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THEME 1.1 : GHG EMISSION REDUCTIONS OR AVOIDANCE  / ENHANCEMENT OF CARBON STOCKS 
 

MEXICO                                                                                  Lead  MDB:                  IBRD 
     

  

Other Implementing MDBs: IDB 
 

Level: Investment Plan (IP)   

Endorsed  FIP  funding (million USD): 60 
     

  

Co-financing (million USD): 687.2 
    

  

Reporting period    From 10/31/2011  :                             To: 12/31/14 
 

Table 1.1 
 

Unit 

Reference 
emissions 

level/baseline 

Target 1 
 

(Expected results  
after the financial 
closure of the last 
project/program 

under the investment 
plan ) 

Target 2 
 

(Lifetime projection 
of expected results 

of 
projects/programs 

under the 
investment plan) 

Report year 2015 Report year 2016 

Total actual 
to date 

(if applicable) 
Cumulative since 
endorsement of IP 

Actual annual 

GHG emission reductions/avoidance/ 
enhancement of carbon stock  (Total) 

Million tons of 
CO2 equivalent 

22,074 10 %  
  

Pending1 
  
  

 

GHG emissions from 
reduced/avoided deforestation 
and forest degradation 

Million tons of 
CO2 equivalent 

    
      

  
  

GHG sequestered through e.g. 
natural regeneration, re- and 
afforestation, and other related 
activities 

Million tons of 
CO2 equivalent 

    

      
  

  

 

Type of forest(s) 

Primary Conifer Forest, Secondary Conifer Forest, Primary Oak Forest, Secondary Oak Forest, Primary Cloud Forest, Secondary Cloud 
Forest, Special - Other Primary Woody Ecosystems, Special - Other Secondary Woody Ecosystems, Primary Woody Xeric Shrublands,, 
Secondary Woody Xeric Shrublands, Primary Deciduous Tropical Forest, Secondary Deciduous Tropical Forest, Primary Evergreen, 
Tropical Forest, Secondary Evergreen Tropical Forest, Primary Semi-Deciduous Tropical Forest, Secondary Semi-Deciduous Tropical 
Forest, Primary Woody Hydrophilous Vegetation, Secondary Woody Hydrophilous Vegetation 

Area covered ha 15,605,957 
Implementation areas: Jalisco: 3,334,867 ha; Campeche: 4,330,999 ha; Yucatán: 1,457,429 ha ; 
Quintana Roo: 3,314, 642 ha; Oaxaca: 3,168,020 ha. 

IP lifetime years 5   

Please specify methodology (ies) used for GHG accounting (e.g. by project/program), 
including the start year and period for the Reference Emissions Level 

The baseline presented in the 2014 FIP report responded to the methodology previously used and 
explained. However, on December of 2014 Mexico presented its Forest Reference Level (FREL) 
proposal to the UNFCCC, and this data is the one adopted as a baseline for the FIP.  
This reference level was built with official information. For activity data, INEGI series of land use and 
vegetation were used (Series 2, 3, 4 and 5). For emission factors, the source is the National Forest 

                                                           
1 On 2016, the information for period 2012-2014 will be updated, once INEGI’s series VI of land use and vegetation, and cycle 2 of the National Forest and Soil Inventory, are available. The same data can be extrapolated 

for year 5 (2016).  
To December of 2014, the National Monitoring, Registry and Verification System registers a progress of 68%, among its main activities: implementation of the remote sensor operational system, implementation of the 
biomass and carbon estimation system (with data from the National Forest and Land Inventory), a platform for storage, analysis, display and distribution of cover products and emission factors at national level, 
development and implementation of a registry system of reduction emissions in forestry and the proposed regulation of the MRV system. 
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and Land Inventory. To read a more detailed methodological description of the approach, kindly 
refer to: http://unfccc.int/land_use_and_climate_change/redd/items/8414.php 
The information here presented pertains to the 5 states of Mexico where FIP is being implemented, 
in regard to the national reference level. It is important to clarify that, while the national data 
includes only deforestation, the information here presented includes also degradation and forest 
fires. Attached to this report, please find the data for the FIP states (Annex 2). 

Please provide a brief description of the interventions (context and objective)   

1. What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding GHG emission reductions / avoidance / enhancement of carbon stock in your country context during this reporting year? 
Given the multifactorial causes of deforestation and forest degradation in Mexico, FIP investments help forward the efforts to generate emission reduction impacts, along with other 
activities carried out by CONAFOR. 

2. What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
One main challenge is keeping the consistency of state information with the National Monitoring System. This would allow state reports to be built upon national information easily. 

http://unfccc.int/land_use_and_climate_change/redd/items/8414.php
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MEXICO   

                 Lead  MDB: 
 

IBRD                                                                                                                    

Implementing MDBs: IBRD,IDB 

  

    Level: Investment Plan (IP)   

Endorsed  FIP  funding (million USD): 60 

    
 

  
   

Co-financing (million USD 687.2  
   

 
  

   

Reporting period     From mm/dd/yy  TO 
 

T
o
: 

mm/dd/yy 

 
Table 1.2A 

(Please aggregate projects/programs  level data into this table) 
 

Baseline 

Target 
indicated at 

the time of IP 
endorsement 

Report year 2014 

Report year 
2015 

Report year 
2016 

Total actual 
to date 

Cumulative since 
endorsement of IP 

Actual annual 

 Please use livelihood co-benefits indicators identified in your investment 
plan (IP). Use only the number of beneficiaries or households as your 
metric. If households are used, please indicate the average number of 
people per household and the source for that information. 

Please also disaggregate the number of beneficiaries by gender when 

possible. 

    

Since all IP projects differ on 
their respective  
measurement unit, IP level 
indicators will be available 
only after an ex-post analysis  

  
  
  

  

1. Indicator 1 :………… 

Total           

Men      

Women           

 2. Indicator 2 :…………            

------------------            

What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding livelihoods co-benefits in your country context during this reporting year? 

What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 

THEME 1.2: LIVELIHOODS CO-BENEFITS 
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MEXICO                                                                             Implementing   MDB: IBRD                                    Level: project/program 

Executing agency: CONAFOR 
 

            Project/program title: Mexico Forests and Climate Change Project 

Amount of FIP  funding (million USD): 42 
  

  
Co-financing (million USD):  683 

     
  

       
  

Reporting period                          From :  11/20/12 2 TO 12/31/14    

Table 1.2B 
(Please provide individual project /program data) 

 
Baseline 

Target at 
the time of 

MDB 
approval 

Report year 2015 
Report year 

2016 
Total actual to date 

Cumulative since project approved 
by IBRD 

Actual annual 
 
 

 Please use livelihood co-benefits indicators identified in your 
project/program. Use only the number of beneficiaries or households as 
your metric. If households are used, please indicate the average number 
of people per household and the source for that information. 
Please also disaggregate for each indicator the number of beneficiaries 
by gender when possible. 

      
  
  
  

  

1. Indicator 1: Number of ejidos and communities3 benefited 
by CONAFOR’s Special Programs4. 

Total 25 536 470      

Men 
   

    

Women 
   

     

What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding livelihoods co-benefits in your country context during this reporting year? 
CONAFOR, trough the Forests and Climate Change Project, has promoted guidelines to access special programs on FIP regions, supporting actions to strengthen capacities, studies 
to identify productive alternatives and conservation, restoration and forest resource management actions that promote emission reductions. 

What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
CONAFOR capacities on administration, supervision, and consulting will be strengthened, with the improvement of the condition of regional offices. Additionally, support goes to 
improve technical services on the field, who in turn supervise project implementation of CONAFOR Special Programs. 

