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This is a report on the “Innovative Financing Mechanisms for Biodiversity in Mexico” project financed by
the EU Partnership Instrument (IP). The aim of the project was to support the implementation of the
European Biodiversity Strategy to 2020, which emphasises the opportunities provided by innovative
financing mechanisms for biodiversity conservation, both within and outside the EU. In particular, the
project sought to promote the development and use of innovative financing mechanisms for biodiversity in
Mexico through the review and exchange of experiences and collaboration between Mexican, European
and other regional experts.

The final purpose of the project was to draw lessons from best practices across the Atlantic and provide
recommendations on the ways forward for mobilizing resources to support the conservation of biodiversity
and ecosystems services, with a particular focus on Mexico.

The project was coordinated by IBF International Consulting and undertaken by the French Agricultural
Research Centre for International Development (CIRAD), the Institute for European Environmental Policy
(IEEP) and the Universidad Iberoamericana. The project consisted of literature reviews carried out by the
project team in both Mexico and Europe and the organization of workshops, bilateral meetings and a final
conference, all designed to support dialogue on and the sharing of best practices.

Core events in the project included:

Kick-off seminar and bilateral meetings with key Mexican and Latin American stakeholders on innovative
financing for biodiversity in Mexico City, April 19-20 2016;

Expert workshop with Mexican and European experts in Brussels, July 5 2016;

Final seminar with Mexican, European, Latin American and American experts in Mexico City, January 20
2017.

The main outcomes of the project culminated in identifying the most promising and mutually interesting
areas of focus for the use of innovative financing mechanisms in Europe, Mexico and Latin America and
establishing a community of practice between Europe and Latin America. This report summarises selected
representative public and private examples of interesting innovative financing mechanisms found - it is by
no means a fully comprehensive analysis or even an exhaustive listing in an area under rapid development.

The project resulted in three stand-alone outputs with complementary insights including two
corresponding analytical reviews of innovative financing mechanisms (Mexico and Europe) and an
executive synthesis reflecting and comparing insights from both sides of the Atlantic, with
recommendations for future developments. See inside cover of this report for references to these outputs.



This report diagnoses the state of financing for biodiversity in Mexico, with an emphasis on identifying
innovative elements in biodiversity financing mechanisms. Mexico is a megadiverse country, with
enormous relevance in terms of biodiversity for the world. However, the trends in deforestation and
ecosystem degradation in the country continue to cause severe biodiversity loss, in some cases at an
alarming rate.

Our work presents the results of a systematic review on the instruments for financing biodiversity in
Mexico. Based on this analysis, we found 162 cases related to biodiversity financing, of which two main
categories can be distinguished: green markets (64% of cases) and payments for environmental services
(27%). In addition, the source of funding for these instruments (green markets and payments for
environmental services) are the production process itself (56%) and public environmental funds and civil
society in the majority of cases (21%). In terms of ecosystems, most of the cases (56%) focus on forests and
secondly on arable land (17%).

An analysis of these cases yielded the following findings. First, although there is a scarcity of resources for
biodiversity in some cases, one of the most pressing issues is to reorient current (public) resources to
maximize benefits in terms of biodiversity conservation. Specifically, there is a sharp imbalance between
the resources allocated to the environmental and the agricultural sector. For every dollar spent on the
environment, more than two dollars are assigned to agricultural production policies. In addition, 72% of
each dollar allotted to the environment is used for hydraulic infrastructure, which has a weak link with
integral natural resource management. Furthermore, almost the entire budget for agricultural production is
assigned to subsidizing private production inputs, which, as is well known, distort the market, putting
greater pressure on deforestation and the degradation of ecosystems. In addition to the above, there are
inefficiencies in the quota system for access to Protected Natural Areas (PNA). The amount obtained from
access quotas to Mexico’s PNAs barely accounts for 24% of the system’s total operating costs. There is
ample evidence that although the willingness to pay for access to natural areas is much higher than access
guotas, the latter remain very low.

Second, there are many successful cases of green markets in Mexico, albeit on a very small scale. We
found some interesting cases, such as the development of a green market in the Gulf of California, the
habitat of a small cetacean on the verge of extinction (Vaquita Marina). The traditional fishing gear used by
local shrimp fishermen causes the by-catch of this species. In response to this problem, the World Wide
Fund for Nature promoted the replacement of fishing gear (supply) in exchange local businesses (demand)
to buy shrimp at a premium price. This effort required the alignment of incentives of various actors in
society and although it operates on a small scale, it could be replicated in other contexts. Another success
story is the Yomol A'tel cooperative, a company that produces and markets organic coffee and honey. This
company has managed to maintain standards of sustainability and fair trade, while running a profitable
business. However, the enabling conditions to unleash a larger investment of the private sector into
biodiversity business viable ideas are still to be created.

Our analysis also identified other features of specific projects worth highlighting. For example, in the case
of the Buen Socio (a financial institution), a well-known social organization (e.g. the World Wide Fund for
Nature-WWF- or Comunidad y Biodiversidad - COBI) provides support (non-monetary) to a community. In
turn, the community becomes eligible for financing from the Buen Socio. This is a way of solving an obstacle
constantly faced by entrepreneurs who have good projects but lack financing. Reforestamos México (a civil
society organization) has managed to establish effective links with the private sector and bring together
efforts to undertake projects that contribute to the conservation of biodiversity, which was not possible for
some years, because companies wished to contribute to conservation but also wanted their name to
appear, to show that they were the ones who were contributing. Reforestamos México managed to create
economies of scale and organize companies of different sizes to achieve a common goal. Our analysis also
enabled us to identify some main recommendations to foster successful private sector investments into
IFMs for biodiversity conservation:



1. Inclusion of all stakeholders from the early stages of the project.

2. Have an indispensable minimum of social capital in the area where the project is to be developed.

3. Have the support of civil society and/or international organizations to provide technical assistance.

4. Have seed risk capital to allow the project to survive the early years of its operation.

5. In the medium and long term, move to a financial sustainability scheme that is not dependent on
subsidies or favorable market conditions that are unsustainable.

On a larger scale, we recommend exploring working alternatives involving civil society and major firms. In
Mexico there are a number of large companies with a correspondingly large market share. This constitutes
an opportunity to create a high impact if one or more companies of this nature adopt processes or
products whose use contributes to conserving biodiversity. There are two primary constraints: first, the
procurement area is generally uncoupled from companies’ area of sustainability as are their objectives.
Second, the demand for sustainable products in Mexico, although increasing, is still not widespread. These
two factors discourage companies from creating products and processes that contribute to the
conservation of biodiversity. To cope with this problem, the civil society should get involved on a pilot
program with an interested company, and, in the early stages, the company could be temporarily
compensated for the additional cost incurred by adopting these practices; this compensation will
subsequently be withdrawn.

We conclude our analysis with the following recommendations:

1. Reorient the resources currently reaching the rural sector. This not only involves transferring resources
from the agricultural sector to the environment, but also designing mechanisms that are attractive to
both actors (for example, result-based payment for agricultural environmental services, in a similar
fashion to the ones presented in the European report).

2. When promoting projects for financing biodiversity, it is advisable to ensure that there are minimum
conditions for its success (see above).

3. Continue the promotion of PES schemes, taking advantage of the flexibility of this instrument, which
allows actors from different contexts and sectors to reach compensation agreements.

4. Take the opportunity to re-engineer the access quotas for Protected Natural Areas. The willingness to
pay for access to these areas has been proved to exceed the fees charged for access. Wasting this
opportunity could be very costly in the long run. In this regard, a legal analysis is suggested to identify
legal constraints to make the system of access quotas for Protected Natural Areas more flexible and
more efficient in order to achieve more resources for conservation while limiting degradation and
biodiversity loss.

5. We recommend that civil society and the scientific community work together with one or more large
companies in Mexico to undertake an environmentally friendly pilot project, oriented towards profit
making. The effect of involving one or more large firms could have a large, positive effect in terms of
biodiversity, as long as market shares are commonly concentrated in few firms in Mexico.

6. Support investments at the landscape level in order to consider broader social-ecological benefits and
improve resilience and adaptation for climate change. Such an investment scale would need ongoing
public-private partnerships to reduce the risk for private companies to invest at landscape level and,
more importantly, make them understand the pertinence of it.



The Innovative Financing Mechanisms for Biodiversity in Mexico Project sought to exchange experiences
between Europe and Mexico regarding innovation in financing mechanisms for biodiversity. During the
project, experts from Mexico and Europe performed a diagnosis of the state of financing mechanisms for
biodiversity. In addition, three international meetings were held, one in Brussels and two in Mexico City,
where experts from several countries shared their experiences.

In this report, we present the results of a systematic review of financing mechanisms for biodiversity in
Mexico. Our review focuses on six finance mechanisms: (i) Green Markets in combination with Impact
Investments; (ii) Payments for Environmental Services; (iii) Conservation Easements; (iv) Conservation Funds;
(v) Offsets and Carbon Markets and (v) Taxes and fiscal reforms. Some financial mechanisms being discussed
at the international level such as the Green Bonds have not been included since their implementation is very
recent and they only apply to clean power generation projects in the states of Puebla and Nayarit. Besides, we
also present certain case studies in more detail with information obtained through semi-structured interviews
with the implementers. Lastly, we present a set of recommendations derived from our analysis.
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The 17 megadiverse countries are home to more than 70% of all known species of flora and fauna. Mexico is a
member of this group and ranks fourth. It is home to 10-12% of the world’s biodiversity, ranks second as
regards reptile species and it is among the five countries with the most mammals, flowering plants and
amphibians. Moreover,, many species in Mexico are endemic (2008). According to (CONABIO, 2012a) there
are 19,150 endemic species in Mexico.

This enormous biodiversity is a result of the heterogeneity of Mexico’s geo-physical environment. While it has
a large northern terrestrial area with a maximum width of 2,000 kilometres, its southern territory is a narrow
terrestrial area with a length of 200 kilometres. Mexico also has two peninsulas. The Yucatan Peninsula,
located in the southern part of the country, is a vast plain with a maximum altitude of 200 meters above sea
level. Conversely, the Baja California Peninsula is a long stretch of land located in the northern part of the
country and dominated by mountains. The continental area of the country comprises five mountain systems,
two large coastal plains and one central highland crossed by isolated mountain and volcano systems. These
conditions contribute to a weather pattern so diverse that all climates are represented in the country
(Espinosa et al., 2008).

However, biodiversity is declining at an alarming rate. According to the Living Planet Index, biodiversity fell by
58% between 1970 and 2012 (WWHF, ZLS, & GLOBAL Footprint Network, 2016). Mexico is no exception. In
2011, the remaining forested area accounted for 70% of the historical and potential distribution of forests,
meaning that human activities have transformed 30% of the territory. The most deforested ecosystems are
humid tropical forests and mangroves, with a net surface loss of 52% and 47%, respectively (Figure 1).

60%

50% |—

40% |—

30% —

20% — —
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10% |[— —

0%

Source: (SNIARN, 2011a), (SNIARN, 2011b)

Figure 1 : Percent of reduction of terrestrial ecosystem areas compared to their historical area.
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Another indicator of the loss of biodiversity in Mexico can be obtained from an area index developed from the
first national satellite mapping in 1976. For tropical forests and shrublands, the index is based on the year
1976 whereas for grasslands, the index is based on the year 1993. This graph shows that from 1976 to 2011,
tropical forests lost 16% of their surface, shrublands 7% and all other types of forests 3%. Between 1993 and
2011 grasslands lost 7% (SNIARN, 2015) (Figure 2).
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Source: (SNIARN, 2015)
Figure 2 : Area occupied by main terrestrial ecosystems based on the 1976 index.

