institutions
helps to guard against potential policy, regulatory, and resource capture.
Doing so ensures that the WSI is not perceived to be dictating policy
direction, redirecting scarce public funds to serve private interests,
or undermining ongoing public sector-led efforts to achieve SWM
objectives.

GUIDING QUESTIONS

Are public policy priorities in
the basin area well defined with
regard to water? Are water
policies consistent with other
public policy priorities?

. Are government roles clearly

defined in relation to achieving
water-related public  policy
objectives?

Do public institutions have
the capacity and resources
to deliver on these stated
objectives (e.g., to enforce the
regulatory framework)?

Have public sector stakeholders’
mandates been respected, and
have those stakeholders been
actively involved in setting the
objectives and activities of the
WSI?

Are the WSI's objectives and
activities aligned with public
policy goals and objectives, and
do they structurally support
the development of the public
sector's ability to manage
water resources? Have public
interest benefits been explicitly
outlined?

Have risks of  capturing
organizational or public
resources, regulatory action,
policy processes, and water
access been identified? Have
such risks been assessed?
How effectively are they being
addressed?
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GUIDING QUESTIONS

. Have stakeholders with

a significant ability to
influence the outcomes of
the WSI been identified?
Have affected stakeholders
influenced by the WSI been
identified?

. Where proxies are used,

are they representative,
legitimate, and capable
of representing the
stakeholders' interests?

. Are affected stakeholders

contributing to the design
and implementation of the
WSI?

. Are there any barriers to

participation and balanced
representation, and how can
they be overcome?

. How open and effective are

communications among
participants?

. How equitable is the

decision-making process?

. How are the quality of

the representation and
engagement of stakeholders
monitored? Are actions
taken to balance various
interests where needed?

August 2015

Principle 2: Ensure appropriate and balanced representation of
interests throughout the course of the WSL

The integrity of a WSI hinges upon ensuring that the voices, needs,
and perspectives of affected stakeholders are heard and taken into
account during establishment, design, and implementation. All WSIs
seek to influence the management of a public resource with potential
implications for the well-being and interests of other water users. Ensuring
that stakeholders affected by a WSI have a voice in decision making
is therefore vital to support fairness. At a pragmatic level, balanced
representation of stakeholders (including governments, communities,
and businesses) also ensures that decision making is well informed
by those who best understand the resource and its challenges, brings
additional resources to the WSI, reduces the risk of undue influence by
any one party, and is therefore vital for the effectiveness of the WSIL.

This principle focuses on ensuring appropriate representation of
participants within the WSI, and on engagement with people and
interests (such as local community members) that may be affected
by the WSI. The WSI should strive to ensure that participants in WSI
decision making and governance adequately reflect the range of affected
stakeholders, through legitimate proxies if necessary. Meaningful
stakeholder engagement should be ongoing, and requires a WSI to be
cognizant of who the affected stakeholders are and to adopt processes
that encourage shared ownership, input, and information. Proxies for
stakeholder groups such as community members or businesses need to
be genuine, and have the necessary capacity and mandate from those
they represent. This can be challenging where institutions are weak
or prone to manipulation by the powerful. Other challenges to this
principle include intentional or unintentional barriers to engagement
such as language or a requirement for financial contributions.

Engagingthediversity ofinterests around a WSI helps to mitigate integrity
risks related to imbalanced stakeholder representation. Meaningful and
effective stakeholder engagement also ensures that the WSI serves the
needs of all stakeholders (not just the participants), and guards against
the perception that a WSI exists as an exclusive platform to provide
privileged access to decision makers for the individual gain of a handful
of stakeholders.



Principle 3: Be clear and transparent about the roles and
responsibilities of WSI participants, and ensure that their capabilities
are adequate (or are sufficiently developed) to fulfill them.

WSI participants should be able to fulfill their roles and responsibilities,
and the WSI needs to develop internal mechanisms to hold participants
accountable against these defined roles and responsibilities. This
requires a clear understanding of the needs, motivations, and intent of
WSI participants, and the assignment of clear, suitable roles for each
member. Where skills, experience, or capacity are lacking, the WSI may
carry higher initial integrity risks, but might proceed if the WSI is able to
provide training, support, or resources to address identified needs.

