T
|
i
H
H
1
i
i
1
i
3
i
1
1

\ World Justice
Project

Inter-Ametrican
Development Bank

- Governani
A cross-country ass S
‘governance in pract ; '
Colombia, Costa Rica, the Republi ,
El Salvador,




Abstract

A healthy environment is critical to public health, ecosystem vitality, and the sustainability of societies.
A majority of countries have endorsed this view and adopted environmental framework laws or included
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the right to a healthy environment in their constitutions. However, implementation often lags behind Pollution

environmental laws, and to date, there have been very little data to help understand and address this
implementation gap. The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean© (EGI)
represent the first-ever effort to address this challenge by measuring how environmental governance
functions in practice in ten countries in the region: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, the
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Jamaica, Peru, and Uruguay. The EGI provides new data organized

Environmental Rule of Law
Biodiversity

Institutional Capacity
Environmental Impact
Water Quality

around 11 primary indicators of environmental governance for each country: 1) Regulation and Air Quality
Enforcement; 2) Civic Engagement; 3) Fundamental Environmental and Social Rights; 4) Access to and Health
Quality of Justice; 5) Air Quality and Climate; 6) Water Quality and Resources; 7) Biodiversity; 8) Forestry;
9) Oceans, Seas, and Marine Resources; 10) Waste Management; and 11) Extraction and Mining. In
addition, this report presents key third-party data on each country’s governance context, institutional
JEL Codes

capacity, laws and regulations, and environmental performance in order to provide a more complete

picture of contextual issues impacting or resulting from the state of environmental governance.
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Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean®© is produced by
the Inter-American Development Bank and the World Justice Project.
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Introduction

A healthy environment is critical to public health, ecosystem vitality, and the sustainability

of societies. A majority of countries have endorsed this view, with 176 countries adopting
environmental framework laws and 150 countries including environmental protections or the

right to a healthy environment in their constitutions.! However, the persistent and ever-growing
challenges of climate change, water and air pollution, and biodiversity loss illuminate a gap between
environmental laws and environmental outcomes. Implementation often lags behind environmental
laws, and to date there have been very little data to help policymakers, researchers, and advocates
understand and address this implementation gap. The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin
America and the Caribbean® represent the first-ever effort to address this challenge by measuring
how environmental governance functions in practice across several countries.

The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean (EGI) is a quantitative
assessment tool designed to measure environmental governance in practice in ten countries in
the region: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador,
Jamaica, Peru, and Uruguay. The EGI provides new data organized around 11 primary indicators of
environmental governance for each country: 1) Regulation and Enforcement; 2) Civic Engagement;
3) Fundamental Environmental and Social Rights; 4) Access to and Quality of Justice; 5) Air Quality
and Climate; 6) Water Quality and Resources; 7) Biodiversity; 8) Forestry; 9) Oceans, Seas, and
Marine Resources; 10) Waste Management; and 11) Extraction and Mining.

The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean (EGI) is

a quantitative assessment tool designed to measure environmental governance in
practice in ten countries in the region: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica,
the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Jamaica, Peru, and Uruguay.

These data are derived from an Environmental Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaire (EQRQ)
consisting of close-ended questions and completed by more than 500 in-country lawyers,
academics, non-governmental organizations, and management consultants with expertise in
environmental issues. The questionnaire gathers timely input from practitioners who frequently
interact with environmental laws and institutions in their country, providing current and

original information on topics such as the strength of regulatory enforcement, transparency

in environmental decision-making, and the institutional capacity of environmental authorities.
An average of 52 respondents completed the EQRQ in each country, with results being largely
consistent across the four disciplines surveyed.?

In addition, this report presents key third party data on each country’s governance context,
institutional capacity, laws and regulations, and environmental performance in order to provide a
more complete picture of contextual issues impacting or resulting from the state of environmental
governance.

In total, this study presents more than 100 indicators intended for policymakers, researchers, civil
society, and the general public. It is our hope that these data will guide policy choices, program
development, and research efforts aimed at strengthening environmental governance, ultimately
ensuring the health of societies and the planet.

1. UNEP, Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report (Nairobi: United Nations Environment Program, 2019), viii.
2. Please see the "Methodology" section for a breakdown of the number of experts surveyed in each country and by discipline.



Features of the Environmental Governance Indicators

The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean study includes several
features that set it apart from other datasets and make it a useful diagnostic tool:

e Environmental Governance in Practice. The EGI measures environmental governance by
looking at implementation and approaches to environmental decision-making, such as whether
environmental ministries coordinate with other relevant national and sub-national agencies, or
whether environmental authorities implement measures to reduce air and water pollution. This
stands in contrast to efforts that focus on the written legal code or environmental outcomes.

e Comprehensive and Multi-Dimensional. While other datasets cover specific environmental
issues, such as the quality of certain environmental laws or countries’ environmental performance,
they do not yield a full picture of the state of environmental governance. The EGIl is the only cross-
country instrument that measures environmental governance comprehensively.