Nevertheless, the rate at which terrestrial ecosystems have been lost has systematically declined. The total
loss of terrestrial ecosystems between 1976 and 1993 was approximately 372,000 hectares per year, as
opposed to 275,000 hectares between 1993 and 2002, 239,000 hectares between 2002 and 2007, and
174,000 hectares annually between 2007 and 2011 (SNIARN, 2015).

International organizations such as FAO (2015) have also estimated that the deforestation rate from 2005 to
2007 was 155,000 hectares per year, halving the average deforestation rate between 1990 and 2000. Nine of
the 155,000 hectares correspond to temperate forests and 146,000 to tropical forests, reflecting their drastic
decline (of 16%). As for flora and fauna, 127 species have been recognised by the scientific community as
being extinct in Mexico. Of this number, 57 were endemic to Mexico, 19 have disappeared in Mexico yet still
exist in other countries and 43 still exist but not in the wild and have no possibility of being reintroduced as
wild species. The main drivers of the extinction of these species are overexploitation, habitat destruction,
introduction of exotic species, and water sources pollution and depletion (David Espinosa & Ocegueda, 2008;
Soberdn, Halffter, & Llorente-Bousquets, 2008).

According to (SEMARNAT, 2010) and (Llorente-Busquets & Ocegueda, 2008) 27.7% of vertebrate species in
Mexico are now at risk of extinction together with 3.4% of vascular plants. See (Table 1)

Table 1 : Species at risk of extinction in Mexico.

Species at risk Total known species Species at risk (%)

Vertebrates 1524 5488 27.77%
Birds 392 1096 35.77%
Mammals 291 535 54.39%
Reptiles 443 804 55.10%
Amphibians 194 361 53.74%
Fish 204 2692 7.58%

12



Species at risk Total known species Species at risk (%)
Vascular plants 987 28937 3.41%
Source: (Llorente-Busquets & Ocegueda, 2008; SEMARNAT, 2010)

According to de Groot et al. (2012), “the total value of ecosystem services is considerable and ranges between
490 USD(2007)/year for the total bundle of ecosystem services that can potentially be provided by an
‘average’ hectare of open oceans to almost 350,000 USD(2007)/year for the potential services of an ‘average’
hectare of coral reefs.” The authors find that an ‘average’ hectare of temperate forests provides an estimated
value of 3,013 USD(2007)/year of ecosystem services while an ‘average’ hectare of tropical forests yields
5,264 USD(2007)/year. Table 2 shows the economic values estimated by the authors for ten types of
ecosystem.

Table 2 : Economic value of different types of ecosystems (USD(2007)/year/hectare)

Marine Coral reefs Coastal systems Inland
wetlands
Economic value S 491.0 S 352,249.0 S 28,917.0 S 193,845.0 S 25,682.0
Fresh water Tropical forest Temperate Woodlands Grasslands
(rivers/lakes) forest
Economic value S 4,267.0 S 5,264.0 S 3,013.0 S 1,588.0 S 2,871.0

Source: (De Groot et al., 2012)

Lara-Pulido, et al. (2016) estimate the total value of the ecosystem services in Mexico provided by different
ecosystems. They conclude that that the transformation of forests, mangroves, estuaries and tidal marshes to
cultivated land is not cost effective because the value of the ecosystem services that cultivated land provides
per hectare per year is lower than the value of the ecosystem services provided by these other ecosystems
(See Box 1). Another study, by Bezaury-Creel (2009) estimates that the total value of ecosystem services that
national protected areas in Mexico provide is over 4,800 million USD, of which over 760 million come from
the conservation of biodiversity in these areas.

Furthermore, ecosystems and biodiversity play a key role as safety nets for poor rural households around the
world. According to Angelsen and Wunder (2003) and Wunder et al. (2014), there is a vicious circle between
poverty and deforestation. Deforestation frequently occurs as a result of the search for fertile soil for
subsistence agriculture, which solves short-term needs, yet sacrifices the long-term net benefits of preserving
forest ecosystems. Moreover, unless fertility is properly managed, mid-term traditional agriculture production
may also be compromised. Moreover, deforestation harms current non-monetary income. An analysis of the
income of approximately 8,000 rural households in 24 developing countries showed that approximately 28%
of their total income is obtained from the environment, and even more so in poorer households (Angelsen et
al., 2014). Environmental income is defined by the authors as “the extraction from non-cultivated sources
including: natural forests, other non-forest wildlands such as grass-, bush- and wetlands, and fallows, as well
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as wild plants and animals harvested from croplands.” As one can see, this type of income relies heavily on
the existence of forests. Deforesting eliminates a significant part of this income.

Deforestation and degradation directly affect 90% of the 1.2 billion people in extreme poverty in the world
since they are completely dependent on the natural resources that surround them (Chao, 2012). In Mexico,
many of these groups are indigenous communities that are disproportionally affected by biodiversity loss.
Mexican forests cover 56.5 million hectares and are home to 14 million people, 28% of whom are indigenous.
However this number only considers those that speak an indigenous language; if broader definitions of ethnic
affiliation are considered, the proportion is much higher (Sarukhan & Merino, 2016). In addition, according to
OECD (2013a), 10.9 million of the 14 million people inhabiting forests are regarded as living in extreme
poverty. Deforestation and biodiversity loss must be reduced to achieve long-term reduction of rural poverty
in Mexico. “The poor remain the most heavily affected by the loss of forest and soil fertility” (OECD, 2013a).

In order to stop this negative trend, innovative financial ways of increasing conservation resources must be
implemented. For example, private incentives that lead to the degradation of ecosystems must be
transformed to achieve biodiversity conservation to bring us closer to the social optimum.

Box 1 :“Visible Values of Invisible Values: the economics of ecosystem services”

-

-
-
——— /

71-75 76-80 81-85 86-90 91-95 96-00 01-05 06-10 11-16

O
[
-
©
o
i)
[
S
[}
Q.
©
Q.
]
Y
o
BN

e exico == = All EVRI (Except Mexico)

14



Ecosystem Area (hectares) USD per capita/year USD/ha/year

Cultivated land 32,596,791.1 426.4 1,563.6

Forests 31,843,806.4 973.8 3,655.3
Mangroves 764,486 197.4 30,864.4
Estuaries 1,600,000 695.5 51,958.5
Tidal marsh 1,250,000 528.5 50,537.6

Source: (Lara-Pulido et al., 2016)
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This section presents an analysis of the state of the art of the economic instruments and financial mechanisms
for biodiversity in Mexico. The analysis was conducted using a two-stepwise procedure. We first conducted a
systematic review on the Internet using web and academic search engines to identify financing initiatives that
had been implemented and documented. This allowed us to identify expert-knowledge initiatives. During the
second stage, we conducted a series of semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders who were
conducting a pilot implementation of a particular financial mechanism for biodiversity in Mexico. This

procedure allowed us to identify the most promising case studies for an in-depth study as well as current
trends in the development and implementation of IFMs for biodiversity in Mexico.

For the systematic review, we used a list of 10 keywords we searched for on four different search engines:
Google, Google Scholar, Jstor and Science Direct. Table 3 shows the list of keywords.

Table 3 : Keywords searched on the systematic review.

Keywords
Financial Instruments Mecanismos financieros
Financial Mechanisms Instrumentos financieros
Economic Instruments AND Instrumentos Econdmicos AND
Biodiversity Biodiversidad
Economic Mechanisms AND Mexico Mecanismos econémicos AND México
Eco labelling Etiquetado ecolégico
= =
= Impact investment = Inversion AND Impacto
00 ©
(=
B Green Market & Pagos por servicios
ecosistémicos
Biodiversity offsets Mercados Verdes
Payment for environmental AND Mexico Pagos por servicios AND México

services ambientales

Payment for ecosystem
services

Pagos por servicios
ecosistémicos

Source: Own elaboration

Each of the keywords was looked up in each of the four search engines in two different ways: first, as they are
presented in (table 3) and then using quotation marks to find more specific references. Furthermore, in Jstor
and Science Direct we conducted each of these two searches first on the full text and then only on the
abstract, title and keywords of the articles in order not to miss important documents. Table 4 shows the
specific methodology we used in each search engine with the total references we obtained from each.
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Table 4 : Methodology used in the systematic review

search Total references Cases
. Methodology (after dropping (after
Engines . q .
duplicates) interviews)

Subjects included: All search terms with and without quotation
Google  marks 653 (282)
Evaluated results: 50

Subjects included: All search terms with and without quotation

I
Sci%glaer marks 239 (60)
Evaluated results: 50
155 (162)
Subjects included: All search terms with and without quotation
| e 96 (5)

Searched in: Abstract And Full Text
Evaluated results: 50

Database: All sources
Subjects included: All search terms with and without quotation
Science  marks
Direct  Searched in: Abstract, Title, Keywords And Full Text
Evaluated results: 50 (If 10 references were found in the last 25
results, we evaluated another 25 results)

138 (23)

The selection mechanism we used in the search engines was based on a single criterion: the document or web
page had to describe a case in which financial resources had funded the conservation or restoration of
biodiversity in Mexico. The time frame for the cases did not matter in this first step. They could have been in
the past, present, or planned for the future. In this first step, we obtained 1126 references, which were
reduced to 370 after eliminating duplicates.

Using the 370 references, we built an initial list of 238 cases in Mexico. We then analysed this list to ensure
that all the cases were actually financing mechanisms for biodiversity. During this process, we rejected 85 of
the cases for any of the following reasons: They were not actually a case of financing biodiversity, they were
cases that had already concluded and they were cases with more than one name but referred to the same
case. The pre-final list we formed had 155 cases after which another seven cases were included with
information gathered from the interviews with key stakeholders.

This sub-section presents the general characteristics of the financial mechanisms, including their scale, the
type of ecosystem where they operate and the main biodiversity-related problem they are attempting to
solve. In the second part of this section, we discuss some of the examples we gathered from the interviews
with stakeholders.

17



The majority of the 162 cases found are operational. Only seven mechanisms are still at the conception phase
and two are transitioning from the concept stage to becoming a pilot program. In terms of scale, we grouped
them in four categories: (l) local cases which only take place inside one state of Mexico. (Il) Regional cases
that take place in two or more states of Mexico but fewer than 10.. (lll) National cases which occur in more
than 10 states of Mexico and (IV) Cross-Border cases which occur in Mexico and other countries. The results
based on this variable were as follows: The majority, 121 of the 162 mechanisms, are local cases, 18
mechanisms are cross border, 16 national and 7 regional. This first result shows that most of the biodiversity
mechanisms in Mexico have been adapted to the social and ecological local context, which is reflected in the
size of the area where local cases operate, ranging from 20 to 8,218 hectares. Cross border mechanisms are
second in importance, partly because they include international certification standards of organic products
that operate in Mexico.

As figure 3 shows, the three most common ecosystems are forests, accounting for 56% of all the cases,
agricultural land for 17%, and coastal systems for 8%. Forests constitute the majority of cases because they
constitute the largest ecosystem in terms of area and because they are the ecosystem that is home to most of
the rural communities. Agricultural land is in second place since a large number of mechanisms involve
organic production schemes.