Understanding participants’ intentions and any constraints they face,
and establishing clear roles and responsibilities can help to avoid
potential conflicts of interest (where intentions may not be aligned
with the goals of the initiative) and integrity risks associated with
participant capabilities. WSIs that fail to undertake an analysis of the
intentions of their potential participants or to develop structures that
balance the interests among participants and external stakeholders
are at risk of pursuing activities that privilege individual participants
and enable private gain over the public interest. A lack of clear roles
and responsibilities and oversight of these brings risks of corruption and
manipulation by individual WSI participants alongside the integrity
risks associated with a WSI simply failing to deliver. It should therefore
be regularly monitored whether tasks are adequately divided among WSI
participants and affected stakeholders to mitigate different forms of
capture.

GUIDING QUESTIONS

1. Have WSI participants' track

records, incentives, and intentions
been sufficiently analyzed?

Have the capabilities and
constraints of each participant
been properly assessed, and a
needs assessment conducted?
How will the WSI deal with
capacity deficits?

Have roles and responsibilities
for all activities and coordination
tasks been appropriately shared?

What measures ensure effective
oversight?
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GUIDING QUESTIONS

. Has the problem analysis

sufficiently clarified the root
causes and nature of the
challenges that the WST seeks to
address? Have the opportunities
for progress and the risks
facing the WSI in delivering
these outcomes been properly
understood?

. Have participants clearly defined

the scope and objectives of the
WSI, as well as its benefits for
the public interest and for each
participant?

. Has the justification for the WSI

been effectively communicated
to all participants and affected
stakeholders? Do feedback
channels exist?

. Have the changes that the WSI

seeks to achieve in improving
water resource management
been effectively specified and
communicated to all relevant
stakeholders?

. Have participants had the

opportunity to discuss,
challenge, and improve the
logic behind how the WSI will
contribute to more SWM?

August 2015

Principle 4: Be clear and transparent about the water challenge(s)
being addressed by the WSI, as well as the agreed scope and intended
benefits.

Ensuring that WSIs serve the public interest requires being transparent
about the waterrelated challenges that the WSI is striving to address,
its long-term objectives, the activities that will be undertaken, the
intended benefits, and intended beneficiaries. This information must
be communicated not only among WSI participants but also among
affected stakeholders on a regular basis.

A proper understanding of the challenges and opportunities for action
requires engagement with affected stakeholders through an ongoing
process that tracks and reports demonstrable progress toward positive
outcomes and WSI objectives.

Poor initial problem analysis with insufficient diagnosis of underlying
waterrelated or institutional challenges leads to inappropriate objectives
and activities. This could undermine WSI impact and efficiency, or may
privilege vested interests and thereby nurture or reinforce ongoing
power imbalances in places with weak or corrupt governance. Being
transparent about the challenges, scope, and benefits of a WSI both
allows the public and affected stakeholders to monitor how well the
WSI serves public interests and guards against those WSIs that serve a
few vested interests.



Principle 5: Be clear and transparent about how the WSI is to be
governed.

WSIs need to establish internal governance mechanisms to ensure that
decision making, financial management, and communications meet
expectations and are fit for the intended purpose. Decision-making
processes should be clear and ensure that all participants are able
to engage in the process, and that participants providing resources
and funding are not given undue influence or special rights. Sharing
relevant information in a timely manner is essential to ensuring
informed participation. Financial arrangements and systems, including
expectations around remuneration and funding flows, should be specified
and understood by all WSI participants. Internal audit systems should
be established as necessary, and ideally financial arrangements should
be disclosed publicly.

As well as supporting the WSI’s reputation, developing proper systems
ensures that the WSI can deliver according to its stated purpose, that its
funds are directed toward appropriate goals, and that decision making is
well informed and balanced.

GUIDING QUESTIONS

1. Have participants agreed on

management (e.g., timing, tasks,
workplan,  oversight,  conflict
resolution  structures, budget
reporting structures) and decision-
making  processes  (including
feedback mechanisms), and how
to handle communications and
financial issues?

. Have they all clearly expressed at

the outset their expectations about
remunerationand flows of funding?
Were they properly informed
about financial commitments and
disbursement procedures?