* New Data from Practitioners. The EGI provides a comprehensive set of indicators based on
primary data. The EGI examines practical, everyday situations, such as whether environmental
disputes can be resolved effectively and timely through courts and administrative bodies, or
whether mining and extraction companies engage in competitive bidding and contracting
processes prior to commencing work. This approach ensures that findings reflect the views of
practitioners - including environmental lawyers, academics, consultants, and representatives of
civil society - who navigate their countries’ environmental regulations on a regular basis.

e Culturally Competent. The EGI was designed to be applied in countries with vastly different
social, cultural, economic, and political systems. The data show that every country faces
challenges when it comes to strengthening institutions, norms, and practices that support strong
environmental governance.



Creating the Environmental Governance Indicators for
Latin America & the Caribbean

The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean® (EGI) is a joint

research effort by the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) and the World Justice Project
(WJP). The study builds upon previous pilots conducted by both organizations, aimed at measuring
environmental governance in a manner that is comparable across countries. The process to produce
the data presented in this report is summarized in the ten steps below.

One
Environmental Governance Analysis
Project piloted in Argentina, Bolivia,
El Salvador, Peru, and Uruguay by the

IDB in 2017 Three
\ 7 Environmental Qualified Respondents’
> s Questionnaire (EQRQ) developed and
- piloted by WJP in Argentina, Colombia,
Two

Germany, Kenya, and Japan in 2017
Preliminary conceptual framework for -

the Environmental Rule of Law Index
pilot developed by WJP and ABA SEER -_

in 2017
Five Four

More than 3,400 in-country &_/ EQRQ and conce.ptual
framework refined in 2019

practitioners identified and e 2
invited to complete the EQRQ based on pilots in 2017

Data scrape for 3rd party

data on governance context,

institutional capacity, select

laws, and environmental /

performance

Six

" Expert survey (EQRQ) d f
completed by 500+ Seven
in-country 230 question-level variables
practitioners from the EQRQ mapped to the 20 sub-

sub indicators, 42 sub-indicators, and

11 pri indicat f the EGI
primary indicators of the Eight

EQRQ questions
codified on a scale of
0 to 1 and aggregated

Ten ) o
Publication and to build preliminary
dissemination of results to 7 AR
key stakeholders Nine ) 4
/ Data cross-checked against 11
' quantitative datasets and validated

\ - through a series of consultations
\\‘ S and qualitative interviews



Summary of Data Insights

Analysis of the primary data on environmental governance collected for this study reveal 19 key insights
summarized below. Please see the “Data Insights” section of this report for a more detailed discussion of
these findings.

Overview of Environmental Governance

1. While most countries have environmental laws, there are gaps between the laws and
implementation in practice.

2.This study reveals great variation across countries and dimensions of environmental governance,
with no country receiving a maximum score.

Insights on Environmental Rule of Law

3. Regulatory agencies face enforcement challenges, driven in part by constraints on human and
financial capacity.

4. While laws define authority, responsibility and mandates, coordination is a challenge.

5. While the region shows progress on environmental impact assessments, there is still progress to
be made towards producing comprehensive explanations of agency decisions.

6. Within civic engagement, the region has made progress on access to information but public
participation remains a challenge.

7. While countries perform well when it comes to the general population’s rights to expression and
association, the rights of environmental defenders are a concern.

8. Poor accessibility of dispute resolution, due in part to complex procedures, is a justice barrier in
the region.

Insights on Practices by Environmental Theme & Industry
9. Practitioners view water pollution and deforestation as the most serious environmental issues.

10. Practitioners view agricultural practices and extraction and mining as having the most serious
impact on the environment.

11. Pollution control is a challenge for air quality, water quality, and waste management.
12. Countries struggle to manage oceans, seas, and marine resources.

13. Strong performance on biodiversity overall masks certain conservation challenges in the
underlying data and in other thematic areas.

14. Greater transparency is needed in the mining and extractive sector.

Interlinkages & Broader Insights

15. Enhancing institutional capacity and transparency is essential for good environmental governance.

16. Environmental governance correlates with level of economic development, with important
exceptions for specific environmental practices.

17. Countries’ broader governance context impacts their environmental governance.
18. Environmental governance matters for achieving a healthy environment.