                                                           
2 Effectiveness date on the legal agreements 
3 Currently, an indicator to provide information in terms of beneficiaries or households is yet to be defined. 
4 Support provided by the Special Programs include the following categories: Participative Rural Appraisal, Community Land Management Studies, Local Community Forest Promoter, Contour barriers and Soil Plough, Pests 

And Diseases Protection,  Opportunity Cost, Technical Assistance, Terrace Level And Dams, Reforestation, Agroforestry Systems, Fertilization Reforestation maintenance, Fencing, Surveillance, Forest Fire Protection, 
Payment For Environmental Services , Best Management Practices , Forest Cultivation for wood use. 

THEME1.2: LIVELIHOODS CO-BENEFITS 
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MEXICO                                                                             Implementing   MDB: IDB                                    Level: project/program 

Executing agency: FND 
 

            Project/program title: Financing Low Carbon Strategies in Forest  

Amount of FIP  funding (million USD): 15 
   

Landscapes. 
Co-financing (million USD):  0 

     
  

       
  

Reporting period                         From:  01/29/135  TO 12/31/14    

Table 1.2B 
(Please provide individual project /program data) 

Baseline 
20126 

Target at 
the time of 

MDB 
approval 

Report year 2015 
Report year 

2016 
Total actual to date 

Cumulative since project 
approved by IDB 

Actual annual 

 Please use livelihood co-benefits indicators identified in your 
project/program. Use only the number of beneficiaries or households as 
your metric. If households are used, please indicate the average number 
of people per household and the source for that information. 
Please also disaggregate for each indicator the number of beneficiaries 
by gender when possible. 

      
 
 

  

1. Indicator 1: Low carbon projects financed in forest 
landscapes. 

Total 0  37 projects 0     

2. Indicator 2: Land Coverage where a low carbon strategy is 
implemented to avoid deforestation and improve carbon 
capture 

Total 0 188,400 ha  0     

3. Indicator 3: Number of people that are directly/indirectly 
benefiting from the credit lines7 

Total            

Men      

Women      

What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding livelihoods co-benefits in your country context during this reporting year? 
To December, 2014, 20 projects have been identified as a possibility to receive FIP financing on the states of Jalisco, Oaxaca, Quintana Roo y Yucatán, of which 17, showed interest 
to participate. This would benefit 1,984 habitants, 168 women and 1,816 men. Also, sustainable forest management would be promoted on 150 mil hectares. 

What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
The main challenge has been the implementation of the Technical Assistance Facility (TAF). This hasn’t been possible due to the complex profile of this entity. As of now, the FND is 
developing new Terms of Reference to carry out a second selection process, with the possibility that the TAF can be able to be joined by experts who respond to the project’s 
needs. 

                                                           
5 Date of legal agreement signings 
6 Baseline will be set on the year previous to the legal agreement signings. 
7 As of now, project indicators measure projects financed and land coverage where low carbon strategies are implemented. The number of beneficiaries will be obtained after an ex-post analysis is carried out. 

THEME1.2: LIVELIHOODS CO-BENEFITS 
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MEXICO                                                                             Implementing   MDB: IDB                                     Level: project/program 

Executing agency: 
FMCN/ 

FINDECA 
 

            Project/program title: Support for Forest Related Micro, Small, and  

Amount of FIP  funding (million USD): 3 
   

Medium-sized Enterprises (MSMEs) in Ejido. 
Co-financing (million USD):  3 

     
  

       
  

Reporting period                      FROM :  01/29/138  To 12/31/14    

Table 1.2B 
(Please provide individual project /program data) 

 

Baseline 
20129 

Target at 
the time of 

MDB 
approval 

Report year 2015 
Report year 

2016 
Total actual to date 

Cumulative since project 
approved by IBRD 

Actual annual 

 Please use livelihood co-benefits indicators identified in your 
project/program. Use only the number of beneficiaries or households 
as your metric. If households are used, please indicate the average 
number of people per household and the source for that information. 
Please also disaggregate for each indicator the number of beneficiaries 
by gender when possible. 

      
  
  
  

  

1. Indicator 1 : Direct beneficiaries with their incomes 
increased 

Total 0 2,450 0 
 

  

Men 0 2,000 0     

Women 0 450 0     

2. Indicator 2 : EFCs with their incomes increased by 
productive activities that decrease forest pressure 

 0 30 0 
 

  

What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding livelihoods co-benefits in your country context during this reporting year? 
To December 31st, 2014 the diagnostics for CFE’s10 and PLAA11 were finalized, identifying the CFEs that will benefit from the project’s technical assistance 

What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
CFE’s must strengthen governance, management, entrepreneurship, technical process and funding for improved profitability and environmental sustainability.  
It is also Important to improve coordination with CONAFOR at the territory level. The search for technical assistance providers stimulated the market to meet the EFC. However 
PLAT offer that provide these specialized services is still low, so the project will contribute to building these capabilities 

                                                           
8 Date of legal agreement signings 
9 Baseline will be set on the year previous to the legal agreement signings. 
10 Community Forest Enterprises 
11 PLAA: Local providers of assistance and Acompañamiento  

THEME1.2: LIVELIHOODS CO-BENEFITS 
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12 National capacities understood as those of forest resource owners and holders in EARA, as well as development agents that support the capacity building, as the incorporation of new actors and capacity development 
to various levels. 
13 APDT. Public Agent of Territorial Development. These are local public organizations whose command is related to the integrated rural development. It includes intermunicipal associations. 
14 ADL. Local Development Agent. Local NGO/CSO that provides technical assistance to carry out CONAFOR Programs in specific regions.  
15 Projects 1 and 2: Forest and Climate Change Project. Project 3: Financing Low Carbon Strategies in Forest Landscapes. Project 4: Support for Forest Related MSMEs in Ejido 

THEME 2.1:  BIODIVERSITY AND OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

  Scorecard 2.1 provides a qualitative assessment of how FIP interventions have contributed to reduced or avoided loss, or enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental 
ecosystem services. Please score the criteria below using scores from 0 to 10. This scorecard should be completed by a small scoring team at the level of the investment plan. It should 
be validated during a wider annual multi-stakeholder national-level steering committee/stock-taking meeting on progress with the implementation of the FIP investment plan (see 
page 17 of the toolkit). 

 
SCORECARD 2.1 
(Choose criteria that are relevant to the IP)      

Not 
applica
-ble 

No/ 
not at 
all 

Partially 
 

Yes 
comple
- tely 

Evidences/Sources/Comments 

 Scores N/A 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  

a 
To what extent has FIP contributed to reducing the loss of 
habitats and other environmental services? 

            
Information about change in forest 
cover, according to the National 
System of Forest Monitoring 

b 
To what extent has FIP contributed to protect or increase the 
number of keystone species in habitats/ ecosystems/biome? 

            
It is not applicable for the moment, 
since this is not a co-benefit clearly 
stated on the Investment Plan 

c 

To what extent has FIP improved environmental services 
associated with forests and forest landscapes?  

            

Percentage of increased surface 
with improved management 
practices - includes Payment for 
Environmental Services, restoration, 
Forest Management-. 

d To what extent has FIP supported/contributed to country’s 
capacities to conserve biodiversity and other ecosystem 
services, or contributed to development of those capacities?12 

            
Increase in APDT13/ADL14 for 
Projects 1 and 2 and in PLAA for 
Project 415. 