.How is adherence to agreed

procedures  being  effectively
monitored? Are shortcomings
properly addressed?
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GUIDING QUESTIONS

1. Are decision-making processes
sufficiently informed by the goals
of the WSI?

2. Has an appropriate exit strategy
been designed?

3. Is an M&E system in place to
track the progress of the WSI
and readjust the course of the
program as needed?

4. Have agreed M&E mechanisms
led to effective tracking of new
integrity risks?

5. Do communication mechanisms
provide sufficient information on
the performance of the WSI?

GUIDING QUESTIONS

1. Have expectations about the
behavior of WSI participants
been clarified?

2. How does the WST explicitly value
honesty? Are agreed procedures
held as a standard of behavior
(such as a code of conduct)?

3. Howhaveissuesofnoncompliance
with  WSI agreements been
addressed?
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Principle 6: Track outcomes against the stated objectives of the WSL.

WSIs need to develop structures and procedures that support informed
decision making, responsiveness to changing local conditions, continual
learning, and improved practice to ensure that WSI participants can
meet their stated objectives. Leading WSIs implement robust monitoring
and evaluation (M&E) systems that allow participants to determine
the effectiveness of the initiative and to understand when unexpected
outcomes occur or when new integrity risks arise. An exit strategy
that explicitly clarifies when the WSI has met its objectives, or when
circumstances demonstrate that entrenched integrity conditions render
the WSI no longer viable, also holds WSIs accountable to specified
conditions. Leading WSIs that pursue such accountability mechanisms
communicate to affected stakeholders the outcomes of these
evaluations (preferably third-party evaluations, where possible) and any
consequent decisions about the course of the WSI.

Where there is an absence of proper channels to deliver on stated goals
and/orinadequate M&E systems, the risk of dishonest claims and breached
commitments or agreements is higher. The absence of an effective M&E
mechanism may place a higher integrity risk on the WSI as participants
may not be able to efficiently identify (new) threats facing the initiative
or malpractice within the initiative.

Principle 7: Foster an ethos of trust, and establish expectations for
behavior of WSI participants.

WSIs should strive to create an environment that leads to trust and
honesty among WSI participants and affected stakeholders. In doing
so, WSIs can ensure that participants strive to meet their agreed roles and
responsibilities, and that their behavior leads to positive reputational
outcomes for the WSI. Appropriate behavior ensures that issues of
misconduct that may lead to integrity risks do not become endemic to
the WSL

Where there is an atmosphere of distrust and dishonesty, integrity risks
associated with unethical behavior and noncompliance are higher.
Mitigating against these risks will ensure that the WSI is perceived to be
acting in the best and most honest manner possible.



IV. Applying the WSI Integrity Principles in Practice

Typical WST Life Cycle

The framework below presents a life cycle of the more formalized multi-stakeholder WSIs that are the
focus of this work. In this section, key integrity management activities are mapped against the phases of this
life cycle. For each WSI life-cycle phase, we describe key activities that WSI participants should consider
pursuing to operationalize the principles presented in this guide. The Guiding Questions (introduced in the
previous Section) have been mapped to key activities as signposts, allowing WSI practitioners to determine
where gaps or weaknesses in analysis and processes (or even communications) might need to be addressed.
The authors recognize that in the real world, activities will not always fit precisely within the assigned WSI
life-cycle phase. The aim is to indicate a general flow of key activities in a relative, though not necessarily
linear or prescriptive, sequence. Key activities are hyperlinked to relevant supporting tools that can be found
in Part Two of this guide.

Figure 4: Life Cycle of WSIs

+ Includes core group of WST initia-
tors at the beginning and expanding
outward

-
+ Focuses on understand-
ing whether the project
should continue, be
modified, or can close
as it has met its objec-
tives

+ Results in understanding local
water challenges, possible inter-
ventions, and potential participants

* Includes trying to understand
whether WSTIs are the best option
to address local water challenges

* Includes stakeholder and context
analysis

Renewal

S

Phase 4: Phase 1:
Completion, Incubation and
Renewal, or Initial Analysis
Upscaling