Forests 5600
Cultivated 17%
Coastal_Systems B%
Marine_Open_Ocean 6%
5%
Lakes_Rivers 4%
Grass_Rangeland 2%
Urban 1%
Wetlands 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Percentage

Figure 3 : Type of ecosystem where the identified mechanisms are working.
Source: Own elaboration.

Even though all the cases should have a positive impact on biodiversity, as a result of the selection process,
several only regard the conservation of biodiversity as a side objective. In 31% of cases, protection of
biodiversity is considered as a side benefit. The most common objectives, in which biodiversity conservation is
included as a side effect are watershed protection and preventing deforestation. Nevertheless, in the majority
of the mechanisms reviewed -69%- the main objective was biodiversity protection.

For all the cases, we identified the underlying economic mechanism and financial mechanism. For the purpose
of this report, “economic mechanism” refers to the specific governance mechanism used to foster
environmental additionality and economic profitability, while “financial mechanism” refers to the specific
architecture used for mobilizing and administering money. The distribution of financial mechanisms is shown
in Figure 4, the distribution of economic mechanisms in Figure 5 and the matching of financial and economic
mechanisms in Figure 6.
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Impact Investment and green market | i I I I 56%
Fund 21%
Fund and green market 7%
Government budget 5%
Carbon market 3%
Taxes and subsidies 3%
Government budget and green market 2%
Offseting 2%
1%
Other 1%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Frequency
Source: Own elaboration.
Figure 4 : Distribution of financial mechanisms
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Source: Own elaboration.
Figure 5 : Distribution of economic mechanisms

Note: ICDP — Integrated Conservation and Development Project. Other —Offsetting financial instruments (4)
and one proposal for green bonds.
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m Government budget and green market: 3

Impact investment and green market: 90
Green production/operation: 103

I Fund and green market: 11

Conservation easement: 6

Fund: 34
PES: 43
Carbon market: 5
m Other: 3
I Government budget: 8 ICDP'S- 2
Offseting: 3 Others: 5 B
Taxes and subsidies: 5 Environmental fiscal reform: 3

Source: Own elaboration
Figure 6 : Matching financial and economic instruments

As one can see from Figure 6, the most frequent association between financial and economic mechanisms is
impact investments with green markets. This is probably because green markets are attractive for private
agents because they create profit but also generate positive environmental and social externalities. Another
frequent association is between funds and payment for environmental services, which reflects the importance
of public and private funds as a funding source for PES programs in Mexico. The next part of this section
discusses each financial and economic mechanism. First, we describe the economic rationale behind each one
of them and then we describe the status of the mechanism in the Mexican context.
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As one can see from Figure 5, green production or operation is by far the most frequent economic instrument
used for financing biodiversity — 64% of total cases. Green markets refer to the commercialization of goods
and services produced through the sustainable use of biodiversity and ecosystems. Markets for green
products emerge to satisfy the increasing demand for this type of goods and services. Common facilitators of
these markets are green labels. Green labels indicate that a certain product or service was produced through
sustainable use of nature which varies from label to label (OECD, 2013b).

The economic rationale behind markets for green products is that the sustainable use of natural resources
maintains ecosystem services. Although these ecosystem services have not traditionally been in the market,
there are people who value them and are prepared to pay for them.

As more information about the impact products have on nature conservation of nature is made available for
consumers, more people are willing to pay extra money for goods and services that are sustainably produced.
The concept that describes this behaviour in consumers is responsible consumption and is not limited to
green products. There are also increasing numbers of consumers who value products made under fair
conditions for their workers, which allow them to lead decent lives. Since production based on sustainable
use of biodiversity usually costs more than traditional production techniques, and because certain consumers
are willing to pay extra money for these sustainable practices, the market price of green products is normally
higher than the market price of non-sustainable products. This premium can then be used to protect
biodiversity.

On the side of government, the main attempt to create green markets was the creation of “Units of
Management and Use of Wildlife” (UMAS) in 1997. UMAS are private or community areas where landowners
commit to make sustainable use of biodiversity and receive economic support from the federal government
and the right to commercially exploit their wildlife resources. There are three types of UMAS:

1. Extractive: Hunting, pet breeding, ornamental, inputs for industry and crafts, etc.
2. Non extractive: Ecotourism, research, education, photo, video, cinema.
3. Mixed.

(CONABIO, 2012b)

In 2014, there were 12,317 UMAS registered, covering 3.5 million hectares of land. The majority (86%) of
them were for extractive-hunting use (GIZ, 2014). In these areas, local administrators sell a limited amount of
hunting permits to visitors. The number of permits is designed to ensure that the birth rate of a hunted specie
is not exceed by its death rate, which allows sustainable use of biodiversity. These UMAS are considered
green markets because buyers of hunting permits are paying for the recreational service of biodiversity that is
provided on a sustainable way. The most common species in UMAS are:

1. White-tailed deer.
2. Collared peccary.

3. Coyote.

4. White-winged dove.
5. Mourning dove.

And the most common flora species in UMAS are:

1. Chamaedorea pochutlensis.
Beaucarena recuvata palm.
Giant Spanish Dagger.
Cryosophila nana.

A wnN
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5. Orbignya palm.
(CONABIO, 2012b)

One of the most popular ways of fostering green production is eco-labelling or product certification. The
Mexican government has also made efforts in this regard: In 2013 the Secretariat of Agriculture, Livestock,
Rural Development, Fisheries and Food (Spanish acronym SAGARPA) created an organic label. From 2013 to
2015, 84,000 hectares were certified as organic by that institution (Martinez, 21 de febrero de 2017).
Moreover, Mexico also approved a national law for organic production in 2006, which allowed other private
national and international certifications to emerge in Mexico. So far, there are 23 certifications working in the
country, some of the most famous examples are Forest Stewardship Council, Marine Stewardship Council,
Certimex, and UTZ certified. (CONANP, 2009, 2016)

In Mexico, as elsewhere, organic production is on the rise. From 1996 to 2016, the area producing organic
products increased from 2,000 hectares to more than 512,000 (Martinez, 21 de febrero de 2017), coffee
being the most common organic product. Available data from 2008 indicate that approximately 185,000
hectares -equivalent to 50% of all the area cultivated organically in Mexico- was under organic shade grown
coffee production. Shade-grown coffee benefits biodiversity because it requires the presence of more than 35
different species of trees, which help preserve local flora and fauna. Almost all organic coffee (91% of total
hectares of organic coffee) is produced in the state of Chiapas (Gémez Cruz et al., 2009). In the final section of
this report, we present a case study of shade grown coffee in Chiapas. There are also other important organic
products in Mexico. These include vegetables, with 35,000 hectares planted, avocado with 31,000, herbs with
30,000, cocoa with 15,000, mango with 12,000, agave with 12,000 and coconut with 9,000 (Gémez Cruz et al.,
2009).

One obstacle faced by private projects for green production is financial. It is extremely difficult to find
financial resources to kick-start projects because profitability is obtained in the mid and long-term. Some of
the reasons that prevent more green production schemes are:

e They are relatively new for the financial sector, meaning that there is a great deal of uncertainty
about the risk of these projects. Besides, the expected profit is not a high as for example, in tech
projects, which are also very new and risky.

e Many projects are undertaken by local communities, which often do not have the credit history or
collateral assets required to obtain a loan.

To fill this gap, some financial institutions in Mexico are willing to facilitate the process and absorb initial
investment costs. One of these financial entities is El Buen Socio, created with the objective of funding
productive projects with positive environmental or social impacts in rural communities, but also with high
initial financial risks. To give the funds, El Buen Socio establishes credit conditions such the frequency of
payments to each project, (Box 2). Another risk-taking financial entity is Financiando el desarrollo del campo
FINDECA (“Funding development of the countryside”), which also operates as a financial institution that funds
productive projects in Chiapas and Oaxaca with environmental and biodiversity objectives. An important
aspect of this financial organisation is that they have managed to make a profit, making them self-sustainable
(Box 2).

Box 2 : El Buen Socio impact investment fund

Name of the program E/ buen socio

Year of birth 2007

Place where the program works Oaxaca and Chiapas
Supporting organization £/ buen socio

General description

El Buen Socio is a financial organization that funds productive projects with positive social or environmental
impact in rural communities that own natural resources. The organization gives credits only to communities
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Source: (Berceda, 2016)

Box 3 : Financiando el desarrollo del campo. Impact investment fund.

Source: (Martinez, 2016)

The importance of organic production schemes or biodiversity friendly production techniques should not be
underrated. Production techniques have led to the extinction of many of the world’s species. A case in point is
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the shrimp fishery in the Peninsula of Baja California that is causing the extinction of the vaquita porpoise
(Phocoena sinus). The vaquita is a small cetacean, endemic to Mexico that is accidentally caught by
fishermen’s nets. Today, the number of vaquita porpoises is estimated at fewer than 100 (WWF, 2016). WWF
is leading a ground-breaking effort to catalyse a green market between local private fishing companies and
fishermen to protect the remaining vaquita porpoise population. The innovative aspect of this example is
developed as a case study in the next section.

Payments for environmental services are the second most frequent financial mechanism we found, with 43
cases (27% of the total).These programs, also known as PES, are agreements between the beneficiary of a
particular ecosystem service and the land owner or manager who provides the service, where the beneficiary
pays the owner to continue providing the service. According to (S Wunder, 2015) PES are:

voluntary transactions

between service users

and service providers

that are contingent on agreed rules of natural resource management
for generating offsite services

mo O ®m>

One important feature of PES programs is that the payments are contingent on specific environmental
objectives that must be met by land owners or managers. These objectives may be based on specific actions
or specific environmental results. (Ezzine-de-Blas, Wunder, Ruiz-Pérez, & Moreno-Sanchez, 2016)

The economic rationale behind PES programs is that landowners or managers of ecosystems do not receive
income for all the benefits the ecosystem provides. Normally, they only receive income for extractive uses,
which encourage is them to deforest, meaning that other ecosystem services are lost. If landowners were
paid for these other services by the beneficiaries of ecosystem services, extractive use would only continue in
these ecosystems where this service is most valuable.

Figure 7 shows a hypothetical example of the benefits the owner of a forest in the upper part of a mountain
would receive and the downstream costs the population would face with different forest uses. In the first
scheme, the landowner would down cut all the trees and use the area for pasture. The income he would
receive for his activity is represented by the green box, while the downstream costs that would arise due to
the reduction of the hydrological services are represented by the red box. In the second scheme, the
landowner would not deforest his land and would sell non-timber products. The green box shows the income
he would obtain and one might conclude that a landowner would prefer the first scheme since it would give
him more income. Nevertheless, if downstream population compensates him for hydrological services (yellow
box), then conservation could become a more profitable activity as the third scheme shows.

It is important to note that the minimum payment a landowner would be willing to accept to conserve the
forest is the difference between the first and the second scheme, in other words, the opportunity cost of
conservation. On the other hand, the maximum payment downstream populations would be willing to pay is
the total value of the hydrological services. Therefore, PES programs will work when beneficiaries’ willingness
is higher than the opportunity cost of conservation.
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Source: Adapted from (Pagiola & Platais, 2007).
Figure 7 : Economic foundations of PES.