Q1  Scoring: How have you defined the scores in your country context? 
The scores were defined through a process involving two videoconferences and an indicator workshop with executing agencies, as well as a discussion space during this year’s FIP joint mission, to go 
through with the quality assurance. 

Q2  What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP interventions regarding biodiversity and other environmental services in your country context during this reporting year? 
Increase in the number of projects and surface under the active conservation scheme of the Environmental Services Payment Program, on specific regions with high deforestation risk, as well as water 
body protection, which are not covered by the national program. 

Q3 What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
It would be necessary to combine efforts to have a biodiversity monitoring system, at both national and EARA level. 
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THEME 2.2:  GOVERNANCE 

 Scorecard 2.2 provides a qualitative assessment of how FIP has contributed to improved legal and regulatory frameworks and their application; institutional arrangements and processes; 
conflict resolution mechanisms; etc. Please score the criteria below using scores from 0 to 10. This scorecard should be completed at the level of the investment plan (IP). It should be 
critically reviewed and validated during a wider annual multi-stakeholder national-level steering committee/stock-taking meeting on the implementation of the FIP investment plan (see 
page 22 of the toolkit). Countries should score only the criteria and sub-criteria which are most relevant to their investment plans. 
 

 SCORECARD 2.2 

(Choose criteria that are relevant to the IP)      

Not 
applica

-ble 

No/ 
Not at 

all 

Partially  
 

Yes, 
comple-

tely 

Evidences/Sources/Comme
nts 

 Score N/A 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  

1 Consistency  of broader development and land use policies in the context 
of REDD+ 

 
           

 

1.a 

To what extent has FIP contributed to the development of legal and 
regulatory frameworks on forests? 

            

National Development Plan 
(axis 4.4), Environment and 
Natural Resources Sectorial 

Program (PROMARNAT), 
National Forest Program 
(PRONAFOR), all of them 

within the framework of the 
General Law of Forest 

Sustainable Development 
(LGDFS) 

1.b 

To what extent is the FIP helping to make forest policies consistent with 
national policies on climate change mitigation and adaptation or 
equivalents (e.g. REDD+ strategies)? 

            

-National REDD+ Strategy 
-Guidelines for CONAFOR 

Special Programs 
- Intervention Model in EARA 

-National Climate Change 
Strategy (in consistence with 
the General Law for Climate 

Change 
-APDT agreements 

1.c 

To what extent is the FIP facilitating and promoting the implementation of 
land management, planning and use, by integrating conservation and 
sustainable land use? 

            

Community land planning and 
PREDIAL Program, Rural 

Participative Evaluations. 
The territorial intervention 
approach seeks all actors to 

coordinately contribute. This is 
reflected in CONAFOR Special 

Programs guidelines 

1.d To what extent is inter-sectoral dialogue between agencies responsible for 
forests and those responsible for sectors affecting but outside of forests 
facilitated and encouraged by the FIP? 

            

-Agreements CONAFOR-
SAGARPA 

-State Government and other 
institutions (INAES), national 

and regional REDD+ work 
groups 

- For Projects 3 and 4 the 
financial sector and 

development banks are linked 
with the forest sector 
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2 Financing incentives, economic instrument and benefits sharing              

2.a To what extent has FIP supported equitable sharing of forest revenue 
(sharing benefits or income from public forest with the local communities), 
equity in the distribution of access to forest resources, rights and rents?             

Mechanisms within CONAFOR 
guidelines, p.e: to ensure that 

requests for support are 
broadly approved within the 
ejido decision-making body 

2.b To what extent has FIP contributed to create economic incentives and 
policies to the sustainable use of timber and non-timber forest products, 
including value addition?             

-FIP credit lines 
-forest certification 
-incentives of payment for 
environmental services within 
CONAFOR Special Programs 
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 N/A 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Evidences/Sources/Comme
nts 

3 Stakeholder Participation: 

3a 
To  what extent has FIP  contributed to ensure that stakeholder processes allow the 
participation of marginalized or vulnerable groups (including women) such as 
indigenous/traditional groups in forest-related decision-making processes? 

            

-Priority criteria on CONAFOR 
subsidy programs 

-safeguards have specific 
criteria, focus on different 

groups (women, indigenous). 
(adjustment of operational 

guidelines) 

3b 
To  what extent has FIP contributed to the existence and effectiveness of conflict 
resolution and grievance redress mechanisms?             

-The feedback and grievance 
mechanism of the Forests and 

Climate Change Project 
guarantees consistency with 

national forest policies 

4 
Transparency and accountability 

4.a 
To  what  extent has FIP contributed to the quality, timeliness, comprehensiveness 
and accessibility of forest-related information available to stakeholders, including 
public notice of and dialogue on pending actions? 

            

-Communication Plan of the 
Forests and Climate Change 
Project, oriented towards 
three main groups: 
beneficiaries (forest area 
inhabitants, ejidos, 
communities, indigenous 
people), direct actors (officials, 
advisors, councils, institutions, 
local development agents) and 
indirect actors (academia, 
media, society) 
- Communication Strategy on 

Project 4. 
5 Stakeholder capacity and action: 

5.a 

To  what  extent has FIP encouraged corporate entities and businesses operating in 
the forest sector or forest-relevant sectors to comply with national codes of conducts, 
standards and safeguard? 

            
Since early project planning 
stages, it has been pressed the 
need with all actors. 

6 Quality of decision making:  

6.a 
To which extent has FIP adapted to local conditions during planning processes of 
forest management? 

            

-CONAFOR Special Programs 
guidelines, regarding social 
and environmental topics take 
into consideration the 
particular settings of each 
EARA 
-Local need were considered, 
compiled during workshops, as 
reflected on documents for 
Project 3 preparation. 

7 Administration  and management of forest resources 

7.a 
To  what  extent has FIP contributed to strengthen  staff capacity and effectiveness of 
forest administration agencies?             

-Through FCCP, CONAFOR local 
offices have been 
strengthened. 
-Through Steering and 
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 N/A 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Evidences/Sources/Comme
nts 

3 Stakeholder Participation: 

3a 
To  what extent has FIP  contributed to ensure that stakeholder processes allow the 
participation of marginalized or vulnerable groups (including women) such as 
indigenous/traditional groups in forest-related decision-making processes? 

            

-Priority criteria on CONAFOR 
subsidy programs 

-safeguards have specific 
criteria, focus on different 

groups (women, indigenous). 
(adjustment of operational 

guidelines) 

3b 
To  what extent has FIP contributed to the existence and effectiveness of conflict 
resolution and grievance redress mechanisms?             

-The feedback and grievance 
mechanism of the Forests and 

Climate Change Project 
guarantees consistency with 

national forest policies 

4 
Transparency and accountability 

4.a 
To  what  extent has FIP contributed to the quality, timeliness, comprehensiveness 
and accessibility of forest-related information available to stakeholders, including 
public notice of and dialogue on pending actions? 

            

-Communication Plan of the 
Forests and Climate Change 
Project, oriented towards 
three main groups: 
beneficiaries (forest area 
inhabitants, ejidos, 
communities, indigenous 
people), direct actors (officials, 
advisors, councils, institutions, 
local development agents) and 
indirect actors (academia, 
media, society) 
- Communication Strategy on 

Project 4. 
5 Stakeholder capacity and action: 

5.a 

To  what  extent has FIP encouraged corporate entities and businesses operating in 
the forest sector or forest-relevant sectors to comply with national codes of conducts, 
standards and safeguard? 

            
Since early project planning 
stages, it has been pressed the 
need with all actors. 