Phase 3: Phase 2:
Implementation Formalization

+ Focuses on activity
implementation,

ongoing monitoring
and evaluation, and
learning

+ Begins formalization of the WSI
based upon shared participant
understanding

+ Defines the key aspects of
the WSI

+ Includes developing internal
structures of the WSI to ensure
longterm sustainability and
impact of the WSI

J
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A WST’s incubation and preliminary scoping focuses on the
actions thata WSI initiator takes to understand the local context, local water-related challenges, the potential
participants, and necessary resources for actions to occur. It requires preliminary commitment (in the form
of both monetary and personnel resources) to collective action by the actor or set of actors. This should result
in a basic understanding of the local water issues, the possible interventions and objectives of the WSI, and
potential participants (including understanding their basic incentives, track records, capacities, etc.).

Once some of this initial scoping occurs, usually WSIs expand beyond a small group of organizations to
determine whether the envisioned WSI is the best option to address the local water challenge and serve the
publicinterest. The WSIwould then undergo a thorough context and stakeholder analysis. The participatory
context analysis reviews the nature of the water governance landscape and other contextual factors that
would shape a collective action. The stakeholder analysis focuses on understanding the perspectives, needs,
and interests of key stakeholder groups. This phase results in a decision of whether to pursue the WSI as
well as with whom and how the WSI should engage (as participants or as external stakeholders) to balance
differing interests.

This phase focuses on two dimensions of formalization: the objectives and activities
of 'a WSI and its basic structure. Typically this includes formalizing a shared understanding of local water
challenges and opportunities for action among WSI participants. During this phase, the desired outcomes,
intentions, and public interest benefits of the initiative are specified. The phase should also determine the
geographic scope and scale of the initiative, and the key functions, activities, and/or solutions the initiative
will undertake. This culminates in assigning responsibilities to WSI participants and determining financial
commitments (taking into account participants’ interests and capacities), specifying institutional links, and
planning for any deficiencies.

This phase also focuses on understanding and establishing the degree of formality of the WSI in order to
plan for implementation, the decision-making approach and process, the responsibility boundaries, the
process time frame, and the underlying legal, regulatory, or policy factors that may affect the procedural
aspects of the WSI. This includes undertaking financial planning, establishing the necessary transparency
and accountability measures, building in WSI adaptation provisions, and establishing closure expectations.
As a result, the governance of the WSI is clarified and established.

This phase focuses on the actual implementation of project activities, including
ongoing monitoring of stated activities against objectives, evaluating for potential deficiencies and capture
risks, and identifying areas for ongoing learning and amendments to the WSI.

This phase focuses on evaluating the WSI process and
implementation, as well as determining next steps for a WSI, the plans for its completion, or the necessary
arrangements to ensure its sustainability over a longer time frame.

On the next page is a summary of the key activities mapped against both the principles and the life cycle.
These elements will be further explained in the subsections that follow.

August 2015



Principle 1:

Seek to align, support, and
strengthen public policy that
advances SWM; be careful
not to undermine public
institutions or

water governance.

Principle 2:

Ensure appropriate and
balanced representation
of interests throughout the
course of the WSI.

PHASE 1:
INCUBATION
AND INITIAL

ANALYSIS

Undertake a
Partipatory
Context
Analysis

Identify and
Map
Interests
Affected by
the WSI

PHASE 2:
WSI
FORMALIZATION

Assess Likelihood
of Capture Risks
and Establish
Mechanisms for
Monitoring and
Oversight

Determine Affected
Stakeholder
Representation

in the WSI

PHASE 3:
IMPLEMENTATION

Monitor
Representation
and
Participation

PHASE 4:
COMPLETION,
RENEWAL, OR

UPSCALING

Assess Capture
Risks During
Completion/
Transformation

Engage Affected
Stakeholders

Principle 3:

Be clear and transparent
about the roles and
responsibilities of WSI
participants, and ensure
that their capabilities are
adequate (or are sufficiently
developed) to fulfill them.

Principle 4:

Be clear and transparent
about water challenge(s)
being addressed by the WST,
as well as the agreed scope,
and intended benefits.

Principle 5:

Be clear and transparent
about how the WST is to
be governed.

Principle 6:

Track outcomes against the
stated objectives of the WSI.

Principle 7:

Foster an ethos of trust, and
establish expectations for
behavior of WSI
participants.