19. More data are needed to assess other issues impacting environmental governance.

Environmental Govel

nance Indicators

18
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Defining Environmental Governance

Despite its profound importance for ensuring a healthy environment and sustainable societies, the
concept of environmental governance can be difficult to define. Environmental governance comprises
a broad set of objectives and approaches for making and implementing decisions related to the
environment.® It is the system and processes by which environmental inputs - such as environmental
budget allocations and inspectors - are translated into environmental outcomes, such as clean air
and water. This includes mechanisms that ensure compliance with and enforcement of environmental
laws, as well as practices aimed at improving specific environmental outcomes. The Environmental
Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean® study aims to capture good
environmental governance through a comprehensive and multi-dimensional set of output indicators.
The theoretical framework linking these indicators draws upon two key concepts.

The first key concept is that of environmental rule of law. The World Justice Project defines the rule
of law as having four universals principles: accountability under the law, just laws, open government,
and accessible and impartial dispute resolution. Environmental rule of law applies these principles
to the environmental context, holding all entities equally accountable for respecting environmental
laws; developing quality environmental laws and regulations that protect fundamental rights;
including affected communities in environmental decision-making; and independently adjudicating
environmental disputes. Environmental rule of law integrates environmental needs with principles
of the rule of law, creating a foundation for environmental governance.* This concept is captured in
Pillar | of the EGI, which draws upon the four substantive chapters of United Nations Environment
Programme’s Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report for its framework.

The second key concept focuses on specific practices aimed at improving environmental outcomes.
Whereas environmental rule of law focuses on creating an enabling environment for strong
environmental governance and compliance broadly, environmental practices encompass more focused
approaches to ensuring a healthy environment. Practices can be thought of in terms of the extent to
which they target specific environmental outcomes - such as biodiversity and clean oceans - and by
the extent to which they target specific industries that have a significant impact on the environment.
As such, the concept of “practices” is captured in Pillars Il and I, which focus on practices by theme
and practices by industry, respectively. The conceptual and measurement framework for Pillars Il
and Il is based primarily upon International Environmental Law: The Practitioner’s Guide to the Laws
of the Planet, produced by the American Bar Association’s Section of Environment, Energy, and
Resources (ABA SEER).

Recognizing that any framework for assessing environmental governance in practice would not be
complete without contextual information on each country, the measurement framework described
in the sections that follow and presented in the country profiles also include a number of contextual
indicators touching on governance context, institutional capacity, the quality of select laws, and
environmental performance, organized by indicator type and data source.

3. UNEP, Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report (Nairobi: United Nations Environment Program, 2019),
4. Ibid., 8



Types of Environmental Indicators

The primary objective of the Environmental Governance Indicators study is to assess the activities
and practices of environmental authorities and the regulated community that are vital to protecting
the environment. Fully assessing the effectiveness of these activities and practices, however, requires
additional information on countries’ governance context, resources, laws, and environmental quality.
The primary data on environmental governance collected for this study can therefore be understood
as part of a broader spectrum of data and indicators on environmental enforcement and compliance.

This spectrum includes three types of indicators:

damage.

Measure the quantity of resources provided for a particular policy, program,
or project. In the context of environmental enforcement and compliance, this could include
the budget allocated for an environmental authority or the number of compliance investigators
employed by a regulator.

Measure the actual activities and practices of environmental authorities
and other relevant actors. Examples could include inspection activities, money paid as liability
for damage, or changes in behavior of the regulated community.

Measure the results or effects of output activities and practices. In the
context of the environment, outcome indicators measure environmental quality - such as air
or water or pollution - or changes in environmental quality, such as habitats restored following

The core of this study entailed collecting new, primary data via the Environmental Qualified Respondents’
Questionnaire (EQRQ) in order to produce output indicators on environmental governance. Table 1
below provides framework outlining the spectrum of indicators on environmental enforcement and
compliance, and corresponding data sources for each.

Indicator Type Input—p> | g Output—p p——Outcome
Relevance to the Context & Resources Environmental Environmental
Environment Governance Performance
Sufficient training and
) budgeting for
Country’s governance environmental authorities
context Levels of PM2.5 or
. el NOX in the air
Budget allocation Inspection activities
for environmental : AT Water quality
Examples authorities Money paid as a liability

Number of compliance

for damage

Changes in behavior of

Tree cover loss

Data Sources

investigators the regulated community, Fish stocks status
such as compliance with
emissions limits
WJP Rule of Law Index

Economic Commission
on Latin America &
the Caribbean

Official government
sources

United Nations
Environment
Programme

Inter-American
Development Bank

Environmental
Governance Indicators
derived from the
Environmental Qualified
Respondents
Questionnaire (EQRQ)

Yale Environmental
Performance Index



Overview of the Environmental Governance Indicators

Profiles for the ten countries included in this study include more than

100 indicators for each country.

These data are organized into five sections on: 1) Governance Context; 2) Institutional Capacity Data; 3)

Existence of Select Laws & Regulation; 4) Environmental Governance;

and 5) Environmental Performance

Indicators. The core of this study is aimed at measuring Part 4 on Environmental Governance. The concept
of Environmental Governance is broken into three pillars on: 1) Environmental Rule of Law; Il) Practices by
Environmental Theme; and ll) Practices by Sector. In total, these three pillars are comprised of 11 primary

indicators, disaggregated 42 sub-indicators and 20 sub-sub indicators.