6 Quality of decision making:  

6.a 
To which extent has FIP adapted to local conditions during planning processes of 
forest management? 

            

-CONAFOR Special Programs 
guidelines, regarding social 
and environmental topics take 
into consideration the 
particular settings of each 
EARA 
-Local need were considered, 
compiled during workshops, as 
reflected on documents for 
Project 3 preparation. 

7 Administration  and management of forest resources 

7.a 
To  what  extent has FIP contributed to strengthen  staff capacity and effectiveness of 
forest administration agencies?             

-Through FCCP, CONAFOR local 
offices have been 
strengthened. 
-Through Steering and 

Operational Committees, staff 
capacities have been 
strengthened 
-Workshops for CONAFOR and 
external staff on differentiated 
attention to indigenous people 

8 Cooperation and coordination 
8.a 

To  what  extent has FIP  contributed to strengthen the coordination and cooperation 
mechanisms among  government agencies concerning forests?  

            

Councils and advisory 
committees. Coordination 
meetings with institutions 
responsible of agriculture, 

climate change, biodiversity, 
natural protected areas, and 

indigenous people. 
-Collaboration agreements 
with public institutions of 

technical certification 
-Agreements with Ministries of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources, 

Indigenous People, Women 
Issues,  Biodiversity and 

Intermunicipal Assemblies 

Q1 Scoring: How have you defined the scores in your country context? 
The scores were defined through a process involving two videoconferences and an indicator workshop with executing agencies, as well as a discussion space during this year’s FIP joint mission, 
to go through with the quality assurance. 

Q2 What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding forest governance in your country context during this reporting year? 
There has been a promotion of processes for diversification of territorial agents. These can contribute to a multi-scale capacity generation within the territorial unit, as well as to enhance trust, 
transparency and leadership mechanisms for agents and technical consultants. FIP seeks to back up the information and establishment of Public Agents for Territorial Development (APDT) to 
promote a broader integration at the landscape level. 

Q3 What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
An important improvement area is to ensure that FIP contributes to strengthen community institutions and rural development processes. 
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Operational Committees, staff 
capacities have been 
strengthened 
-Workshops for CONAFOR and 
external staff on differentiated 
attention to indigenous people 

8 Cooperation and coordination 
8.a 

To  what  extent has FIP  contributed to strengthen the coordination and cooperation 
mechanisms among  government agencies concerning forests?  

            

Councils and advisory 
committees. Coordination 
meetings with institutions 
responsible of agriculture, 

climate change, biodiversity, 
natural protected areas, and 

indigenous people. 
-Collaboration agreements 
with public institutions of 

technical certification 
-Agreements with Ministries of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources, 

Indigenous People, Women 
Issues,  Biodiversity and 

Intermunicipal Assemblies 

Q1 Scoring: How have you defined the scores in your country context? 
The scores were defined through a process involving two videoconferences and an indicator workshop with executing agencies, as well as a discussion space during this year’s FIP joint mission, 
to go through with the quality assurance. 

Q2 What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding forest governance in your country context during this reporting year? 
There has been a promotion of processes for diversification of territorial agents. These can contribute to a multi-scale capacity generation within the territorial unit, as well as to enhance trust, 
transparency and leadership mechanisms for agents and technical consultants. FIP seeks to back up the information and establishment of Public Agents for Territorial Development (APDT) to 
promote a broader integration at the landscape level. 

Q3 What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
An important improvement area is to ensure that FIP contributes to strengthen community institutions and rural development processes. 
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THEME 2.3:   TENURE, RIGHTS AND ACCESS 

 Scorecard 2.1 provides a qualitative assessment of how FIP has contributed to improving the tenure, resources rights, and access and benefit sharing. Please score the criteria 
below using scores from 0 to 10. This scorecard should be completed at the level of the investment plan. It should also be critically reviewed and validated during an annual 
multi-stakeholder national-level steering committee/stock-taking meeting on the implementation of the FIP investment plan (see page 27 of the toolkit). 

 SCORECARD 2.1 

 This indicator does not apply to Mexico’s FIP Investment Plan 

Not 
Appli- 
cable 

No/ 
Not 

at all 
Partially 

Yes 
comple 

tely 

Evidences/Sources 
/Comments 

 Scores N/A 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

a To what extent has FIP contributed to the improvement of legal frameworks 
to protect forest-related property rights and access for all forest 
stakeholders (including women and indigenous peoples)? 

            

 

b To what extent has FIP contributed to strengthen processes and 
mechanisms for resolving disputes and conflicts over forest tenure and 
rights, including access and benefit sharing? 

            

 

c To what extent has FIP contributed to establishing measures and 
mechanisms which ensure the tenure security of forest owners and rights-
holders? 

            
 

d To what extent has FIP contributed to recognizing customary and traditional 
rights of forest dependent communities, including local communities and 
traditional forest users? 

            

 

e To what extent has FIP contributed to the comprehensiveness and accuracy 
of documentation and accessibility of information related to forest tenure 
and rights? 

            

 

f To what extent does FIP encourage the full and active participation of local 
stakeholders and forest users in the management of and decision-making 
process for forest use? 

            

 

g Any other criteria (to be added by country, if applicable)  

 

            

 

Q1  Scoring: How have you defined the scores in your country context? 

Q2   What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding forest tenure, rights and access in your country context during this reporting year? 

Q3  What have been your key challenges and what opportunities for improvement do you see? 
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THEME 2.4:    CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT 

 Scorecard 2.4 provides a qualitative assessment of the extent to which FIP helps to build capacity of relevant REDD+ stakeholders to address the drivers of 
deforestation and forest degradation.  Please score the criteria below using scores from 0 to 10.  This scorecard should be completed at the level of the 
investment plan (IP). It should be critically reviewed during an annual multi-stakeholder national-level steering committee/stock-taking meeting on the 
implementation of the FIP investment plan (see page 31 of the toolkit). 
 

 SCORECARD 2.1 

(Choose criteria that are relevant to the IP)      

Not  
Appli- 
cable 

No/ 
Not at 

all 
Partially  

Yes 
comple- 

tely 

Evidences/Sources 
/Comments 

 Scores N/A 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

a 

To what extent has FIP enhanced institutional capabilities to develop 
and implement forest and forest-relevant policies at the national, 
regional and local level? 

            

-Strengthening CONAFOR 
institutional capacities 

through FCCP 
- National development 

bank agencies are aware of 
this topic, through useful 

training from CONAFOR and 
other institutions 

-Special REDD+ programs 
show an innovative way to 
land forest policies in the 

territory 
-Advice and technical 

training among institutions. 
-Cases of success: 

Financiera Nacional 
(Mexican development 

bank) 

b 

To what extent has FIP contributed to improve the human resources 
capacities in the forest and related sectors to detect and manage 
drivers of deforestation and forest degradation? 

            

-Even when most of 
activities had been carried 
out by MRV project, it was 
FIP who brought attention 
to the need of identify 
drivers of deforestation and 
forest degradation. Besides, 
many achievements on MRV 
components related to local 
incentives and financing 
have been developed under 
the FIP framework. 
-Through  the acquisition of 
Rapid Eye images, new, 
higher quality information is 
available to identify and 
manage deforestation 
drivers. 

c To what extent has FIP improved technical capacities of stakeholders 
in forest and land use planning and management?  

            
-Through FCCP, training of 
technical services providers, 
and community forest 
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16 Early Action REDD+ Areas 

promoters, PREDIAL Plan 
-Additionally, municipal 
assemblies and ejido and 
community members 

d 

To what extent has FIP improved cross-sectoral coordination, 
networking and cooperation?? 

