SWOT ANALYSIS
Description: Fill in the table below with your team and include this as part of your Feasibility Decision Support Document, which should be shared with relevant decision-makers to inform a ‘Go / No-Go Decision’ about moving onto the Design Phase. You may access examples of existing Feasibility Decision Support Documents by visiting the Water Funds Toolbox (see here: https://waterfundstoolbox.org/project-cycle/feasibility/decision-support). 
	STRENGTHS
Strengths: characteristics of the project that give it an advantage over others
1. List item
1. List item
	WEAKNESSES
Weaknesses: characteristics of the project that place the project at a disadvantage 
1. List item
1. List item

	OPPORTUNITIES
Opportunities: elements in the environment that the project could exploit to its advantage
1. List item
1. List item
	THREATS
Threats: elements in the environment that could cause trouble for the project
1. List item
1. List item



WATER FUNDS TRAINING

2

EXAMPLE: SWOT ANALYSIS
Mexico City Water Fund – Feasibility Decision Support Document
[bookmark: _GoBack]Visit Water Funds Toolbox for more examples in English and Spanish.
	STRENGTHS
1. The Water Fund can have a meaningful impact – addressing an annual shortfall of 783 million m3. 

2. The potential areas of intervention are mostly within the scope of a Water Funds’ operation, notably by: 
a. Closing important and relevant evidence gaps – conducting and aggregating scientific studies to provide actionable insights. 
b. Positively influencing water-related governance and decision making – to help create systematic change, bring new decision-making structures (e.g., provide credible ‘cases for investment’, serving as a ‘social witness’, etc.).
c. Encouraging and driving implementation of natural infrastructure projects – which could include implementation and providing financial or other support for such projects. 
d. Convening stakeholders to enable meaningful and positive impact on scale – bringing together existing and new participants in an ongoing, structured, and robust dialog that builds consensus and drives positive collaborative action. 

3. The Water Fund’s potential contributions could affect all dimensions of water security, increasing the chances of success. 

4. The Water Fund currently has a director who has initiated the stakeholder engagement process.

	WEAKNESSES 
1. The stakeholder landscape is fragmented with multiple municipal and state authorities governing the areas of potential intervention. Some existing interventions, policies, and plans are already being implemented by some actors, but lack synergy and coordination. 

2. The problems are very large and complex – addressing the entire water security situation with all its dimensions could overwhelm any single organization.

	OPPORTUNITIES 
1. Sanitation and access to clean drinking water aligned with the United Nation’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) attracting a great deal of attention from corporations, multilateral funding organizations and NGOs. Other SDG’s are likely to be benefitted by the Water Funds actions. 

2. The current level of non-revenue water is at the higher end of the world average range and a significant reduction is economically viable. 

3. The subsidence issue is well-known and well-publicized in Mexico City. Costs associated with subsidence are great and a reduction in further subsidence has a definite pay-back. 

4. Reduction in consumption has an immediate pay-back in the avoidance of investments. The ‘low hanging fruits’ would be to address the perverse incentives for over-consumption currently in place (among others: the definition of fees is not based on the cost of the service, consumption ranges in the tariff structure are not related to the consumption pattern, tariffs defined for users without meters are generally higher than those defined for users with meters, no penalties for non-payment, discounts for payment of overdue accounts, poor quality of service does not exempt operators from receiving government transfers, and investments are not accounted for in the assets and the relevant depreciation is not recorded).

5. Mexico City’s history as a system of lakes and the continued need for water removal to keep the City dry points to a green infrastructure set of solutions where the water is stored (in ‘new’ lakes or the aquifer) for later use. 

6. Mexico City’s problem is not unique, several large cities in the world are facing and addressing similar issues of overabstracting of groundwater and the consequent subsidence (e.g., Jakarta, Ho Chi Minh City, Bangkok, and Tokyo). Knowledge-sharing and adoption of best practices offer less costly alternatives to inventing new solutions independently. 

7. New technology (like the European Space Agency’s Sentinel-1) provides detailed monitoring of subsidence allowing for focuses attention to priority areas (for action) within the City. 

8. The most important recharge area for the Mexico City aquifers has already been set aside with a certain degree of formal protection. Further formalization and enforcement of that protection (and supported by incentives for conservation) represent a significant opportunity to further protect the groundwater recharge zones.

	THREATS 
1. Corruption, non-enforcement, and graft could become considerations worth watching, particularly when dealing with licensing and permitting-related issues. 

2. Considering the complexity of the challenges in Mexico City the potential for distraction will be great. It is essential that the Design Phase clearly outlines the areas of intervention and focus. 

3. Acquired rights by minorities (e.g., squatters, legal or illegal) seem to trump the interests of the majority of inhabitants in the case of protection of recharge areas.