Part One

Governance Context

Rule of Law

Constraints on Government Powers
Absence of Corruption

Open Government

Fundamental Rights

Order & Security

Regulatory Enforcement

Civil Justice

Criminal Justice

v

Part Two Regulation &
Institutional Capacity Data Enforcement

Environmental public spending
per capita

Environmental public spending/
public spending

Environmental public spending/GDP
Number of annual inspections
Complaints investigated

Requested environmental impact
assessments

Part Three
Select Laws & Regulation

Environmental Rights ‘

Constitutional right to or provision
for a healthy environment

Right to protection of vulnerable
populations

Right to nondiscrimination of
indigenous peoples |

Environmental Quality Standards

Minimum air protection standards $

Air emission limits that comply Access to

with WHO standards & Qual'ity
of Justice

National water protection standards

Water quality regulations determined
by use

Part Four
Environmental Governance

Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

1.1 Clear & appropriate institutional mandates
1.1.1 Clear jurisdiction, goals &
authority
1.1.2 Absence of regulatory overlap &
underlap
1.2 Effective coordination across institutions
1.3 Institutional capacity of environmental
authorities
1.3.1 Human capacity
1.3.2 Financial capacity
1.3.3 Technical capacity
1.4 Information & investigation
1.4.1 Publicized inspection &
enforcement policies
1.4.2 Environmental impact assessment
1.4.3 Inspections, monitoring & evaluation
1.4.4 Responses to non-compliance
1.5 Institutional transparency & accountability
1.5.1 Absence of corruption
1.5.2 Culture of integrity

Access to information
Accessibility of environmental
information requests
Publicized environmental information
Public participation
Participation in legislation &
decision-making
Due account of comments
Rights to freedom of association, expression
& assembly
Rights of environmental defenders

4.1 Access to fair & timely dispute resolution
4.1.1 Accessibility of dispute resolution
mechanisms
4.1.2 Impartiality of dispute resolution
mechanisms
4.1.3 Timely dispute resolution
4.2 Effective judicial remedies & enforcement
4.2.1 Quality of available remedies
4.2.2 Timely enforcement

Water Quality
& Resources 6.3 |dentification & monitoring of sources of pollution

Pillar 11l. Practices by Sector

Part Four
Environmental Governance

Pillar Il. Practices by Environmental Theme

5.1 Regulation of vehicles & fuels
2 5.2 Controls on other activities & sources of pollution
5.3 Promotion of clean energy & energy efficient
technologies
5.4 Industry requirements & incentives to reduce
pollution
5.5 Long-term planning & response to climate change

Air Quality
& Climate

6.1 Planning for water use and supply
0 6.2 Water quality standards for public &
ecosystem health

6.4 Mitigating agricultural pollution

6.5 Response to pollution & toxic spills
Biodiversity & conservation planning
Monitoring protected species & habitats
Sustainable use of economically valuable species

I 8.1 Conservation of forest biodiversity &
é ecosystem health
Forestry 8.2 Maintenance of forests’ productive & social
I functions

8.3 Maintaining forest cover

Pollution reduction measures
Conservation & resiliency efforts
Sustainable fishing

Clear laws on contaminant limits & liabilities
Measures to reduce waste & contamination
Waste disposal planning & procedures
Compliance with waste disposal &
contamination regulations

Site cleanup & restoration

11.1 Disclosure on operations, revenues &
financial interests
} 11.2 Environmental impact assessments
11.3 Competitive licensing & contracting
11.4 Compliance with environmental quality
regulations
11.5 Response to unauthorized mining & extraction
11.6 Public compensation for damages
11.7 Proper payment & royalties for valuable minerals

Extraction
& Mining

Part Five
Environmental
Performance Indicators

Air Quality

Air Pollution

Climate & Energy
Heavy Metals

Water & Sanitation
Water Resources
Agriculture
Biodiversity & Habitat
Forests

Fisheries



Data Sources Behind the Indicators

While the core of this study entails producing measures of environmental governance in practice, it also
features third party data that provide a more complete picture of each country’s context, resources, and
environmental performance.

Part One
Governance Context

Data on broad rule of law themes provide important context on the environment in which
environmental authorities and the regulated community operate. These contextual data come from
the World Justice Project Rule of Law Index® 2020 and provide data on eight primary rule of law
factors, as well as an aggregate Rule of Law score for each country.

Part Two

Institutional Capacity Data

Data on public spending on the environment, inspections and investigations, and publication of
environmental impact reports provide an indication of environmental authorities’ capacity to carry out
their mandate. This study features six indicators from data published on the Economic Commission
for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) CEPALSTAT website and official government sources
for each country.