In 2003, the Mexican government created a national Program of Payment for Environmental Services. This
program is among the 43 PES programs that we found in our systematic research, and covers the largest
number of hectares in Mexico. Until August 2016, the program was compensating landowners for 2.7 million
hectares of forests (Joaquin Saldafia, 2016).

Mexican PES was extremely innovative when it was created, since it was designed on the basis of an economic
rationale (to pay for positive externalities provided by forest owners), which had rarely been seen in Mexico
before. Initially, the Mexican PES was intended to compensate for any environmental service provided by
forests (hydrological services, carbon sequestration and biodiversity). However, since the study that
supported its creation was financed by Japanese funds allocated to water issues, this program focused mainly
on hydrological services (it was called PSAH — Pago por Servicios Ambientales Hidroldgicos, Payment for
Hydrological Environmental Services) (Mufioz-Pifia, Guevara, Torres, & Brafia, 2008).

Since its inception, the program has undergone several modifications. In 2004, the Mexican PES broadened its
objectives to pay for carbon and biodiversity services and also to promote agroforestry activities. Two PES
programs now exist: the hydrological PSAH and the PSA-CABSA which stands for “Program for Development
of Markets of Environmental Services, Carbon Sequestration and Biodiversity derivatives and to promote the
establishment and improvement of Agroforestry Systems”. In 2006, after two years of effective operation,
both programs were merged under the National Payment for Environmental Services scheme. In this new
program, compensation for carbon services was eliminated, leaving only compensation for hydrological and
biodiversity services. This program has continued to be managed by the National Forestry Commission (FAO,
2013).

The program operates with renewable five-year contracts, with payment depending on the service being
compensated for and the type of forest. For hydrological services, annual payment per hectare is $280 pesos
(13 USD) in arid lands, $380 pesos (18 USD) in coniferous forests, $550 pesos (26 USD) in evergreen tropical
forests and $1,100 pesos (52 USD) in cloud forests. For biodiversity services, payment is $500 pesos (23 USD)
and does not depend on the type of ecosystem. Moreover, all owners receive fixed annual financial support
for technical assistance ranging from $16,000 pesos (762 USD) to $40,000 pesos (1,904 USD), depending on
the number of hectares of the property. (CONAFOR, 2016)

Effectiveness of Mexican PES in deterring deforestation has been analysed by Alix-Garcia et al(2015), The
author found a significant impact of the Program, in particular, that Mexican PES prevent between 40 and 51
percent of expected deforestation in the places where they operate.
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At the same time, the National Forestry Commission developed a mechanism to incentivise the creation of
PES programs at the local level by matching funds from different sources. These are PES programs where the
federal government funds a maximum of 50% of the total costs of a local PES program with another private
actor covering the other 50% (Saldafia, 2013). Matching funds emerged as a way of dealing with the criticism
that the one-size-fits-all national program of PES was not aligned to the social-ecological local diversity and
needs, or to the need to maximise public funds by attracting private investments. See Box 3 for one specific
PES under matching funds that was initiated by local communities and Box 4 for one initiated by a private
company. According to our systematic review, matching funds are the most common PES program in Mexico.
Thirty-five of the 43 PES cases we found are matching funds and cover more than 133,000 hectares in Mexico
(Saldafia, 2013).

There are other PES programs in Mexico that are not part of matching funds. These are: two carbon credit
programs in which the organization with local communities is similar to a PES program, and another four
programs created by non-governmental organizations in small areas. The average area covered by all the PES
programs is 185,000 hectares; nevertheless, the programs are extremely heterogeneous: while there are 23
PES programs that cover less than 4,046 hectares, there are two current programs and one planned program
that cover or will cover over 300,000 hectares, including the national PES program.

Box 4 : La Guasima matching fund for PES.

Source: (Joaquin Saldafia, 2016).
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Box 5 : Pefia Colorada matching fund for PES.

Source: (Betanzos, 2017)

Conservation easements

Conservation easements are restrictions placed on a piece of property to protect its associated resources.
They are either voluntarily donated for conservation or sold by the landowner to an organization with an
interest in conserving them (The Nature Conservancy, 2016). In our systematic research we identified six
cases of conservation easements, all operated by two non-governmental organizations (NGO’s): Naturalia and
Pronatura.

Naturalia manages two projects in the State of Sonora. One of them, designed to conserve the jaguar, has an
area of 20,234 hectares and was founded in 2003. The other is located in the basin of the San Pedro River, an
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area of grassland where the deserts of Sonora and Chihuahua meet, considered one of the hotspots of
biodiversity in Mexico. It is home to nearly 400 bird species, including the bald and golden eagle, as well as
jaguars, black bears, beavers, amphibians and bats. It has an area of 3,800 hectares and was founded in 2005.

Pronatura administers the other four projects we identified. One of them, located in the State of Coahuila in
the valley of Cuatrociénagas, was created in 2000 and has an area of 2,721 hectares. This valley has
approximately 500 water bodies and “a biological endemism similar to that of the Galapagos Islands” (Souza,
Siefert, Escalante, Elser, & Eguiarte, 2012). Another one, located in Yucatan, was created in 2002 and has an
area of 2,358 hectares. In this area 21 species of mammals have been identified, of which seven are at risk of
extinction such as the anteater, the black howler monkey, the spider monkey, wildcats and the jaguar (Faller-
Menéndez, Urquiza-Haas, Chavez, Johnson, & Ceballos, 2005). The third, located in Baja California Sur in the
San Ignacio Lagoon, was created in 2005 and has an area of 57,000 hectares. San Ignacio Lagoon is home to
sea turtles, peregrine falcons, eagles and thousands of migratory and coastal birds. It is also the last
undeveloped lagoon on the planet where grey whales are born. The last one, in Veracruz, has 3,870 hectares
of cloud forest, and was created in 1998 with the aim of protecting the enormous diversity of species and the
hydrological services provided by this type of forest.

Conservation funds are crucial to the conservation of biodiversity in Mexico. In the systematic review we
identified 45 cases where financial resources are managed by an environmental fund. Funds may comprise
public or private resources. In our database, 44% of funds use resources from non-government organizations,
31% of case funding comes from a mix of sources (private, public, NGOs),20% of cases are financed purely by
public sources while only 5% of cases are funded solely by private resources.

Of the 45 cases of funds we identified, 31 are PES programs, six are conservation easements (all the
conservation easements we identified) and five are green production/operation schemes. There is significant
partnership between funds and Payment for Environmental Services Schemes and between funds and
conservation easements.

The main reason why there is a large alliance between funds and PES programs is because of the existence of
the Mexican Forest Fund (operated by CONAFOR). This fund was created in 2003 by the federal government
to promote the conservation of forest resources, specifically by serving as an intermediary between the users
of ecosystem services and the communities that own the forests. This fund may receive financial resources
from national or international, and from public or private organizations. This fund is the financial architecture
behind the national PES program and the matching funds program. By 2014, it had available resources of
$8,445,810 thousand pesos ($402 million dollars). (Grupo Funcional Desarrollo Econédmico, 2014) Non-
governmental funds are also very important for conservation in Mexico. A clear example of this is the Mexican
Fund for the Conservation of Nature (Spanish acronym FMCN). Created in 1994, it now has approximately
$120 million dollars in capital. This fund has supported more than 1,300 conservation projects in its 22 years
of existence (FMCN, 2016b). See Box 5 for two selected initiatives of this fund.

Box 6 : The Mexican Fund for Nature Conservation.
Name of the program Film-minutes for the Golden Eagle and Avenger Blacksteel Chrono Watch.
Year of birth 2015

Place where the program works All of Mexico
Supporting organization Mexican Fund for the Conservation of Nature (FMCN)

General description
The Mexican Fund for the Conservation of Nature was born in 1992 with donations from the Mexican
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Source: (Ugarte, 2016).

Offsets and Carbon Market

The next financial mechanism in importance in our database is biodiversity offsets and carbon offsets in which
conservation of biodiversity is a side benefit. Biodiversity offsets are “measurable conservation outcomes
resulting from actions designed to compensate for significant residual adverse biodiversity impacts arising
from project development after appropriate prevention and mitigation measures have been taken” (BBOP,
2009). On offsetting programs, the developers of projects compensate the loss of biodiversity with actions
that favour biodiversity conservation. The approach of these programs is similar to the polluter pays
approach, because the project developers face an increase in their costs due to the environmental negative
externalities they produce (OECD, 2013b).

The economic rationale behind biodiversity offsets is that project developers traditionally do not assume the
environmental costs they produce. They produce a negative externality in society since their activities
adversely affect the well-being of society but they do not compensate society for its loss. More specifically,
the private marginal cost they face is lower than the social marginal cost of their activities, which without
government intervention would result in higher than socially optimal biodiversity loss (Gruber, 2004). Since
biodiversity offsets make project developers compensate for the loss of biodiversity, it forces them to assume
the environmental costs and therefore to internalise the negative externality.

Figure 8 represents a situation in which a project developer wants to build a highway. The blue line with a
negative slope shows the private benefit to society for every additional kilometre of road built. It has a
negative slope assuming diminishing marginal utility for consumers. The blue line with positive slope
represents the private cost for every additional kilometre of road built. It has a positive slope since increasing
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marginal costs are assumed. Moreover, every kilometre of road is assumed to have a negative constant
impact on biodiversity. The red line represents the private costs of the developer plus the negative impact on
biodiversity that each kilometre generates. Without offsetting, equilibrium would be point A, where private
marginal cost would equal private marginal benefit. With offsetting, the developer must internalise
biodiversity costs and would therefore face the red line costs. The equilibrium would be point C, where these
new marginal costs intersect with marginal benefits. This figure shows that biodiversity loss is compensated
for but that the number of kilometres of highway built is also lower.

A Social marginal
g cost, SMC=
g MC+MD

Private
arginal cost,
PMC

Deadweight loss

Marginal
damage, MD

Pl

Private
marginal
enefit, PMB =
social marginal
p benefit, SMB

@ al
Overconstruction
Source: Adapted from (Pagiola & Platais, 2007).
Figure 8 : Offsetting rationale.

In addition, to ensure that legal compensatory obligation is met, biodiversity offsets should provide three
major economic incentives: (Calvet, Napoléone, & Salles, 2015)

e Since it represents significant costs for developers, it should encourage them to limit their impact on
biodiversity.

e It also should encourage developers to meet the offsetting objective in the most efficient way,
therefore seeking effective conservation projects.

o Due to the financial benefits provided by some biodiversity offsetting mechanisms, incentives should
be provided for private or public stakeholders to invest in conservation actions for economic reasons.

We registered three cases of biodiversity offsets and five cases of carbon market offsets. Even though they
are not very common, both are scaling up in Mexico. In the case of biodiversity offsets, although the first time
they appeared in government plans was in 1998, it was not until 2003 that the federal government created a
national offsets program for compensating for deforestation.