            

-Interinstitutional 
coordination for databases, 
coordination with Ministry 
of Agriculture, and of 
Environment to improve 
response times. 

e 

To what extent has FIP increased the capacities of Indigenous Peoples 
and local communities to participate in forest and landscape 
management? 

            

-After CONAFOR delivers 
subsidies, it is mandatory to 
take a workshop for rights 
and obligations. Besides, 
there are participative 
spaces to spread 
information on various 
topics and credit access 
workshops. 

f 

To what extent has FIP increased the capacities of community forest 
enterprises to participate in the dynamics of EARAS16? 

            

-For Project 4, there is a 
baseline for each enterprise, 
after a regional diagnosis, 
from which technical 
assistance will be delivered 
to strengthen capacities. 

g 

To what extent has FIP helped create development and credit 
subjects?  

            

-For Projects 3 and 4, there 
is a technical assistance 
component to help 
beneficiaries turn into credit 
potential recipients. 

Q1 Scoring: How have you defined the scores in your country context?  
The scores were defined through a process involving two videoconferences and an indicator workshop with executing agencies, as well as a discussion space during this year’s FIP joint mission, to 
go through with the quality assurance. 

Q2   What have been key contributions (successes) of FIP regarding capacity development in your country context during this reporting year? 
The MRV design and implementation process has strengthen CONAFOR’s capacities in terms of the improvement of geographic information, remote-sensing and analysis of the National Forest 
Inventory. 
At a beneficiary level several interinstitutional coordination, to strengthen capacities of women, youth and indigenous people involved in the forest sector. 

Q3   What have been your key challenges and which opportunities for improvement do you see? 
An important challenge from the start has been the need to generate a conscience on forest inhabitants, regarding the excessive and unsustainable use of forest resources, intensive agriculture and 
overgrazing, as well as generate capacities to perform activities that reduce pressure on forests, which is generated with the actions above mentioned. Some activities stated at the national level to 
reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, focus on promoting models that improve management and implementation capacities for the various actors that intervene in a territory, 
with an integrated management approach. 
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Please briefly describe how the FIP contributed to transformational changes in addressing the drivers of 
deforestation and forest degradation in your country as presented in the endorsed FIP investment plan? 
What is the value added of FIP? 
 
Despite efforts to combat deforestation in Mexico, there is still a significant number of Mexican forest 
ecosystems that have, to varying degrees, dynamic processes of deforestation and degradation as a result of 
disasters caused by natural phenomena, climatic variations and human activities; some of these caused 
directly or indirectly by the execution of public policies that affect rural areas. Drivers of this pressure vary 
throughout the different landscapes; however, many of them are related to: 
 

I. Relatively low profitability of primary use of forest versus other activities that seem more attractive, 
including limited access to financial services and viable market opportunities for forest management. 

II. Incentives for policy development, generating unwanted and indirect impacts that exacerbate land 
use change, specially policies related to agricultural and livestock production, urbanization and 
conventional tourism. 

III. Lack of management and organization skills of indigenous communities and ejidos to carry out forestry 
operations, business management and market integration. 

IV. Weak organizational, management and leadership structures by indigenous peoples and local 
communities that contribute to the increase of informal or illegal practices. 

V. Additional pressure on forest resources generated by other rural populations who are not owners. 
 

80% of Mexico’s forest area is owned by a diverse group of indigenous peoples and local communities, the 
rest belonging to small owners and Government. Mexico has a unique of land tenure structure that provides a 
firm foundation for the collective management of forest resources, under indigenous peoples and local 
communities, most of whom are in disadvantaged situations. 
 
By analyzing these causes, it is clear that the potential of REDD+ to contribute to sustainable forest 
management in Mexico, will be achieved through effective public policy coordination, technical assistance, 
capacity building and adequate sector financing, among other public policies. The complexity of the drivers of 
deforestation and degradation presents significant challenges to identify effective mitigation programs and 
strategies at the local level, as some significant causes of forest loss and degradation related to policies, 
programs and incentives often rely outside the forestry sector, highlighting the need for a solution with a 
comprehensive and territorial approach. 
 
Therefore, the model of intervention suggested to eliminate these direct and underlying drivers of 
deforestation and degradation, seeks to improve the transversal and vertical coordination of public policies, 
especially in the agricultural and environmental sectors and intergovernmental cooperation mechanisms to 
boost rural development by promoting sustainable land management models. 
 
To achieve this, the model considers four key elements: 
 

1. Attention to regional needs regarding sustainable forest management and climate change. 
2. Territorial governance model that promotes formal and effective recognition and collaborative 

participation of actors at different levels, with results in emission reductions. 
3. Institutional arrangements to strengthen intersectoral coordination in the context of sustainable rural 

development. 
4. Intersectoral articulation of policies and programs, leading to the coordination of efforts and 

resources. 

NARRATIVE 3.1:    THEORY OF CHANGE AND ASSUMPTIONS 
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In the framework of this intervention model, and with the Forest and Climate Change Project (FCCP), the 
project "Financing low carbon strategies in forest landscapes" and the project "Support to MSMEs operating in 
forest landscapes in ejidos", the FIP has had a strategic role to support a number of actions needed for REDD+, 
particularly in capacity building and the design of innovative institutional and financial models. FIP 
investments allow the testing of these innovative approaches, according to the characteristics and problems 
identified by the implementers at a local and regional level, making these tools available to ejidos and 
communities that develop productive projects in forest areas. 
 

With these priority actions, additional social benefits are obtained, facilitating the development of 
members of ejidos and communities and their leaders and encouraging their involvement in the 
relevant platforms at the community and landscape level. These platforms are expected to 
contribute to the implementation of comprehensive programs for sustainable development based on 
environmentally coherent productive activities. 
 
The FIP Investment Plan has been instrumental in demonstrating: 
 

• Specific cooperation schemes to articulate public policies 
• Financing schemes and packages for the rural and forestry sectors 
• Institutionalizing coordination with public and private financial actors 
• Involvement of the private sector in financing the forest sector 

 
To achieve greater transformational impact with FIP supported interventions, efforts will focus on 
areas with priority (statewide and landscape), called Early Action REDD+ Areas (EARA). This has 
enabled investments to consider the diversity of ecological and socioeconomic conditions in these 
areas, as well as previous experiences and commitments of local governments. FIP activities focus on 
capacity-building experiences, governance models and financial inclusion to improve the livelihoods 
of forest inhabitants. 
 
Please assess how well the theory of change and underlying assumptions described in the endorsed 
investment plan are playing out in practice, what can be learned and whether corrective measures need to 
be taken. 
 
The investment plan aims to address forest and non-forest areas under the premise of sustainable 
management of natural resources in productive mosaics, in order to increase institutional and local capacity, 
and sustainable investment, and promote financial inclusion of ejidos and forest communities, to address the 
direct and underlying drivers of deforestation and forest degradation in EARAS. 
The innovative elements of the Investment Plan are contributing to generate significant changes in the way 
rural development policies are managed and aligned at the forest landscapes level. It has also encouraged the 
creation of specific financing mechanisms for projects under REDD+, which aim to strengthen the relevant 
schemes of low climate impact, moving to a zero percent rate carbon loss in the original forest ecosystems, 
ensuring effective implementation and enforcement of safeguards and principles established in the current 
legal framework. 
These results not only allow promoters to address deforestation and forest degradation, but have also 
promoted the creation of effective institutional platforms and financial services that can support broader 
policies for low-carbon, sustainable rural development. According to what was stated in the Investment Plan, 
progress has been made in the construction of the National Monitoring, Recording and verification in order to 
assess and systematize emission reductions from prevention and combating deforestation and degradation of 
forest ecosystems. 
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Institutional capacities of project executors have been strengthened, either through modernization of 
administration skills to better care for beneficiaries, or through the creation of new management capabilities 
regarding sustainable forest development. Inter-agency coordination has also been strengthened, through 
various tools to share geographic information among different federal agencies. 
 