Part Three

Select Laws & Regulation

Assessing the quality of countries’ environmental laws and regulations is a complex task that certainly
merits a study of its own, and would require a detailed assessment of many dimensions of countries’
environmental laws and regulatory frameworks. This study therefore features seven select indicators
on this topic: one on constitutional right to or provision for a healthy environment published in the
United Nations Environment Programme’s (UNEP) Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report; two
indicators on the right to nondiscrimination and rights of indigenous peoples, published in the Inter-
American Development Bank'’s (IDB) Technical Document: Alternatives for Addressing Gaps Based on
Results of the Benchmarking Study and Survey; and four indicators on air and water quality standards
produced by the IDB for its Analysis of Environmental Governance in Latin America and the Caribbean

Part Four
Environmental Governance Indicators

This study generated more than 70 new indicators to measure environmental governance in

practice, coming from new, primary data collected through the Environmental Qualified Respondents’
Questionnaire (EQRQ). Survey data from more than 230 question-level variables from the EQRQ
were codified and mapped to the three pillars and 11 primary indicators outlined in the previous
section. The framework for Pillar | on Environmental Rule of Law is based on the four substantive
chapters of UNEP’s Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report. Pillar Il on Practices by
Environmental Theme is based primarily upon International Environmental Law: The Practitioner’s
Guide to the Laws of the Planet, produced by the American Bar Association’s Section of Environment,
Energy, and Resources (ABA SEER). Drawn from the same ABA SEER resource, Pillar Il on Practices
by Sector is a first attempt to measure practices for particular sectors that heavily impact the
environment and will be expanded beyond extraction and mining to include other sectors in future
editions of the Environmental Governance Indicators.

Part Five
Environmental Performance Indicators

While good environmental governance is a laudable goal in and of itself, the ultimate objective of strong
environmental governance is to deliver better environmental outcomes that ensure both human and
ecosystem health. In order to gauge the extent to which these outcomes are realized, country profiles
feature nine performance indicators from Yale’s 2018 Environmental Performance Index.






Overview of Environmental Governance

1 While most countries have environmental laws, there are gaps between the laws
=== and implementation in practice.

As shown in Figure 1a below, every country included in this study has a framework for environmental laws that
addresses cross-sectoral environmental issues and environmental decision-making more broadly. Nonetheless,
there are gaps between the laws in place and implementation in practice. This can be seen in countries’ widely
varying environmental performance. As illustrated in Figure 1b, this view is also held by practitioners surveyed
for this study. When asked a series of parallel questions about the laws and practices relating to access to
environmental information and judicial remedies, across the board, practitioners’ views were more positive about
the existence and substance of the law as compared to its implementation in practice. This trend was consistent
for lawyers, academics, consultants, and NGOs surveyed for the study. Despite a wide range of responses across
countries (as illustrated by the grey bar in figure 1b), this trend was the same within each country. See figure 1c
for a country-by-country summary of the gap in practitioners’ responses to questions on the laws versus practice
in their country.

Figure 1a: Countries with Environmental Framework Laws in 2017

Countries with national environmental
framework laws

REN
Source: Environmental Law Institute, as shown in the United Nations Environment Programme’s “Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report.”

¢ By law In practice

Figure 1b: Gap in Practitioner Views on Laws vs. Practice average ® average

Cross-country response range --------- Gap
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Citizens can obtain information on
environmental issues ¢ """""""""""""""""""""""""""" ‘¢

A denied request for
environmental informaton
can be challenged with an agency ¢ ¢
orjudge

Compensation is available
as a remedy in environmental ‘ ......................... ¢
disputes

Restitution is available
as a remedy ¢ """""""""""""""" #

Restoration of the environment is
available as a remedy ¢- ................................... _¢

Short-term relief to temporarily
stop harmful activities is available ¢- ------------------------ .¢
as a remedy

Final relief to permanently stop
harmful activities is * ............................ _¢

available as a remedy

00% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Strongly disagree Strongly agree




Figure 1c: Gap in Practitioner Responses to “By Law” and “In Practice” Questions by Country

¢ By law question average ¢ In practice question average ~ --------- Gap
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Strongly disagree Strongly agree

This study reveals great variation across countries and dimensions of environmental
governance, with no country receiving a maximum score of 1.

Across the entire Environmental Governance Indicators (EGI) dataset, scores range from 0.84 for sub-indicator
3.1 on procedural rights to freedom of expression and assembly in Costa Rica, to 0.10 for sub-indicator 11.1 on
disclosure of information on operations, revenues, and financial interests in mining and extraction in E| Salvador.
Despite this positive indicator for Costa Rica, it is also worth noting that Costa Rica also sees the greatest
variation across EGI indicators with scores as low as 0.23, also for sub-indicator 11.1. This is an important
reminder that even countries with stronger performance in the EGI face challenges. In addition to variations
across and within countries, there are also variations in how each indicator of the EGI performs on average, as
discussed in the findings that follow. See Figure 2 for an overview of countries’ performance across all indicators,
sub-indicators, and sub-sub indicators of the EGI.