Today, this program forces developers of projects that involve deforestation to compensate for their impact
with an additional project for natural conservation or asset building. The National Forestry Commission
(CONAFOR) determines the compensation that must be provided by each developer depending on the
negative effects on the environment and on the ecosystem where they are produced. Project developers have
the option of paying a determined amount to the Commission instead of constructing and operating the
offsetting project themselves. In these cases, the Commission also acts as the developer and administrator of
the offsetting projects.
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In order to determine the amount that needs to be paid to CONAFOR, project developers must submit
information about the deforestation their project will produce, including the type of ecosystem, the
environmental state of the ecosystem, flora and fauna species that will be damaged and the total area of the
project. On the basis of this information, CONAFOR assigns a score from 6 to 24 to each case. Depending on
the score, a payment ratio is established, which may range from 1:1.3 to 1:6. The payment ratio is then
multiplied by the total area to be deforested and the price per hectare that has already been established for
each type of ecosystem. Table 5 shows the offsetting price per hectare of each ecosystem. From 2005 to
2013, 342,008 hectares of forest entered the program, an average of 42,700 hectares each year, and 202,052
hectares have already been reforested (CONAFOR, 2015).

Table 5 : Compensation Costs per Hectare in National Offsetting program.

Temperate Tropical Anc! an_cl Wetlands
forest forest semi-arid
Other
. M
Offsetting Price per hectare $2(61'52068295 18,363.30 14,002.49 angroves wetlands
U'SD) (874 USD) (667 USD) 59,992.23 188,556.75

(2,866 USD) (8,979 USD)
Source: (CONAFOR, 2014)

As for the carbon market, in three of the five cases we found, the carbon market supports a green production
scheme, and in the other two it supports a Payment for Environmental Services program. We found successful
cases in both schemes. A well-known example on the green market side is Scolel'Te in Chiapas, which has
achieved Plan Vivo certification and manages 862 hectares for selling carbon credits in international markets
(Ambio, 1997) Another less well-known yet successful case takes place in Oaxaca, where local indigenous
communities organised to sell carbon credits to national and international companies. These companies
include large Mexican companies such as Televisa, Gamesa and Chinoin. An interesting aspect of this case is
that the government provided some initial funding, which later evolved into other hybrid public-private
schemes.

As for PES programs funded by the carbon market, we found the Sierra Gorda Ecological Group in the States
of Querétaro and San Luis Potosi where approximately 380 thousand hectares or forests are conserved for the
carbon storage service and the Felipe Carrillo Puerto Ejido where they are trying to obtain Plan Vivo
certification and in the meantime, they are selling carbon credits to hotels in the vicinity.

Furthermore, the Mexico REDD+ alliance is preparing the country for the REDD+ mechanism (see Box 7). The
REDD+ mechanism is expected to incorporate several aspects of land management in Mexico. To date, the
alliance has been managed by The Nature Conservancy and due to the complexity of the project, they have
encountered difficulties as regards its implementation. The Mexican REDD+ strategy requires the involvement
of many actors, including government, private organizations and local communities, which requires aligning
the incentives of several stakeholders.

Box 7 : The Mexican REDD+ Alliance.

Name of the program Alliance Mexico REDD+

Year of birth 2011

Place where the program works Yucatdn, Campeche, Oaxaca, Chiapas, Chihuahua, State of Mexico and
Michoacan.

Supporting organization

The Nature Conservancy, Rainforest Alliance, Espacios Naturales y Desarrollo Sustentable (ENDESU), Woods
Hole Research Center and USAID.

General description
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Source: (Izaguirre, 2016).

Box 8 : Better alliances, better forests.




The reforestation is made by young people that are hired by the organization. Local communities participate
closely with the young ones in the reforestation process and with the organization looking for the formation
of new projects that ensure the conservation of the new forests.

Innovation
The program has achieved two mayor innovations:

1. It hasincluded middle sized companies that in the past were not able to participate in reforestation
projects because they were only made by big companies with very high budgets.

2. It has triggered alliances between private companies. Traditionally, private companies that made
reforestation programs wanted to be the only ones in the same area for marketing purposes. With
Better alliances, better forests more than one company participate in the same national protected
area which increases efficiency because there are scale economies in reforestation. “In reforestation
1+1is not 2, itis 3, 4 or 5”

Source: (Herrera, 2016)

Lastly, we found three cases related to the Environmental Fiscal Reform category. Environmental fiscal reform
refers to the use of taxes and subsidies by the government to achieve environmental goals that by are not
being achieved by the market alone. This instrument also includes the modification of previously established
taxes and subsidies by the government that produces negative environmental externalities.

“[Environmental fiscal reform] refer to a range of taxation and pricing measures which
can raise fiscal revenues while furthering environmental goals (and with a view to
analysing the incentives inherent in existing taxes and subsidies in order to optimise
them). This includes taxes and charges on natural resource use, pollution, and resource
rents, and the reform of subsidies harmful to the environment”. (OECD, 2013b)

The economic rationale of environmental fiscal reform depends on the specific instrument used by the
government. New taxes are very similar to offsetting: they are a mechanism for making producers assume the
environmental costs associated with their production and therefore correct the negative production
externality. New subsidies for environmental activities provide incentives to private companies to undertake
activities that have positive externalities on society.

Figure 9 is a representation of the market of greenhouse gas mitigation. The x axis represents the level of
mitigation. The blue line with positive slope represents the cost a hypothetical firm faces for mitigating an
extra unit of greenhouse gases. It is positively sloped since increasing marginal costs are assumed. The red
line is the benefit society gains from each unit of greenhouses gases that is mitigated. In this example, the
benefit is considered constant for all units. The green line on the horizontal axis represents the benefit the
firm obtains for every unit of greenhouse gases mitigated. In this example the assumption is that the firm
receives no benefit at all.

Without intervention from the government, the equilibrium would be point A, where the firm mitigates no
greenhouse gases because they obtain no private benefit for doing so. Nevertheless, the socially optimal level
of mitigation is point B, where the social marginal cost (SMC) is equal to social marginal benefit (SMB). In
order to achieve that level of mitigation, the government should implement a tax on pollution at the t level
for each unit of greenhouse gases. With this tax firms would mitigate B units of greenhouse gases because for
all the units before B, the cost mitigation (blue line) would be lower than the cost of polluting (tax).
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The same outcome would be reached by implementing a subsidy on mitigation at t level for each unit of
greenhouse gases. With this policy, firms would mitigate B units of greenhouse gases because for all the units
before B, the cost of mitigation (blue line) would be lower than the benefits of mitigation (subsidy).

A PMIC=SMC
Pollution
reduction ($)
B MD=SMB
t
A
e

More reduction
Source: Adapted from (Pagiola & Platais, 2007). PMC: Private Marginal Cost. PMB: Private Marginal Benefit.
SMC: Social Marginal Cost. SMB: Social Marginal Benefit. MD: Marginal Damage.
Figure 9 : Environmental fiscal reform rationale.

In the case of modifying subsidies that harm biodiversity, the analysis is slightly different. “Subsidies that can
be harmful to biodiversity are those that promote, without any environmental considerations, the
intensification or geographic expansion of economic sectors such as agriculture, bio-energy, fishing, forestry
and transport” (OECD, 2013b). These subsidies artificially increase the benefits of activities that harm
biodiversity and therefore increase the total amount of production under these schemes, in the same way as
the subsidy on mitigation increased the total amount of greenhouse gases mitigated. By eliminating or
modifying these subsidies, pressures on biodiversity are reduced.

In our systematic review we identified five cases where taxes and subsidies work as the financial architecture.
It is important to note that environmental policy in Mexico is relatively new compared to developed
countries. It began in the 1990, with the creation of the Secretariat of Environment, Natural Resources and
Fisheries (SEMARNAP), now SEMARNAT (which excludes the Fisheries sector), and The National Commission
for the Knowledge and Use of Biodiversity (Spanish acronym CONABIO). Prior to that, natural resource policy
in Mexico was an agricultural policy designed to expand the agricultural area. Since then, although many
harmful subsidies for biodiversity have been reformed, not all of them have been eliminated. (G1Z, 2014)

Today, most of the fiscal instruments in Mexico refer to subsidies for reengineering projects, where most
projects belong to one of the following categories:

1. Infrastructure development and academic studies that promote sustainable water and soil use.

2. Expansion of water infrastructure to reactivate agricultural productivity in decertified areas.

3. Change from traditional agricultural production to organic production.

4. Transformation of traditional unsustainable fisheries into fisheries that do not threaten biodiversity
by reducing fishing activities and improving technology.

5. Reforestation.

(GIZ, 2014)

Nevertheless, in the past ten years the federal government has also implemented a number of fees and taxes
to change consumption patterns that cause negative externalities in natural resources. They include the
following:
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1. Taxon pesticides. It was implemented in 2013, and in 2017 the federal government estimates that it
will raise 639.3 million pesos (30.4 USD million) through this tax. (Presidencia de la Republica, 2017)

2. Tax on fossil fuels. It was implemented in 2012, and in 2017 the federal government expects that it
will raise 7,405 million pesos (352.6 USD million) through this tax. (Presidencia de la Republica, 2017)

3. Access fees for Natural Protected Areas. This mechanism was implemented in 2003 for both marine
and terrestrial areas. In 2015, it raised 89 million pesos (4,240 USD million)

In this last mechanism, the financial resources raised are very low compared to the cost of maintaining
Mexico’s Natural Protected Areas. They accounted for a mere 24% of the budget assigned to the National
Commission of Natural Protected Areas (Spanish acronym CONANP). The main reason for this situation is that
only two access fees of $28 and $56 (1.3 and 2.7 USD) were established for all the Natural Protected Areas.
According to Arceo et al. (2010), Green and Donnelly (2003), Rivera-Planter and Munoz-Pifia (2005) in many of
the areas, visitors’ willingness to pay is much higher than the fee that is being charged, which has caused
tourism saturation and degradation of the natural resources. Even though not all the cases have been
documented, examples include the Cozumel and Veracruz Coral Reefs (CEMDA, 2015; Cossio, 2017).

One last case of fiscal reform is very recent and is a state-level initiative. In the State of Jalisco, the local
Congress recently approved an initiative to earmark environmental-related taxes and fees for the
Environmental Fund of Jalisco (See Box 9).

Box 9 : The Jalisco Environmental Fund.
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Source: (Reyes, 2016).
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We identified a number of common topics in our interviews and in the systematic review, which we describe
here as stylised facts. Due to the way we collected the information, they obviously cannot be taken as proven
facts or as an accurate representation of the reality of biodiversity financing in Mexico; however, we think
they give added value to the discussion of innovating in financing biodiversity in Mexico.

1. There is an urgent need to reorient public spending in rural Mexico. Some of the stakeholders we
interviewed consider that more money for biodiversity is needed; however, more urgent issues are
to:

a. Efficiently managing existing funds, for example, by reducing inefficiencies in public
resources (by aligning public subsidies that fund conflictive objectives, for example),

b. building the capacities of local communities to attract funds, by developing online tools to
access funds, for example, or by offering technical assistance at the local level,

c. reducing information asymmetry and transaction costs between people or companies willing
to finance biodiversity and those who own the land on which it is located, for example, by
developing and improving mechanisms that reduce transaction costs (e.g. offset markets) or
simply by increasing awareness of the threats of biodiversity (e.g. films).

2. Replication is difficult. Our analysis shows that a large proportion of projects are local, which is
consistent with the conjecture that the wide diversity of ecosystems/land ownership schemes/socio-
economic conditions/stakeholders in Mexico makes it difficult to have economies of scale in
conservation projects. Moreover, some interviewees consider that local champions are key to the
success of projects. This evidence suggests that replication is by no means simple.