One of FIP’s bigger efforts is directed to finance pilot models that are being tested in EARAS. On the one hand 
there is a set of guidelines that support capacity building, studies to identify productive alternatives and 
conservation, restoration and management of forest resources activities favorable for reducing carbon 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. Moreover, implementing agencies for FIP credit lines 
focus their efforts on identifying and supporting community forest enterprises to develop innovative actions 
that reduce pressure on forests, while improving the living conditions of the inhabitants of the forest areas. 
 
Additionally, the creation and strengthening of actors promoting local governance and forest management 
landscape approach has been supported. Such is the case of the Public Officials of Territorial Development 
(APDT), who possess territorial planning skills to harmonize government investments throughout sectors, 
directing them at the specific needs of the regions. Also FIP financing has helped identify, strengthen and 
improve technical, administrative and business professional services for beneficiaries, regarding development 
of low carbon initiatives. For one of FIP credit lines, a group has already been selected to provide technical 
assistance to walkthrough and advise community forestry enterprises during the term of their loans. 
 
Challenges: 

• One institutional challenge around the implementation of innovative policies is the need for the entire 
federal government administration; both management and operative level, to understand the 
importance of the new model their will to generate the necessary policy changes. 

• As a pilot project, it has been (and will be) determinant the ability to adapt the FIP design document 
objectives and general principles to national needs and reality. As mentioned above, institutional 
synergies represent a major challenge, by seeking to align from policy decisions to work plans and 
results -which not necessarily occurs when there are several initiatives in the same area-, while also 
trying not to duplicate efforts. 

• Consolidate the participation of the private sector by creating support tools. 
• Building an accompaniment model focused on the community forest enterprises process at the long 

term - beyond assistance of each project. 
• Ensure that the horizontal and vertical coordination of different sectors and institutions is reflected in 

the articulation of policies, programs and actions. 
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NARRATIVE 3. 2:     CONTRIBUTION TO NATIONAL REDD+ AND 

OTHER NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES AND UPTAKE OF FIP 

APPROACHES 

Please describe how the FIP enhanced and/ or advanced the national REDD+ process (including 
REDD+ readiness and performance-based mechanisms) and relevant development strategies? 
 
Mexico’s National Development Plan, establishes the increase of social participation and sustainable use of 
natural resources and environmental services to boost economic sustainable and inclusive growth. Meanwhile 
the National REDD+ Strategy seeks to contribute to the mitigation of greenhouse gases (GHG), establishing 
policies, measures and actions to be incorporated into planning instruments for sustainable development. 
 
In Mexico, REDD+ is based on an approach of land management as an integrated landscape. This means that 
REDD+ implementation in Mexico is not an isolated initiative, but it translates into an articulation of policies, 
programs, measures and actions of government and economic sectors that impact on forest areas. This 
requires public policy coordination inside and outside of the forest sector, particularly the agricultural ones; as 
well as strengthening of governance mechanisms and local participation with institutional arrangements and 
adequate financing. All this, in a context of transparency and effective communication with society, 
particularly the forest inhabitants. 
 
Las inversiones del FIP en México tienen por objeto fortalecer la gobernanza forestal y la creación de 
capacidades para el manejo sustentable a nivel de paisaje. Siendo este el caso, mientras que las inversiones 
del FIP desarrollen las condiciones que permitan disminuir las presiones sobre los bosques, los pagos por la 
reducción de emisiones que se obtengan las subsiguientes fases de REDD+ generarán incentivos para que las 
comunidades rurales reduzcan de forma sostenible la deforestación y las emisiones de GEI con el paso del 
tiempo. El financiamiento de estas dos fases, junto con la innovación y experiencias que resulten de las 
inversiones del FIP, transformará y dará continuidad a la gestión de los recursos naturales a nivel de paisaje y 
ayudarán a escalar las lecciones aprendidas a otras regiones de México que no fueron atendidas por el FIP. 
 
In the case of Mexico, the FIP plays a strategic role in the financing of actions required during the preparation 
phase for REDD+, particularly in exploring innovative institutional and financial approaches. In particular, it has 
enabled the piloting of models at a local scale and the generating of valuable lessons that can be replicated in 
other regions of the country. 
 
FIP investments in Mexico are designed to strengthen forest governance and capacity building for sustainable 
management at the landscape level. This being the case, as long as FIP investments develop the conditions to 
reduce pressure on forests, emission reduction from subsequent REDD+ phases will generate incentives for 
rural communities to  sustainably reduce deforestation and GHG emissions over time. Funding for these two 
phases, along with innovation and experience resulting from FIP investments, will transform and give 
continuity to the natural resources management at the landscape level and will the scaling up of the lessons 
learned to other regions of Mexico that were not included in the FIP. 
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 NARRATIVE 3.3:  SUPPORT RECEIVED FROM OTHER PARTNERS 

INCLUDING THE PRIVATE SECTOR. 

Please describe how bi- and multilateral development partners supported the interaction of FIP 
and other REDD+ activities. 

 
In Mexico FIP investments occur in a context where many development partners are contributing in a 
coordinated manner in the generation of technical, institutional and financial capacities to support activities 
to reduce emissions from deforestation and degradation. 
 
MDB’s and implementing agencies have played an important role in the economic, social and environmental 
development of Mexico. By including them in the design and implementation of FIP, it is sought to combine 
the strengths of each, and the knowledge gained in previous projects, to maximize the effectiveness of the 
Investment Plan. 

 

Mexico has established a partnership with the Government of Norway, in the Project for REDD+ 
Strengthening and South-South cooperation, for the implementation of a MRV system, to assess 
and systematize the reduction of GHG emissions of the forestry sector, derived from mitigation 
actions, such as REDD+. This collaboration has provided support and guidance for MRV approaches 
in EARAS. 
 
The French Development Agency (AFD), in collaboration with CONAFOR, implements the project 
“EARA implementation in priority regions of Mexico through the construction of local governance 
mechanisms” in order to build technical and institutional capacities at the local level to develop 
methodologies and mechanisms that link rural development programs and sustainable forest 
management in priority regions in Mexico. Local FIP implementation strategy has been linked to this 
existing collaboration. 
 
Please describe how the (formal and informal) private sector actors have taken up good practices 
demonstrated through FIP? Please describe challenges encountered in involving the private sector 
in FIP. 
The low private investment in forestry companies in Mexico requires a demonstration approach that is being 
adopted in the FIP projects involving lines of credit, to show that the EFC projects are viable from a financial 
and business point of view, while reporting environmental benefits. 
 
Specifically, Project 4 is the first FIP operation with the private sector in the world; it is a pioneer project with 
MIF and provides models to be replicated locally and globally. Participation of FINDECA, a private financial 
institution in the social sector, responds to its experience of financing productive sectors, its links with ejidos 
and other businesses in the areas of intervention the project and its willingness to serve this market. 
 