Analyze WSI
Partipant
Records and
Incentives

Undertake a
Participatory
Context
Analysis

Assign Appropriate
Roles and
Responsibilities

Define Scope,
Objective and Public
Interest of the WSI

Establish Equitable
Decision-Making
Structures,
Communication, and
Finance & Determine
Corporate Form

Establish M&E
Systems

Establish an Exit
Strategy

Clarify Expectations
of WSI Behavior

Regularly
Question and
Verify Theory of
Change

Monitor WSI
Participation
Adherance to
Governance

Communicate
about WSI

Performance

Participatory Final
Evaluation and Audit

Embed activities
and outcomes into
existing institutions
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Applying Principles in Practice

Other Applicable Tools:

Tool 1a: WSI Integrity Risk
Assessment

The purpose of carrying out a risk
assessment is to enable the WSI
to take the measures necessary to
ensure high levels of integrity among
its individual participants, for the
governance and management of the
initiative, and for its relationship with
the broader context and environment.
Understanding which integrity risks
are most likely and most hazardous
provides the basis to manage integrity
systematically. This is key to avoiding
potential policy capture and credibility
issues for the WSI partners, and
can help maximize value for money,
longevity, and positive impact for the
environment and society. An integrity
risk assessment may be carried out
at any stage in a WSI, though it will
be most beneficial at the outset.

Tool 2: WSI Model — A Template
to Describe the Logic of WSIs

The WSI model provides a structure
through which WST participants can
discuss and agree on key aspects of
the WSI in simple terms, establishing
a shared understanding among all
participants. Doing so helps create
transparency and provides key
information for an analysis of the
most salient integrity risks the WSI
may face. Beyond this, the WSI model
helps to clarify the theory of change
of the initiative. The WSI model can
and should be reviewed and updated
throughout the project life cycle.
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PHASE 1-INCUBATION AND INITIAL AN IS

« Includes core group of WST initiators
at the beginning and expanding
outward

« Focuses on
understanding * Results in understanding local water
whether the challenges, possible interventions, and
project should potential participants
continue, be

« Includes trying to understand whether
WSTs are the best option to address
local water challenges

+ Includes stakeholder and context
analysis

modified, or can
close as it has met
its objectives

Phase 4:
Completion,
Renewal, or
Upscaling

Phase 1:
Incubation and
Initial Analysis

Phase 3:
Implementation

Phase 2:
Formalization

+ Focuses on activit
implementation,

ongoing monitoring
and evaluation, and
learning

* Begins formalization of the WSI
based upon shared participant
understanding

« Defines the key aspects of
the WSI

« Includes developing internal
structures of the WST to ensure
longterm sustainability and
impact of the WSI

REMINDER: Addressing integrity risks related to WSI
outcomes is color-coded blue, risks related to participants
of WSIs is purple, and the processes and governance of the
initiatitve are green.

KEY GUIDING QUESTIONS:

7 Have stakeholders with a significant ability to influence the outcomes of the WSI
been identified? Have affected stakeholders influenced by the WSI been identified?

7 Have WSI participants’ track records, incentives, and intentions been sufficiently
analyzed?

7 Are government roles clearly defined in relation to achieving water-related public
policy objectives?

7 Do public institutions have the capacity and resources to deliver on these stated
objectives?

7 Are the WSI's objectives and activities aligned with public policy goals and
objectives, and do they structurally support the development of the public sector’s
ability to manage water resources? Have public interest benefits been explicitly
outlined?



KEY ACTIVITES

Identify and map stakeholders affected by the (or their legitimate proxies), as well as those with a

significant ability to influence WSI outcomes.

The stakeholder mapping should be used as an opportunity to assess the capacities of different stakeholders and their ability to
contribute to the WSI

How? Identifying relevant stakeholders and understanding their perspectives and interests is known as stakeholder
mapping. Utilize Tool 3: Mapping a WSI's Key Stakeholders to identify affected and influential stakeholders, in order to
take into account their legitimate interests and knowledge.

Undertake an initial analysis of WSI participants’ track records, incentives, and intentions.