Figure 2: Overview of Environmental Governance Scores

Weak Environmental Governance 0.0 _||| I I_1.0 Strong Environmental Governance

O Each circle is a country I Average
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‘ 6. Water Quality & Resources
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Insights on Environmental Rule of Law

Regulatory agencies face enforcement challenges, driven in part by constraints on
human and financial capacity.

While performance varies by country and sub-indicator, on average, Indicator 1 on Regulation and Enforcement
sees the weakest scores under Pillar | of the EGI (see Figure 3a). Of particular concern are sub-sub indicators 1.4.1
on publicized inspection and enforcement policies; 1.4.3 on inspections, monitoring, and evaluation; and 1.4.4 on
responses to non-compliance. This poor performance on indicators relating to enforcement may be driven in large
part by weaker performance in the ares of human capacity and financial capacity of environmental authorities
(sub-sub indicators 1.3.1 and 1.3.2), where the median performance across all 10 countries is 0.35 for both
indicators. The performance for indicator 1.3.3 on technical capacity is only slightly stronger, with a median cross-
country score of 0.43. Taking a closer look at the question-level data underlying these scores, Figure 3b reveals
that practitioners in most countries have negative views about the financial resources, staff capacity, and staff
training and incentives within environmental authorities.

Figure 3a: Aggregate Scores on Regulation & Enforcement
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4 While laws define authority, responsibility, and mandates, coordination
mm=  js achallenge.

The average score of 0.52 for sub-sub indicator 1.1.1 on clear jurisdiction, goals, and authority suggests that the
law defines authority and responsibility somewhat well. This stands in contrast to an average score of 0.44 for
sub-sub indicator 1.1.2 on regulatory underlap and overlap, and 0.42 for sub-indicator 1.2 on effective coordination
(see Figure 3a). Indeed, a closer look at the views of practitioners shows moderate to positive views on the
clarity of the law in this regard, but more negative views on regulatory underlap and overlap and on coordination.
Views are particularly negative when it comes to coordination with municipal-level institutions, and customary or
indigenous institutions (see Figure 4).

Figure 4. Practitioner Views on Institutional Mandates
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5  While the region shows progress on environmental impact assessments, there is
mmm=  still progress to be made towards producing comprehensive explanations of agency
decisions.

On average, sub-sub indicator 1.4.2 on environmental impact assessments outperforms many other indicators
under Indicator 1 on Regulation and Enforcement (see Figure 3a), with an average score of 0.50 across all ten
countries. A closer look at the question-level data driving countries’ stronger performance on environmental
impact assessments shows practitioners’ moderate to positive views on general screening, scoping, and
assessments of prospective projects, as well as assessments of their impact on livelihoods and displacement. It is
worth noting that views on the extent to which environmental authorities produce comprehensive explanations
of agency decisions are significantly more negative across all ten countries (see Figure 5).



Figure 5. Practitioner Views on Environmental Impact Assessments
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Within civic engagement, the region has made progress on access to information
but public participation remains a challenge.

Performance on EGI indicators pertaining to the accessibility of environmental information is stronger in most
countries than on indicators pertaining to public participation in environmental decision-making. This gap is most
striking when we look at the disparity being between sub-sub indicator 2.1.1 on the accessibility of environmental
information requests and sub-sub indicator 2.2.2 on due account of comments (i.e., taking into account and
responding to public comments and concerns raised during the consultation process), where the mean scores are
0.55 and 0.32, respectively (see Figure 6a). This finding may also be related to practitioners’ negative views on
comprehensive explanations of agency discussions, discussed in the previous finding. What's more, a closer look
at practitioners’ views on who is being consulted as part of environmental decision-making reveals that some
groups remain excluded from consultations. In general, state and provincial governments, local governments, and
large corporations are consulted much more often than local businesses, women'’s interest groups, labor unions,
and indigenous or customary groups (see Figure 6b).