Additionally, with resources from the FIP set aside, a proposal is in the works to create a guarantee fund to 
enable access to formal credit by ejidos and forest communities, to support innovative investments in the 
area of sustainable development. This project seeks to reduce the risk of supplying credit by financial 
institutions and will be implemented through the Fund of Liquid Guarantee of the State of Quintana Roo 
(FOGARQROO), and will involve private financial institutions. Currently, a study to develop a suitable financial 
instrument is carried out. 
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Could you please describe challenges to achieve private sector participation? 
There was a need to solve an issue of availability of resources in local currency, since, together with 
transaction costs for relatively small projects; the management of currency hedging represents a major 
expense, which may discourage potential partners from the private sector. 

 
Please describe how civil society organizations and other stakeholders have been involved in FIP 
implementation?  
 
An important ally of the civil society is the Mexican Fund for the Conservation of Nature (FMCN) as executor 
of one of the IP projects. This organization channels the grant component of Project 4, to provide 
comprehensive, long-term technical assistance to strengthen business and support to beneficiaries of the FIP 
credit line. In addition to key partnerships at the national level, the Fund works closely with a variety of 
public and private partners as well as civil society, including organizations that participate in the 
development of the target population. 
 
Among other actors, under the Forestry Project and Climate Change, technical support through the creation 
of APDT has been promoted. These provide through specific projects, ongoing support to beneficiaries, 
regarding capacity building and organization improvement, as well as and planning at the level of landscape,  
 
Además, en un esfuerzo para establecer un espacio de dialogo y análisis entre la sociedad y el gobierno para 
el tema de REDD+, así como para la construcción colectiva de acciones y propuestas, se creó un Comité 
Técnico Consultivo de REDD+ (CTC-REDD+) a nivel nacional y ya se han creado CTC a nivel estatal en Chiapas, 
Campeche, Quintana Roo, Oaxaca y Yucatán, además de otro para toda la Península de Yucatán. Estos 
comités están conformados por miembros de la sociedad civil, grupos de la iniciativa privada y el sector 
académico, representantes de gobiernos estatales y del gobierno federal. Adicionalmente, se ha conformado 
el Grupo de Trabajo para la  ENAREDD+. 
 
Furthermore, in an effort to establish a space for dialogue and analysis between society and the government 
regarding REDD+, as well as to the collectively construct actions and proposals, an Advisory Technical 
Committee on REDD+ (CTC-REDD +) was created national and state committees have already been created in 
Chiapas, Campeche, Quintana Roo, Yucatan and Oaxaca, plus another for the entire Yucatan Peninsula. These 
committees are comprised of members of civil society, private sector groups and academia, state 
government and federal government representatives. Additionally, a Working Group for the National REDD+ 
Strategy has been created. 
 
Also, under the FIP project implemented by the National Development Bank, a National Trust fund for ejido 
Development (FIFONAFE) has participated with the promotion component, because of its knowledge, 
experience and access to key information from ejidos. 
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NARRATIVE 3. 4: LINK OF DEDICATED GRANT MECHANISM FOR 

INDIGENOUS PEOPLES AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES (DGM) TO 

INVESTMENTS FROM GOVERNMENT’S POINT OF VIEW. 

Please provide comments on the complementarity of the DGM and its contribution to the 
investment plan. Especially,  

a) How effective is the DGM in supporting the government-led FIP process? 
Mexico’s IP has an Integrated Land Management approach, in forest and non-forest areas, with a focus on 
increasing and local capacities and sustainable investments that address the direct and underlying causes of 
deforestation and forest degradation in the EARAS, while also improving livelihoods, focusing on: 

I. investments within the forest landscapes, and launching a step wise approach for sustainable 
competitive productive mosaics; 

II. investments on institutional capacity, forest governance, implementation of Territorial Management 
Entities and strategic evaluation platforms; 

III. strengthen the participation of indigenous and local communities in the overall forest landscape 
management and sustainable productive activities; 

IV. Create financing mechanisms targeted at low carbon activities which enable financial access to ejidos 
and communities, promoting productive mosaics in forest landscapes. 

 
Therefore, and additional to the objectives of DGM design documents, its operation in Mexico is guided by the 
following principles: 

a. Ownership and joint decision making of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities, through broad 
and transparent consultations in all decisions of preparation, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation of the DGM, under the structure of a National Steering Committee. 

b. Transparency and accountability in the selection of the National Executing Agency, the National 
Steering Committee members and the beneficiaries. 

c. Administrative flexibility and efficiency to facilitate access of Indigenous Peoples and Local 
Communities to grants. 

d. Social inclusion and equality to ensure full and effective participation. 
 
For activities that could be financed by the DGM, a grant of US $6 million has been allocated by the FIP Sub-
Committee. With this initial amount, activities identified by the National Steering Committee in collaboration 
with the World Bank will be funded. According to the general guidelines of the DGM, the project will be 
implemented by a National Executing Agency, under the supervision of the National Steering Committee and 
with technical support from the World Bank. 
 
During the second half of 2014, workshops were conducted in each of the three areas of influence (Yucatan 
Peninsula, Oaxaca and Jalisco). The purpose was to share general information about the DGM and carry out a 
selection process to identify representatives of indigenous peoples and local communities to participate in the 
National Steering Committee. 
 
At the end of the process, a group was selected and the National Steering Committee was installed by January 
2015. The objectives of the meeting included identifying a work plan and timetable for the preparation of 
Mexico’s DGM, beginning the creation of regulations for the National Steering Committee, and discussing the 
technical support necessary for the Committee during the preparation process. At the moment, the 
Committee is finalizing the terms of reference for the selection of the National Executing Agency and the 
national operational documents of the DGM. 
 

b) How does the government take action on identified needs not addressed by DGM? 
This stage is still previous to implementation; therefore it is still not possible to consider any result. 
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NARRATIVE 3. 5: IF APPLICABLE: HIGHLIGHTS/SHOWCASES 

(EXAMPLE OF PARTICULAR OUTSTANDING ACHIEVEMENT(S) THAT 

YOU WANT TO MENTION) 

 
Please provide example of a particular outstanding achievement or key successes that you want to 
mention. 
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Summary of the scoring  workshop 

(only for scorecards) 

Who were the different stakeholder groups invited to the scoring workshop (composition and 
number)? Please attach the list of participants. 
 
The workshop included the participation of the four FIP executing actors – National Forestry 

Commission, Financiera Nacional de Desarrollo Agropecuario, Rural, Forestal y Pesquero (National 

Development Bank), the Mexican Fund for the Conservation of Nature (CSO) and a smaller financing 

institution named FINDECA (private sector). In addition, IBRD and IDB-MIF attended the workshop in 

their roles as implementing agencies, and two representatives of the monitoring and reporting team 

of CIF AU. Attached to this report you will find the list of attendants to the Indicator Workshop 

(Annex 1). The quality assurance was marked under the frame of a broader group that attended 

Mexico FIP 2015 Joint Mission. 

 
How did you empower stakeholders during the workshop? 
 
The workshop was designed and conducted as an inclusive and participative process to define the 
criteria and evaluation of the scorecards and the progress of indicators. 
 
Previous to the event, two videoconferences with all the stakeholders were conducted; each 
requested to propose criteria, measurements and evaluations. These were discussed during the 
workshop, allowing each stakeholder to explain their proposals, after which all criteria were agreed 
on. 
 
What were the key issues raised during the workshop? 

 It took some time to agree on the evaluation scale. (1 to 4 vs. 1 to 10), depending on the 
approach on how the impact and advances are wished to be showcased. 

 Some scorecard criteria reflect results that, in the case of Mexico, are not directly triggered 
by the FIP Investment Plan. Also, some are very open and require a definition at the national/ 
regional scale. 