How? To understand these issues, an initial due diligence process should be conducted. It involves the systematic
collection and analysis of information on how a particular organization is managed or how a company does business.
The investigation reveals whether a potential WSI participant commits to professional and ethical business practices,
and uncovers the risks and opportunities involved in a potential initiative. It also reveals conflicts of interest and
participants’ intentions. Utilize Tool 4: WST Participants Due Diligence Investigation to carry this out. WSI participants
may undertake an exercise that leads to a “declaration of interest” that clearly states the benefits respective
participants expect to realize from engaging in the WSI.

Undertake a participatory context analysis for the WSI to understand ongoing public sector-led efforts
and policy objectives related to sustainable water management, and evaluate the implications for the
WSI.

As part of this analysis, WSI participants should thoroughly explore and document alternative options to the WSI, and evaluate
if and how the WSI option is best suited to address the identified water challenges, opportunities, and underlying factors.

The analysis should explicitly specify the water-related challenges and opportunities and the underlying factors or gap(s) the
WST seeks to address. In doing so, it should delineate how the WSI aligns with public policy objectives and strategies, and is
expected to yield public interest benefits related to water. This entails assessing potential positive or negative impacts of the
WST on the resources of government institutions and how they can be maximized or mitigated.

How? Utilize Tool 5: Assessing the Context of a WSI, which provides practitioners with a structured approach to
assessing the wider environment of the WSI and understanding the root causes of the water-related challenges it
aims to tackle. The tool lays out in a stepwise approach to undertaking such a process, including how to incorporate
stakeholder perspectives, key questions to ask, and overall tips.

Guide for Managing Integrity in Water Stewardship Initiatives
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Other Applicable Tools:

Tool 1a: WSI Integrity Risk Assessment
The purpose of carrying out a risk
assessment is to enable a WSI to take
the measures necessary to ensure high
levels of integrity among its individual
participants, for the governance and
management of the initiative, and for its
relationship with the broader context
and environment. Understanding which
integrity risks are most likely and most
hazardous provides the basis to manage
integrity systematically. This is key to
avoiding potential policy capture and
credibility issues for the WSI partners,
and can help maximize value for money,
longevity, and positive impact for the
environment and society. An integrity risk
assessment may be carried out at any
stage in a WSI, though obviously it will be
most beneficial at the outset.

Tool 1b: Facilitator’s Guide for
Participatory Integrity Risk
Management Exercises

Participatory integrity risk management
exercises are meant to initiate a change
process with participants to jointly
enhance the WSI's integrity. In existing
WSIs that have not yet followed an
explicit integrity management approach,
these exercises can serve as a starting
point to align the WSI with the Integrity
Management Guide. The sequence of
exercises is meant to facilitate a step-
wise process to identify the key activities
and the supporting tools that enhance the
initiative's integrity most effectively. To
use time effectively, exercises should be
combined and adapted to include other
risks a WSI may be facing, and should be
embedded into the overall management
approach of the initiative. In WSIs
that have integrated systematic risk
management from the planning phase,
the exercises serve to take stock, refine,
and complement the measures put in
place, to plan next steps, and to further
sensitize participants.

Tool 2: WSI Model — A Template to
Describe the Logic of WSIs

The WSI model provides a structure
through which WSI participants can
discuss and agree on key aspects of the
WSTIinsimpleterms,establishingashared
understanding among all participants.
Doing so helps create transparency and
provides key information for an analysis
of the most salient integrity risks the WSI
may face. Beyond this the WSI model
helps to clarify the theory of change of the
initiative. The WSI model can and should
be reviewed and updated throughout the
project life-cycle.
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PHASE 2-FORMALIZATION

« Includes core group of WSI initiators
at the beginning and expanding
outward

ts in understanding local water
hallenges, possible interventions, and
potential participants

* Includes trying to understand
WSTs are the best option to address
loc: er challenges

+ Includes stakeholder and context
analysis

Phase 1:
Incubation and
Initial Analysis

Phase 2:
Formalization

- Begins formalization of the WSI
based upon shared participant
understanding

« Defines the key aspects of
the WSI

« Includes developing internal

structures of the WST to ensure

longterm sustainability and
impact of the WSI

REMINDER: Addressing integrity risks related to WSI
outcomes is color-coded blue, risks related to participants
of WSIs is purple, and the processes and governance of the
initiatitve are green.