3. Yet some economies of scale exist. Federal payment for ecosystem services has proved effective in
deterring deforestation (Alix-Garcia, Shapiro-Garza, & Sims, 2012), in fact, Mexico is a pioneer in this
kind of instrument. CONAFOR is a strong institution that has channelled important resources to
protect ecosystems. Several matching funds that finance PES in Mexico might not exist if a national
initiative had not existed. In this respect:

4. Although the Government must take the first step, NGOs and the private sector must be be involved.
As noted earlier, the federal government has the resources and capabilities to generate economies of
scale, and without its involvement, the state of biodiversity would probably be worse. Nevertheless,
the participation of the private sector and NGOs is essential to adapting financing and economic
instruments at the local level. The federal government does not have sufficient resources or time to
adapt specific mechanisms to local conditions while NGOs do not have enough scope to transform
the whole country. Moreover, since economic activity, undertaken by the private sector is the main
source of degradation and depletion of ecosystems and ecosystems services, if this sector is unaware
of its environmental impact and not involved in its compensation, no effort by the government and
NGOs will suffice. The good news from our interviews is that some private companies are willing to
do more to protect biodiversity, which is an opportunity NGOs and the government should leverage.

5. Innovation is not only achieved through brilliant disruptive inventions; it is also achieved through
marginal improvements. Tweaking existing financial and economic instruments is also a form of
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innovation. For example, earmarking environmental-related taxes and fines for environmental
investment is not a new idea. However, in our interviews we realised that these minor changes in
public policy are both extremely important (because they create a sustained source of money) and
very difficult to achieve (no one wants or sometimes it is not possible to earmark taxes for a specific
issue). As another example, there are opportunities to raise more money for biodiversity by
simplifying the process of obtaining micro-donations (e.g. one-click to donate).

Funding biodiversity is an emerging issue in Mexico. In our analysis, we found interesting examples of how to
cope with certain obstacles that involve generating more resources for the conservation of biodiversity. The
first of these obstacles is clearly the lack of economic resources, which still prevails in some sectors.

To illustrate this, we can compare the public budget assigned for the environment and natural resources with
the public budget allocated for primary production. In 2017, the public budget for the environment and
natural resources amounts to 36 billion pesos (1.8 billion USD), whereas for agriculture, livestock, rural
development, fishing and food it is 62 billion pesos (3.1 billion USD) (Gobernacién, 2017). When the budget
for the environment and natural resources is disaggregated, one can see that 26 billion pesos (1.3 billion
USD), accounting for 72% of the total environmental budget, is destined for the National Water Commission
(Spanish acronym CONAGUA), which is mainly assigned to hydraulic infrastructure activities, with little
effective emphasis on integrated water management (CONEVAL, 2016). In contrast, the budget for the
National Commission for Natural Protected Areas (Spanish acronym CONANP) or the Federal Attorney for
Environmental Protection (Spanish acronym PROFEPA) is barely one billion pesos (50 million USD),
respectively (Government, 2017). Furthermore, if we examine the budget for the promotion of agriculture,
we see that in 2017, 15 billion pesos (USD 750 million) will be allocated to the Program for the Promotion of
Agriculture (PROAGRO) (Gobernacidn, 2017), a program that mainly involves subsidizing private inputs for use
in agriculture.

In addition, we find that the quotas to access Natural Protected Areas of Mexico are very low. Although there
is a willingness to pay that exceeds their access quota, this has not been leveraged. Inefficiency persists in this
system, which is detrimental to Mexico’s biodiversity.

These figures reflect the acute imbalance that exists between public financing that can contribute to the
conservation of biodiversity and financing that has potentially negative effects on it. In this sense, as we
pointed out before, more resources to biodiversity are needed, but to reorient current subsidies is urgent.

A second obstacle is the difficulty in replicating small-scale projects. In our analysis we identified some
interesting cases in which actors from different sectors have found innovative ways to generate projects with
positive effects on biodiversity conservation. Several examples of this type of project were presented
throughout the text. However, most of these projects have a limited scale. Here the challenge is to identify
how to replicate good practices and innovative elements. On the basis of our analysis we consider that the
elements that contribute to successful projects of this nature are:

1. Inclusion of all stakeholders from early stages of the project.

2. Having an indispensable minimum of social capital in the area where the project is developed.

3. Having the support of civil society and/or international organizations that provide technical
assistance.

4. Having seed risk capital that allows the project to survive the first years of operation.
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5. Inthe medium and long term, shifting to a financial sustainability scheme that is not dependent on
subsidies or favourable market conditions that are unsustainable.

6. Foster private-public partnerships to support training and capacity building of biodiversity business
brokers from the local to the national levels, so to create of a chain of actors from project level to the
financial institutions.

One type of project that has been attractive to different actors is the payment for environmental services. As
shown throughout the document, these mechanisms have evolved since 2003, when the national PES
program was created. Matching funds, in which the private, social and public sectors participate, are an
example of this evolution. The PES mechanism has shown itself to be flexible enough to align the interests of
various actors. In this context, there is an opportunity to involve the agricultural sector in this type of
mechanisms. Given that, as discussed previously, there is a misalighment and imbalance between
environmental and agricultural policy, payment for agricultural environmental services can provide a window
of opportunity to align the interests of both actors, while creating benefits in terms of conservation of
biodiversity.

From a broader perspective, there is the possibility of launching larger projects, for example, by promoting
more environmentally friendly production in major companies. In Mexico, there are large companies, with an
equally large market share. There is therefore potentially the opportunity to work with a few major
companies to adopt biodiversity-friendly production methods that will have an enormous impact on the
market However, for this to happen there are two limiting factors that can pose a major challenge.

First, although these companies usually have a sustainability area that genuinely carries out activities for the
benefit of the environment, it is common for these areas to be unrelated to the procurement area, which
frequently has the sole objective of minimizing production costs. In the absence of an effective link between
these two areas, it is very difficult to adopt internal rules for the purchase of products that come from
environmentally friendly sources. Second, while the demand for environmentally friendly products is on the
rise, in Mexico this type of consumption is still incipient, meaning that it is difficult for large firms to provide
products for which demand is still not generalised.

We consider that a possible alternative to encourage the use of environmentally friendly goods is to carry out
a pilot program with a large company to promote the production of a good that has production standards
that favour the conservation of biodiversity. In the early stages of the product, the higher cost of producing it
can be offset by external resources (for example from civil society organizations) and subsequently, once the
demand for the product has sufficient scale, compensation for the additional cost will be removed.

There are still considerable challenges for financing biodiversity in Mexico. As we have seen, although there
are several financing mechanisms and instruments with innovative elements, their replicability and
generalization is still a major challenge. Despite the above, there are some recommendations that emerge
from this report:

1. Reorient the resources currently reaching the rural sector. This means not only transferring resources
from the agricultural sector to the environment, but also designing mechanisms that are attractive to
both actors (for example, payment for agricultural environmental services).

2. When promoting projects for financing biodiversity, it is essential to ensure that there are minimum
conditions for its success (see above).
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Continue the promotion of PES schemes, taking advantage of the flexibility of this instrument, which
allows for actors from different contexts and sectors to reach compensation agreements.

Take the opportunity to re-engineer the quotas for access to Protected Natural Areas. The availability
to pay for access to these areas has been confirmed to exceed the fees charged for access. Failure to
leverage this opportunity could be very costly in the long run. In this regard, a legal analysis is
suggested to identify legal constraints to make the system of quotas for access to Protected Natural
Areas more flexible and more efficient so as to generate more resources for conservation while
limiting degradation and loss of biodiversity.

We recommend that civil society to work with (a) large companie(s) in Mexico to implement an
environmentally friendly consumer pilot project. The effect this might have on one or a few large
firms could achieve a large, positive effect in terms of biodiversity.

Support investments at the landscape level in order to consider broader social-ecological benefits and
improve resilience and adaptation for climate change. Such an investment scale would need ongoing
public-private partnerships to reduce the risk for private companies to invest at landscape level and,
more importantly, make them understand the pertinence of it.
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The Vaquita Porpoise is an endemic cetacean living in the upper part of the Gulf of California with the dubious
honour of being the world's most endangered sea mammal.. In 2015, the National Institute of Ecology and
Climate Change (Spanish acronym INECC) estimated that there were only 50 vaquitas still alive, equivalent
only to 8.8% of the estimated population in 1997. The main cause driving the extinction of the Vaguita are
gillnets used by fishermen to fish shrimp and totoaba, which accidentally catch them. (FMCN, 2016a)

The effort that WWF is making to save the vaquita is on the market side. They have created the San Felipe
pescados y mariscos company in association with 25 fishermen that produces vaquita-friendly shrimp. Shrimp
are caught using a different technique that avoids unintentionally catching the vaquita and has achieved
Marine Stewardship Council certification. The products are sold to high-end restaurants and chefs in Baja
California, Mexico and in California, United States, where consumers are increasingly willing to pay for
environmentally responsible products.

Fishermen are the owners of the company and WWF, with Credit Suisse and RaboBank will fund the company
in order to make it financially sustainable. Part of the funds will be used to cover costs that arise from
switching from normal shrimp to Vaquita-friendly shrimp. The funds will cover equity up to a certain amount
after which they will be considered as loans. These institutions will only be repaid in the event of success,
combining social responsibility with impact investment. One of the mid-term objectives is to enable fishermen
to ensure loans from financial institutions in a traditional way.

WUYE México/Pronatura, zo!

Fishermen using the Chango Ecologico. Source: (Sanjurjo, 2016)
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Analysis of the instrument/initiative’

Ecological / conservation effectiveness

(Aguilar-Ramirez & Rodriguez-Valencia, 2012)

Cost-effectiveness

Social impacts, perceptions and legitimacy

! The assessment framework of this chapter is adapted from the one developed and applied in the context of the study
“Integration approach to financing of biodiversity: evaluation of results and analysis of options for the future”, financed by the
European Commission, and carried out by Kettunen, M., llles, A. and Baldock, D. (IEEP)

Rayment, M., Ebrahim, N. and Verstraeten, Y. (ICF), Primmer, E., Rantala, S. and Rekola, A. (SYKE), Ring, I. and Droste, N. (UFZ),

Santos, R. (2Eco). This framework draws from the existing literature and assessments (e.g. EU FP7 POLICYMIX project and the EU
nature directives fitness check).
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Yomol A’ Tel

Summary

Yomol A'tel is a group of solidarity economy companies dedicated to the production of organic coffee, honey
and honey-based soap. It is made up of over 350 families from 64 Tzeltal indigenous communities in Chiapas
and collaborators who, together, work for social justice and the defense of their territory, generating social
property and business efficiency. It was created is 2002 by a Jesuit mission working in the region of Chiapas
with the objective of improving the economic situation of local communities that had been very affected by
the drop in coffee prices that occurred after the government liberated its price in 1989.

Coffee, which is their most important product, is grown under the shade of trees in a diversified ecosystem
that helps maintain biodiversity levels. The group is responsible for the entire process: they plant, harvest,
roast, pack and sell it to international companies or to the final consumer by cups at five specialty coffee bars
located in Mexico which generates a higher income for producers who previously sold the coffee to
intermediaries that gave them very low prices for their product. It is considered a project with triple benefits
because it is profitable, has positive economic impacts on the local communities and helps conserve forest
coverage.