Figure 6a. Aggregate Scores on Civic Engagement
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Figure 6b. Practitioner Views on Consultations

How often does your national environmental authority consult the following groups in the development of programs and policies relating to the environment:

State/provincial
governments

Local governments

Industry/large corporations

Civil society organizations

Universities

Farmers/agriculture
organizations

Medium and small
enterprises

Citizens’ advisory
committee

Indigenous groups

Labor unions

Women's groups or
associations

Local or
family-owned
businesses

L | w6 | L
HM\H\ \H\\‘\ \ M.\
0.0 10 0.20 0.30 0.40 .60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
L1 \|\\ | | |
hasasnal sl Bl |
0.0 10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
\‘ ‘\I‘ \‘I\\ \‘ | |
\.\ T T ’\ \.\)
0.0 10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
d \‘\‘\I“T‘\ PN
¢ te e e
0.0 10 0.20 0.30 0.40 : 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
\‘ ‘H‘HIH\‘\‘ | \\
|[@1[]]|/eweni 0l @] o
0.0 .10 0.2 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
e e
TS
0.0 10 0.2 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
\‘\H‘\ ‘I ‘H‘
)ﬂ«s\ @¢| @
0.0 .10 0.20 : 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
P‘ ‘H ‘\I\‘ H
0.0 10 ‘ 0.20 ‘ ‘ ‘ 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
| \‘ HH ‘\
Iy ﬂ \m\ \’
0.0 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
%M \’s‘\
0.0 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
O PR
L s ©
0.0 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0
I\b‘\\\\\“H
%m |llll I\
0.0 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.0

Almost never 0.0 _

O Each circle is

a country

I Average

Environmental Governance Indicators | 24



7 While countries perform well when it comes to the general population’s rights to
mmm  cxpression and association, the rights of environmental defenders are a concern.

At first glance, Indicator 3 on Fundamental Environmental and Social Rights appears to be the strongest
dimension of environmental rule of law on average, but this aggregate score masks a disparity between
countries’ performance for sub indicator 3.1 - where most countries see a moderate to strong performance on
freedom of opinion, expression, assembly, and association - and sub-indicator 3.2 - where countries have a much
weaker performance when it comes to protecting environmental defenders (see Figure 7a). In many countries,
practitioners think it is fairly likely for environmental defenders to be threatened, attacked, or punished. Even in
countries like Jamaica and Uruguay where practitioners believe that violence against environmental defenders is
unlikely, practitioners are more skeptical about the likelihood that violence against environmental defenders will
be investigated and that the perpetrators would be prosecuted and punished (see Figure 7b).

Figure 7a. Aggregate Scores on Fundamental Environmental & Social Rights
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Figure 7b. Practitioner Views on Violence against Environmental Defenders

Scores for likelihood of... Argentina Bolivia Brazil Colombia Costa Rica D%Bmﬁin El Salvador  Jamaica Peru Uruguay

Environmental defenders
facing violence/retaliation from
public officers

Environmental defenders
facing violence/retaliation from
private companies

Environmental defenders facing
violence/retaliation from gangs
or criminal organizations

Environmental defenders
facing violence/retaliation from
members of the community

Public, non-violent
demonstrations resulting in
violence or retaliation

Violence against environmental
defenders going uninvestigated
by law enforcement

Violence against environmental
defenders going unprosecuted
and unpunished

High likelihood of violence/impunity 0.0 [ I I o Lo likelinood of violence/impunity

Environmental Governance Indicators | 25



8

Poor accessibility of dispute resolution, due in part to complex procedures, is a
justice barrier in the region.

With an average score of 0.45 across all ten countries, most countries see moderate scores for Indicator 4

on Access to and Quality of Justice. However, sub-sub indicator 4.1.1 on the accessibility of dispute resolution
mechanisms stands out as a particularly weak dimension of justice (see Figure 8a). The question-level data
underlying this indicator show that the most important access barriers for the general public relate to the
complexity of procedures, poor public awareness, and lack of access to information (see Figure 8b). These are
considered important barriers in all countries, even in those with a stronger overall performance in Indicator 4,
such as Uruguay and Jamaica.

Figure 8a. Aggregate Scores on Access to & Quality of Justice
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Insights on Practices by Environmental Theme & Industry

9  Practitioners view water pollution and deforestation as the most serious
mmm environmental issues.

When asked to rate the seriousness of a number of environmental issues in their country on a scale of 1 to 10,
with 10 being the most serious problem, practitioners gave water pollution a severity of 8.1, on average, and
deforestation a severity of 8.0, though the severity of various environmental issues varies by country (see Figures
9, 10a, 10b, and 10c).

Figure 9. Average Practitioner Views on the Severity of Environmental Issues and Activities
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10 Practitioners view agricultural practices and extraction and mining as having the
mmm most serious impact on the environment.

Similarly, practitioners were also asked to rate the impact of various activities and industries on the environment,
with a rating of 10 indicating a serious impact on the environment. On average, practicioners gave agricultural
practices and extraction and mining the most serious ratings of 8.4 and 7.7, respectively, though the perceived
impact of various activities and industries varies by country (see Figures 9, 10a, 10b, and 10c¢).