 For some indicators progress has been substantial in the first years of implementation, while 
for others reported scoring is very low but expected to come up. 
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ANNEX 1. ATTENDANTS TO THE INDICATOR WORKSHOP 

No. NAME POSITION 

1 Stavros Papageorgiou Especialista en Carbono, BIRF 

2 Franka Braun Especialista en Carbono Forestal, BIRF 

3 Katharina Siegmann Especialista Ambiental, BIRF 

4 Gmelina Ramírez Ramírez Especialista en Cambio Climático, BID 

5 Christine Roehrer Especialista Senior de Monitoreo y Evaluación, BIRF-CIF 

6 Rocío Sanz Cortes Especialista de Monitoreo y Evaluación, BIRF-CIF 

7 Juan Manuel Frausto Leyva Director de Conservación de Bosques y Cuenca, FMCN 

9 Karin Mijangos Maganda Coordinador de proyecto, FMCN 

10 Eduardo Juárez Mejía Director General, FINDECA 

11 Joan Lagos Santos Director Operativo, FINDECA 

12 Miguel Angel Tejero Villacañas Consejero independiente, FINDECA 

13 Martín Corona Mata Promotor Jalisco, FINDECA 

14 Eduardo Ibarra Thennet Coordinador Técnico de Estrategias de Financiamiento, FND 

15 Albino Gregorio Martínez Coordinador Operativo, FND 

16 Carlos Juárez Alvarez  Técnico Ambiental en la Dirección Ejecutiva de Programas y Productos, FND. 

17 Alejandra Aguilar Ramirez Coordinación General de Producción y Productividad, CONAFOR 

18 Juan Manuel Barrera Terán Gerente de Silvicultura Comunitaria, CONAFOR 

19 Jaime Severino Romo Gerente de Proyectos y Mercados Forestales de Carbono, CONAFOR 

20 Francisco Quiroz Acosta Titular de la Unidad de Asuntos Internacionales y Fomento Financiero, CONAFOR 

21 Berenice Hernández Toro 
Directora de Financiamiento, Unidad de Asuntos Internacionales y Fomento 

Financiero, CONAFOR 

22 Nacibe Chemor Salas 
Jefe de Financiamiento, Unidad de Asuntos Internacionales y Fomento Financiero, 

CONAFOR 

23 Ismael Montoya Parra 
Asistencia en la gestión de financiamiento, Unidad de Asuntos Internacionales y 

Fomento Financiero, CONAFOR 

24 Fabiola Navarrete Monge 
Subdirectora de Promoción Comercial, Unidad de Asuntos Internacionales y 

Fomento Financiero, CONAFOR 

25 Ing. Rafael León Negrete  Gerente Estatal de Quintana Roo 

26 Ing. Rodolfo Moreno Cruz Director General Centro del Proyecto de Biodiversidad en Bosques Certificados 

27 José María Michel Fuentes  Oficial de Monitoreo Reporte y Verificación, FAO-CONAFOR 

28 Sofia García Sánchez Coordinadora del Proyecto Gobernanza Local para REDD+, CONABIO 

29 Lic. Lourdes González Carmona Ejecutiva Sectorial Agente Financiero 

30 Rafael González Franco de la Peza Director DEFINE 

31 Rafael León Negrete Gerente Estatal, Quintana Roo, CONAFOR 
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ANNEX 2. FOREST REFERENCE LEVELS FOR THE REGIONS OF INFLUENCE OF FIP (EARLY ACTION REDD+ AREAS) 

TOTALS 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 TOTAL  

Oaxaca 7,524 7,490 7,561 10,171 7,772 7,565 7,653 5,431 5,996 4,723 5,206 4,869 3,633 3,634 3,671 3,616 3,729 
 Jalisco 4,617 4,325 4,330 4,602 4,430 4,510 4,825 3,692 3,705 3,579 3,857 3,856 704 800 619 553 923 
 Campeche 7,104 7,083 7,084 7,239 7,097 7,121 7,109 6,702 7,451 6,753 6,743 6,768 4,628 4,653 4,743 4,630 4,700 
 Q. Roo 5,359 3,937 3,904 3,985 4,099 3,908 3,885 4,042 4,183 4,034 4,165 5,308 2,887 3,231 3,715 2,990 4,271 
 Yucatán 4,762 4,745 4,748 4,832 4,852 4,754 4,763 4,090 4,465 4,113 4,115 4,288 3,821 3,919 4,294 3,842 3,977 
 TOTAL 29,366 27,580 27,627 30,828 28,251 27,858 28,235 23,957 25,800 23,202 24,087 25,088 15,672 16,236 17,043 15,631 17,599 22,074 

Deforestation 

Oaxaca 5,274 5,274 5,274 5,274 5,274 5,274 5,274 4,017 4,017 4,017 4,017 4,017 3,182 3,182 3,182 3,182 3,182 
 Jalisco 2271 2271 2271 2271 2271 2271 2271 3339 3339 3339 3339 3339 447 447 447 447 447 
 Campeche 4,842 4,842 4,842 4,842 4,842 4,842 4,842 6,143 6,143 6,143 6,143 6,143 4,108 4,108 4,108 4,108 4,108 
 Quintana Roo 1,446 1,446  1,446  1,446  1,446  1,446  1,446  2,559  2,559  2,559    2,559  2,559  2,469  2,469  2,469  2,469   2,469  
 Yucatan 2,184  2,184  2,184  2,184  2,184    2,184  2,184  2,967  2,967  2,967  2,967  2,967  3,399  3,399  3,399  3,399  3,399  
 TOTAL 16,017 16,017 16,017 16,017 16,017 16,017 16,017 19,025 19,025 19,025 19,025 19,025 13,605 13,605 13,605 13,605 13,605 16,507 

Degradation 

Oaxaca 2,071  2,071  2,071  2,071  2,071  2,071  2,071  575  575  575  575  575  148  148      148  148  148  
 Jalisco 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 2016 109 109 109 109 109 4 4 4 4 4 
 Campeche 2,240 2,240 2,240 2,240 2,240 2,240 2,240 546 546 546 546 546 515 515 515 515 515 
 Quintana Roo 2,423  2,423  2,423  2,423  2,423  2,423  2,423  1,466  1,466  1,466  1,466  1,466  403  403  403  403  403  
 Yucatan 2,559  2,559  2,559  2,559  2,559  2,559  2,559  1,080  1,080  1,080  1,080  1,080  367  367  367  367  367  
 TOTAL 11,309 11,309 11,309 11,309 11,309 11,309 11,309 3,776 3,776 3,776 3,776 3,776 1,437 1,437 1,437 1,437 1,437 4,295 

Forest Fires 

Oaxaca 179  145  216  2,826  428  220  309  839  1,403  131  614  277  302  303  340  285  398  
 Jalisco 330 38 43 315 142 223 537 244 257 131 409 408 253 349 168 102 472 
 Campeche 23 1 3 157 16 40 27 13 763 65 55 79 5 31 121 7 77 
 Quintana Roo 1,490  69  35  116  230  39  17  17  158  9  141  1,283  15  359  844  118  1,399  
 Yucatan 18  1  5  88  109  11  20  43  418  65  67  240  55  153  528  77  211  
 TOTAL 2,041 254 301 3,503 925 533 909 1,156 2,999 401 1,285 2,287 630 1,195 2,001 589 2,557 1,271 

Source: Project of REDD+ strengthening and South-South Cooperation (MRV)  
 