On the conservation side of biodiversity, Yomol A’Tel represents an opportunity to stop the intensification
through deforestation trend that is affecting the world’s coffee plantations. In Latin America, between 1970
and 1990, nearly 50% of shade coffee farms were converted to low-shade systems (Perfecto, Rice, Greenberg,
& Van der Voort, 1996). From 1990 to 2010, the percentage of coffee production area under shade
management kept declining but at a lower rate. (Jha et al., 2014)


http://digaohm.semar.gob.mx/cuestionarios/cnarioSanfelipe.pdf
http://www.inegi.org.mx/est/contenidos/proyectos/ccpv/cpv2010/Default.aspx

Yomol A'tel is a group of solidarity economy companies dedicated to the production of organic coffee, honey
and honey-based soap. It is made up of over 350 families from 64 Tzeltal indigenous communities in Chiapas
and collaborators who, together, work for social justice and the defence of their territory, generating social
property and business efficiency. (Yomol A'Tel)

The group comprises three cooperatives, three companies and one microfinance company that commercialise
organic products. This process ranges from cultivation in Chiapas, to sale to the final consumer by cup in
Mexico at five specialty coffee bars or as roasted coffee in Japan, United States and Europe.

Organic coffee is the most important product of the three they sell. It was the first product they
commercialised and the one that accounts for most of the revenue. In addition to not using chemical
pesticides or fertilisers, the coffee is shade grown, meaning that the crops require the shade of more than 35
tree species. This means that most of the flora where the coffee is produced is maintained and the fauna is
not losing its habitat.

Yomol A’Tel has a complex coordinated operation where each of the three cooperatives and the three
companies plays a role in the commercialization of the organic coffee, honey and soap. The first part of the
process takes place in the Ts’'umbal Xitalha cooperative where green organic coffee and honey are produced
by more than 250 people in 198 hectares in Chiapas. After this first stage, the companies involved in the
production of coffee and honey are different.

The second stage of the coffee process takes place in the Batsil Maya cooperative. Here the product is
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(Fuentes, 2016; Alberto Irezabal, 2017)

History




Relevant actors




Role of public policies and public bodies

(Fuentes, 2016; Alberto Irezabal, 2017)

Monitoring/sanctioning mechanisms

Measures to ensure long term sustainability

(Fuentes, 2016; Alberto Irezabal, 2017)



Analysis of the instrument/initiative2

Ecological / conservation effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness

* The assessment framework of this chapter is adapted from the one developed and applied in the context of the study
“Integration approach to financing of biodiversity: evaluation of results and analysis of options for the future”, financed by the
European Commission, and carried out by Kettunen, M., llles, A. and Baldock, D. (IEEP)

Rayment, M., Ebrahim, N. and Verstraeten, Y. (ICF), Primmer, E., Rantala, S. and Rekola, A. (SYKE), Ring, I. and Droste, N. (UFZ),

Santos, R. (2Eco). This framework draws from the existing literature and assessments (e.g. EU FP7 POLICYMIX project and the EU
nature directives fitness check).
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Social impacts, perceptions and legitimacy

Broader institutional context and role of instrument in the policy mix

Conclusions and potential for replicability (half a page)
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Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Fund and
green market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Tututepec,
Oaxaca

Guerrero

Baja California
Norte

Baja California
Sur

Baja California
Sur

Baja California
Sur

Baja California
Sur

scale Scale
(hectares)

Local 14187

Local

Local 3500

Local

Local

Local

Local 723185

65

Fund
ing

Mixe

NGO

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Marine_Open
_Ocean

Lakes_Rivers

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Problem
addressed

Prevent
deforestatio
n

Biodiversity

protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2009

2011

2007

1990

1990

2012
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Name

EL porvenir
Eugenio
Echeverria
Castellot

Grupo
Ecoturistic
o Robles

La Raiz del
Futuro de
la
Comunidad
Veinte de
Junio

Campamen
to Servicios
Turisticos
Lacandone
S

Campamen
to Ya Toch
Barum

Centro
Ecoturistic
o Cueva del
Tejon

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Campeche

Campeche

Campeche

Chiapas

Chiapas

Chiapas

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

66

Scale
(hectares)

1000

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Priva

te

Publi

Publi

Publi

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
|

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1997

2006

2006
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Name

Centro
Ecoturistic
o Las
Guacamaya
s

Centro
Ecoturistic
o Naha
Canan K'ax

Centro
Ecoturistic
o Tres
Lagunas

Ecolodge
Top Che

Siyaj Chan,
SC Turismo
Bioarqueol
dgico
Ecoturismo
La Florida
SCde RL de
Cv

Grutas de
Xoxafi El
Palmar SPR
de R.L.

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Chiapas

Chiapas

Chiapas

Chiapas

Chiapas

Hidalgo

Hidalgo

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

67

Scale
(hectares)

Fund
ing

Publi

Publi

Publi

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Lakes_Rivers

Grass_Rangel
and

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2006

2006

2006

2014
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Name

Centro
Ecoturistic
o Benito
Judrez

Centro
Ecoturistic
ola
Ventanilla

Cuajimoloy
as Yaa
Cuetzi

Ecoturismo
Capuldlpa
m

Ecoturismo
Lagunas de
Chacagua

Ecoturismo
Shia Rua
Via

Latuvi

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

68

Scale
(hectares)

10000

14187

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1998

2010
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Name

Llano
Grande

Neveria
Latzi Belli

Proyecto
Ecoturistic
o Barra de
Navidad
Colotepec

Proyecto
Ecoturistic
o Cascadas
Llano
Grande

Proyecto
Ecoturistic
o Los
arrecifes
de
Chipehua

Proyecto
Ecoturistic
o Playa
Tilapia

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Fund and
green market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

69

Scale
(hectares)

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Publi

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Lakes_Rivers

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Lakes_Rivers

Marine_Open

_Ocean

Coastal_Syste
ms

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2002

2011
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Name

Sociedad
Cooperativ
a Santuario
dela
Tortuga La
Escobilla

A’aktun
Jaaleb

Centro
Ecoturistic
0 Beej Kax
Ha

Sijil Noh Ha

Community
Tours Sian
Kaan

Kiichpam
K'aax
Uk'aax
manati sc
de RL

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Government
budget and
green market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Oaxaca

Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Felipe Carrillo
Puerto,
Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Scale 2zl

(hectares)

Local

Local

Local

Local 1230

Local

Local

70

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Publi

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Prevent
deforestatio
n

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2002
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Name

Laab Oob
Kaak — El
Corchal

Servicios
Turisticos
Bahia
Blanca

Ubelilek
Kaxtik
Kuxtal S.C.
de R.L. de
(AY)

Uyo ochel
Maya

Xyaat-
Palma
Camedoria
”SCdeRL
de CV

Centro
Ecoturistic
o Cascadas
Encantadas
Sociedad
Cooperativ
adeR.L de
C. V.

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Quintana Roo

Veracruz

Scale 2zl

(hectares)

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local 25

71

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Lakes_Rivers

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1999

1986
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Name

Cielo,
Tierray
Selva Ejido
Lépez
Mateos
"Selva del
Marinero"

Ecodesarro
lloJeam
Taakxi

Ecoturismo
el Apompal

Sociedad
Cooperativ
a
Naturaleza
y Cultura
Jomxuk

Tortuga
Carey S.C.
de R.L. de
C.V.

Amigos del
Delfin

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Fund and
green market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Veracruz

Veracruz

Veracruz

Veracruz

Veracruz

Yucatan

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

72

Scale
(hectares)

358

22

Fund
ing

NGO

Priva
te

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

Marine_Open
_Ocean

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2002
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Name

Cabanas
Ecoldgicas
U’ najil Ek
Balam

Cenote X’
Canché

Grupo
Jaltun de
Celestun

Senderos
Eco-
Arqueoldgi
cos Oxwatz

Café de
sombra

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Yucatan

Yucatan

Yucatan

Yucatan

Chiapas,
Oaxaca,
Veracruz,

Puebla, Colima

and Guerrero

scale Scale
(hectares)

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local 185193

73

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Mixe
d

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Coastal_Syste
ms

forests

forests

Cultivated

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1988



©

Economic

Name
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Vegetables

Green
production/o
peration

Avocado

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Scale Fund Developin

|
Scale (hectares) ing g stage

Sub region Ecosystem
Baja California,

Baja California

Sur, Sinaloa,

Sonora,

Chiapas,

Guanajuato,

Colima,

Veracruz,

Nuevo Ledn,

Pueblé, Jalisco, Local 35414 Mixe Operationa
Coahuila, d |
Mexico City,

Guerrero,

State of

MexicoState of

Mexico, San

Luis Potosi,

Morelos,

Tlaxcala,

Oaxaca

Cultivated

Michoacan,

Colima,

Nayarit,

Sorlwora, Nuevo local 31572 Mixe Operationa
Ledn, Baja d I

California Sur,

Jalisco, State

of Mexico

Cultivated

74

Problem Start
addressed year

Biodiversity

. 1985
protection
B|od|ver5|ty 1985
protection
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Name

Herbs

Cocoa

Mango

Grape

Agave

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Querétaro,

Baja California,

Chihuahua,
Puebla,
Morelos and
Oaxaca

Tabasco and
Chiapas

Nayarit,
Michoacén,
Colima,
Sinaloa,
Oaxaca,
Veracruz,
Jalisco,
Chiapas,
Tabasco

Guerrero, Baja

California,
Sonora

Jalisco,
Guerrero,
Oaxaca,
Hidalgo,
Michoacdn
and State of
Mexico

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

75

Scale
(hectares)

30199

14796

12465

12032

11566

Fund
ing

Mixe

Mixe

Mixe

Mixe

Mixe
d

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
|

Ecosystem

Cultivated

Cultivated

Cultivated

Cultivated

Cultivated

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1985

1985

1985

1985

1985
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Name

Coco

Lobsters

Restauraci
6n Delta
del Rio
ColorDO

Mazunte

Loca
community
in Oaxaca
sells water

Smartfish

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Fund

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

Michoacan,
Guerrero and
Chiapas

Baja California
and Quintana
Roo

Baja California

Norte

Oaxaca

Oaxaca

Baja California
Sur

Scale

Local

Local

Cross

bord
er

Local

Local

Local

76

Scale
(hectares)

9031

400000

14000

Fund
ing

Mixe

Priva
te

NGO

Priva
te

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Cultivated

Marine_Open
_Ocean

Lakes_Rivers

Coastal_Syste
ms

Marine_Open
_Ocean

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1985

2000

2012

1992

2013
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Name

Unidades
de Manejo
para la
Conservaci
o6ndela
Vida
Silvestre

Ecoturismo
enla
Reserva de
la Bidsfera
dela
Mariposa
Monarca

Mercados
Verdes
Herbolarios

NATURLAN
D

OMESP in
Sierra de
Petatlan

Agreement
in Mexico
to conserve
the Parrot

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Green
production/o
peration

Payment for

Environmenta

| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Government
budget and
green market

Fund and
green market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Fund

Sub region

All of Mexico

Monarch
Butterfly
Biosphere
Reserve,
Michoacdn
and State of
Mexico

Puebla and
Tlaxcala

Oaxaca

Sierra
Petatlan,
Guerrero

Chiahuahua

Scale

Natio
nal

Local

Local

Cross

bord

er

Local

Local

77

Scale
(hectares)