KEY GUIDING QUESTIONS:

Have public sector stakeholders' mandates been respected, and have those
stakeholders been actively involved in setting the objectives and activities of the
WSI?

7 Are affected stakeholders contributing to the design and implementation of the
WSI?

7 Has the problem analysis sufficiently clarified the root causes and nature of the
challenges that the WSI seeks to address? Have the opportunities for progress and
the risks facing the WSI in delivering these outcomes been properly understood?

7 Have participants clearly defined the scope and objectives of the WSI, as well as its
benefits for the public interest and for each participant?

7 Has the justification for the WSI been effectively communicated to all participants
and affected stakeholders? Do channels exist to capture feedback?

7 Have the capabilities and constraints of each participant been properly assessed, and
a needs assessment conducted? How will the WST deal with capacity deficits?

7 Have roles and responsibilities for all activities and coordination tasks been
appropriately shared?

7 Have participants agreed on management and decision-making processes, how to
handle communications and financial issues?

7 How equitable is the decision-making process?

7 How does the WST explicitly value honesty? Are agreed procedures held up as a
reference for behavior?



KEY ACTIVITIES

Determine whether and how affected stakeholders (or their proxies) can be appropriately represented
in the WSL.

The WSI should strive to ensure that participants adequately reflect the range of potentially affected interests. Where

affected stakeholders (or their proxies) cannot be represented as WSI participants, establish an appropriate ongoing external
engagement mechanism that enables affected stakeholders to provide periodic input to help shape the design of the WSI and
its implementation.

The effort should involve understanding who the relevant voices are (or their proxies, as appropriate) and provide a process that
focuses on understanding the views of affected stakeholders, garnering their input, and sharing relevant project information.
Proxies for stakeholders need to have legitimacy and authority to represent those interests.

How? Stakeholder engagement provides insights into the needs and wants of stakeholders who either have the
power to influence the implementation of the WSI or are affected by it. A participatory planning process builds
legitimacy and credibility for the WST by ensuring that a range of voices are heard. Such a process brings new ideas
and directions that will require the WSI to be flexible and adjust initial ideas, objectives, and intervention strategies.
WSTIs are iterative learning processes that require dedicated attention to improve participation through subsequent
stages of its life-cycle. Utilize Tool 6: Support Materials for a Participatory Planning Process for insights.

Define among WSI participants the scope, objectives, and public interest benefits of the WSI, as well as
the benefits of the WSI for respective participants.

It is important that participants specify the change that the WSI seeks to achieve against the current state of water resource
management.

Once preliminary decisions are taken, WSI participants should communicate and validate with affected stakeholders the
justification for the WSI.

How? Utilize Tool 6: Support Materials for a Participatory Planning Process and Tool 7: Basics for WSI Monitoring
and Evaluation to help participants determine how to best hold these discussions. These tools offer pointers on key
elements to discuss and how to effectively communicate with stakeholders.

Complete analysis of WSI participants’ track records, incentives, and intentions, as well as their
respective capabilities and constraints.

How? A WST participant due diligence process involves the systematic collection and analysis of information on how
a particular organization is managed or how a company does business. The investigation reveals whether a potential
WST participant commits to professional and ethical business practices, and uncovers risks and opportunities
involved for the potential initiative. It also reveals conflicts of interests and participants’ intentions. Utilize Tool 4: WSI
Participants Due Diligence Investigation to carry this out. For participants that also act as funders, also use Tool 8:
Financing and Audit Protocols to mitigate risks of capture, misleading expectations, or bad perceptions.

Assign among WSI participants suitable roles and responsibilities for all activities, coordination tasks,
processes, and procedures.

7 At this time, oversight responsibilities (and potentially third-party controls) should be established to ensure that WSI participant
oversight can be fulfilled properly.

How? Effective and successful WSTs typically require that a broad array of functions are fulfilled. At the same
time, WSI participants bring with them a broad array of expertise and resources, as well as areas in which they
have limited experience and capability. As such, well-defined roles and responsibilities among WSI participants
that build on their core competencies or are aligned with their main interests are critical to project success. To
effectively assign and manage roles, utilize Tool 9: Managing Rol