34480000

2385

2400

Fund
ing

Publi

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

Priva
te

NGO

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Cultivated

Cultivated

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Prevent
deforestatio
n

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1997

1986

2000

2015

2001
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Name

Derechos
de
Desarrollo
Transferibl
es

Programa
de Fondos
de Apoyo
para la
Conservaci
ony
Restauraci
6n de los
Ecosistema
s a través
dela
participacié
n social

Red
Indigena de
Turismo en
México

Fondo
Monarca

Shrimp
vaquita
free

Economic
Instrument

Green
production/o
peration

Other

Green
production/o
peration

Payment for

Environmenta

| Services

ICDPs

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Taxes and
subsidies

Government
budget and
green market

Fund

Government
budget

Sub region

Quintana Roo

Mexico City

All of Mexico

Monarch
Butterfly
Biosphere
Reserve, State
of Mexico and
Michoacdn

Gulf of
California

Scale

Local

Local

Natio
nal

Local

Regio
nal

78

Scale
(hectares)

1917

87294

9928.34

Fund
ing

Priva
te

Publi
C

Mixe

Mixe

Publi

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Coastal_Syste
ms

Forests

Forests

Marine_Open

_Ocean

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Prevent
deforestatio
n

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1996

2008

2002

2000

2012
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Name

Programa
para el
Pago por
Servicios
Ambientale
s
Hidroldgico
s

Programa
Nacional
de Pago
por
Servicios
Ambientale
S

Programa
Estatal
para la
Compensac
ion por
Servicios
Ecosistémic
0s

PSAL Valle
de Bravo

Adopta un
manantial

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund

Fund

Fund

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region

State of
Mexico

All of Mexico

Chiapas

Valle de Bravo,
State of
Mexico

El Guayabal
and Los Bajos,
Guerrero

Scale Sz
(hectares)

Regio

nal

Natio 184225

nal

Regio 3992476

nal

Local 7898

Local

79

Fund
ing

Publi

Publi

Mixe

NGO

Priva
te

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Concept

Concept

Operationa
|

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Watershed

protection

Watershed
protection

Start
year

2007

2003

2007



=

ON B O = =

N =

N

Name

Componen
te
Disminucid
n del
Esfuerzo
Pesquero
Retiro
Voluntario
de
Embarcacio
nes
Mayores

Northern
Jaguar
Project

Viviendo
con felinos

Conservaci
6n de
tierras
privadas

Conservaci
on de
tierras
privadas

Conservaci
on de
tierras
privadas

Economic
Instrument

ICDPs

Conservation
easement

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Conservation
easement

Conservation
easement

Conservation
easement

Financial
Mechanism

Government
budget

Fund

Fund

Fund

Fund

Fund

Sub region

Entire Mexican
coastline

Sonora

Sonora

Baja California
Sur

Coahuila

Yucatan

Scale Scale
(hectares)

Natio

nal

Local 20234

Local 20234

Local 57000

Local 2721

Local 2358

80

Fund
ing

Publi

NGO

NGO

NGO

NGO

NGO

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
|

Ecosystem

Marine_Open
_Ocean

Forests

Forests

Lakes_Rivers

Wetlands

Forests

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2005

2003

2007

2005

2000

2002



N

N

N

N

N

Name

Conservaci
on de
tierras
privadas

Protege los
pastizales y
arroyos
silvestres
del
noroeste
de México

Impuesto
Especial
sobre
Produccion
y Servicios,
Plaguicidas

Sociedad
de Historia
Natural
Niparja
A.C.
Secretaria
de Medio
Ambiente y
Aprovecha
miento
Sustentabl
e (Gob.
Estatal de
Campeche)

Economic
Instrument

Conservation
easement

Conservation
easement

Environmenta
| Fiscal
Reform

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund

Fund

Taxes and
subsidies

Fund

Government
budget

Sub region

Veracruz

Sonora

All of Mexico

Sierra Las
Trincheras and
El Novillo, Baja
California Sur

Xbonil,
Conhuas and
Heribero Jara
ejidos,
Campeche

Scale

Local

Local

Natio

nal

Local

Local

81

Scale
(hectares)

306

3875

200

1040

Fund
ing

NGO

NGO

Publi

NGO

Publi
c

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
|

Ecosystem

Forests

Grass_Rangel
and

Cultivated

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

1998

2005

2014

2011

2011



w

w w

W w W=

Name

The Nature
Conservanc
y, Yucatan

Conselva,
Costas y
Comunidad
es

Instituto
Forestal del
Estado de
Quintana
Roo

Secretaria
de
Desarrollo
Rural,
Gobierno
del Estado
de
Querétaro

Amigos de
Calakmul

Nifos y
crias A.C.

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund

Fund

Fund

Government
budget

Fund

Fund

Sub region

San Marcos,
Santa Elena
and NCPA San
Agustin ejidos,
Yucatan

La Guasima,
Sinaloa

Lic Isisdro
Favela, Nuevo
Hoctun,
Caobas, Tres
Garantias and
Chacchoben
ejidos,
Quintana Roo

Guerrero

Calakmyul,
Campeche

Yucatan

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

82

Scale
(hectares)

3300

223.85

8218.88

14000

1993.61

3854

Fund
ing

Mixe

Mixe

Publi

Publi

NGO

Mixe

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
|

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Climate
change
mitigation

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Watershed
protection

Start
year

2004

2012

2004

2010



w AW = U W=

w

w

PR

QN

Name

Amigos de
Sian Ka'an

Sendas

Direccién
de Medio
Ambiente,
H.
Ayuntamie
nto de
Tulancingo

FIDECOAG
UA

Fabricas de
Agua del
Centro de
Sinaloa IAP
Unién
Internacion
al parala
Conservaco
ndela
Naturaleza

Desarrollo
comunitari
olos
Tuxtlas

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund and
green market

Fund

Government
budget

Fund

Fund and
green market

Fund

Fund

Sub region

Sian Ka’an,
Quintana Roo

Sub-basin river
Pixiac,
Veracruz

Tulancingo,
Hidalgo

Coatepec,
Veracruz

Ejido Imala,
Sinaloa

Volcan Tacana,
Chiapas

Coatzacoalcos,
Veracruz

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

83

Scale
(hectares)

410

1098.1

215.17

1472.78

2580

3010.77

2807

Fund
ing

Mixe

Mixe

Publi

Mixe

Priva

te

NGO

NGO

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Start
year

2011

2010

2011

2008

2009

2012

2011



QN

F

PR

H

Name

Indayu

Geoconser
vacion

Guardianes
de los
Volcanes
Comision
de Agua
Potable,
Alcantarilla
doy
Saneamien
to de
Uruapan

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund

Fund and
green market

Fund

Government
budget

Scale 2zl

Sub region
Jalapa del
Valle and Putla
Villa de
Gerrero ejidos,
Oaxaca

Local 3800

Santa Cruz
Tepetotutla,
San Antonio
del Barrio, San
Pedro
Tlapusco,
Santiago
Tlatepusco,
San Antonio
Analco and
Nopalera de
Rosario,
Oaxaca

Local 11444.66

State of

. Local
Mexico

Uruapan,

2
Michoacan >0

Local

84

(hectares)

Fund
ing

NGO

Publi
C

Publi

Publi

Developin
P Ecosystem

g stage
Operationa
| P Forests
Operationa
| P Forests
Concept Forests
Operationa

P Forests

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Start
year

2012

2009

2010
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H
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(9]

Name

Parque
ecolégico
Chipinque

Pronatura
Noreste

Secretaria
de
Desarrollo
Rural del
Estado de
Jalisco

Fundacion
Manantlan
para la
Biodiversid
ad de
Occidente

Agricultore
s Unidos de
Poncitlan

Secretaria
de Medio
Ambiente.
Aguascalie
ntes

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund and
green market

Fund and
green market

Government
budget

Fund

Fund

Fund

Sub region

Parque
Chipinque,
Nuevo Ledn

Cumbres de
Monterrey,
Nuevo Ledn

Alta Montafa
de Puerto
Vallarta,
Jalisco

Manantlan
Biosphere
Reserve,
Colima and
Jalisco

Poncitlan,
Jalisco

Barranca de las
Cabras and
Mezquitera del
Llano,
Aguascalientes

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

85

Scale
(hectares)

1675.2

750

3294.85

14906.46

200

3100

Fund
ing

Mixe

Mixe

Publi

NGO

Mixe

Publi
o

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Grass_Rangel
and

Grass_Rangel
and

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Watershed

protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Watershed
protection

Start
year

2008

2011

2011

2011

2011

2012



(9}

(9}

(%]

(9]

(9}

Name

Fondo
Ambiental
Regional de
la
Chinantla
A.C.
Oaxaca
Direccidon
de
Desarrollo
Forestal,
Secretaria
de
Desarrollo
Rural, Gob
del Edo. De
Chihuahua
Comision
de Cuenca
Alto Nazas

Proteccién
de la Fauna
Mexicana
A.C.

Bienes
Comunales
de San
Pedroy
San Felipe
Chichila

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund

Government
budget

Fund

Fund

Fund and
green market

Sub region

Chinantla,
Oaxaca

Cuenca Rio
Conchos,
Chihuahua

River Nazas

central basins,

Durango

Zipalanimé,
Coahuila

Taxco,
Guerrero

Scale

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

86

Scale
(hectares)

3690.9

19000

8622

479

1315

Fund
ing

Publi
C

Publi
c

Publi

Mixe

Mixe
d

Developin
g stage

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Operationa
I

Ecosystem

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Forests

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Watershed
protection

Start
year

2010

2011

2011

2001

2009
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Name

Fondo de
conservaci
6n El
Triunfo

Yomol
A'Tel

Offset
initiative
FMCN
Jalisco

Environme
ntal Fund

Better
alliances,
Better
forests

Economic
Instrument

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Green
production/o
peration

Other

Other

Payment for
Environmenta
| Services

Financial
Mechanism

Fund

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Offseting

Taxes and
subsidies

Offseting

Sub region

El Triunfo,
Chiapas

Chiapas

Veracruz

Jalisco

Mexico City,
State of
Mexico,
Puebla,
Queretaro,Gua
najuato,
Jalisco,
Michoacan,
Nuevo Ledn,
Yucatan and
Tijuana

Scale

Local

Local

Regio
nal

Regio
nal

Natio
nal

87

Scale
(hectares)

4451

198

Fund
ing

NGO

Priva
te

Priva
te

Publi

Priva
te

Developin
P Ecosystem

g stage
Operationa
| P Forests
Operationa
| P Forests
Concept
Concept
Operationa

P Forests

Problem
addressed

Watershed
protection

Biodiversity
protection

Prevent
deforestatio
n

Climate
change
mitigation

Prevent
deforestatio
n

Start
year

2011

2002

2011



#

(<)}

Economic
Name

Instrument
Avenger

& Green

Blacksteel roduction/o
Chrono peration
Watch P

Financial
Mechanism

Impact
Investment
and green
market

Sub region Scale
Baja
California,
Sonora,
Chihuahua,
Coahuila,
Nuevo Ledn,
Tamaulipas,
Sinaloa,
Durango,
Jalisco,
Aguascalientes
, Zacatecas,
San

Luis Potosi,
Guanajuato,
Queretaro

and Oaxaca

Regio
nal

88

Scale
(hectares)

Fund Developin

ing g stage
Priva Operationa
te I

Ecosystem

Problem
addressed

Biodiversity
protection

Start
year

2015
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