Figure 10a. Top Two Issues and Activities by Country
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Figure 10b. Practitioner Views on the Severity of Environmental Issues by Country
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Figure 10c. Practitioner Views on the Impact of Activities and Industries by Country

Environmental impact of industries or activities

Argentina  Bolivia Brazil Colombia  Costa Rica D'Sergtﬁacn El Salvador  Jamaica Peru Uruguay
Agricultural practices -
Extraction and mining

Industrial activites

Overfishing or illegal
fishing

Livestock farming

8.6
5.0
6.1

Urbanization -
Transportation --- ---
Electricity production ---- ---
Tourism ---n --

RN 10 serious impact

Environmental Governance Indicators | 28



Figure 11. Sub-Indicator Scores on Pollution

Pollution control is a challenge for air quality, water quality, and waste management.

Across the various thematic indicators of Pillar II, sub-indicators that touch on reducing pollution and pollution
prevention receive among the lowest scores across entire the pillar, on average. These include sub-indicator 5.4
on effective industry requirements and incentives to reduce pollution; sub-indicator 6.4 on mitigating agricultural
pollution; and sub-indicator 10.3 on planning and procedures for waste disposal, where countries have an average
performance of 0.28, 0.26, and 0.31 respectively (see Figure 11). This may again reflect the fact that these issues
depend on strong enforcement and responses to non-compliance, highlighted as one of the greatest challenges
to environmental rule of law in finding #3.
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Countries struggle to manage oceans, seas, and marine resources.

Countries perform worse on average for Indicator 9 on Oceans, Seas, and Marine Resources than all other primary
indicators within Pillar II, with an average score of 0.32 across all ten countries in the study (see Figure 12a).

Even the best performing country for this indicator, Peru, has an aggregate score of 0.37. Average performance is
equally weak across all sub-indicators touching on pollution, conservation and resiliency, and sustainable fishing.
The question-level data underlying this indicator show that reducing nutrient pollution, preventing marine litter,
and minimizing the impacts of ocean acidification are the most serious problems according to practitioners.

Figure 12a. Aggregate Scores on Oceans, Seas, & Marine Resources
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Figure 12b. Practitioner Views on Management of Oceans, Seas, & Marine Resources
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Strong performance on biodiversity overall masks certain conservation challenges in
the underlying data and in other thematic areas.

Within Pillar II, countries see the strongest performance in Indicator 7 on Biodiversity, with an average score of
0.51 across all countries in the study. While this is a positive sign given the region’s diversity of fauna and flora,
we still see a range in countries’ performance across the three sub-indicators on biodiversity, with sub-indicator
7.1 on biodiversity and conservation planning performing considerably worse than sub-indicators 7.2 and 7.3 (see
Figure 13a). This can be explained in large part by the underlying question-level data, where practitioners in most
countries have very negative views on whether economic incentives are used to protect biodiversity, and on the
integration of biodiversity into other areas of national policy (see Figure 13b).

It is also important to interpret the results for Indicator 7 in light of countries’ performance in Forestry (Indicator
8) and Oceans, Seas, and Marine Resources (Indicator 9), as forests, oceans, seas, and lakes serve as important
ecosystems for the region’s diverse fauna and flora. With this in mind, it is worth noting that countries perform
more modestly when it comes to Indicator 8 on Forestry - with an average score of 0.43 across all ten countries
- and perform very poorly across all dimensions of Indicator 9 on Oceans, Seas, and Marine Resources, with an
average score of 0.32. This may indicate that it is not sufficient to address biodiversity separately from other
environmental issues and areas of national policy, as flagged by expert practitioners surveyed for this study in
Figure 13b below.

Figure 13a. Aggregate Scores on Biodiversity, Forestry, and Marine Resources
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Figure 13b. Practitioner Views on Biodiversity
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14 Greater transparency is needed in the mining and extractive sector.

While scores are generally weak across the various dimensions of Indicator 11 on Extraction and Mining, sub-
indicator 11.1 on disclosure on operations, revenues and financial interests is particularly weak (see Figure 14a).
With an average score of 0.25 across the ten countries, sub-indicator 11.1 is the weakest indicator on average
across all three Pillars of the EGI. The underlying question-level data from expert practitioners show that
officials failing to disclose interests in the oil, gas, or mining sector is the most severe challenge when it comes
to transparency in the extractive sector. Furthermore, beyond the issue of extraction and mining, transparency is
vital to good environmental governance more broadly, as illustrated in finding #15.

Figure 14a. Aggregate Scores on Extraction & Mining
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Figure 14b. Practitioner Views on Disclosure on Operations, Revenues & Financial Interests
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Interlinkages & Broader Insights

15

Enhancing institutional capacity and transparency is essential for good
environmental governance.

Good environmental governance is not simply pre-determined by a country’s level of economic development

or broader governance context. The data show that environmental authorities have a vital role to play, with
sub-indicator 1.3 on institutional capacity and sub-sub indicator 1.5.1 on absence of corruption seeing a positive
correlation with every primary indicator of the EGI. This is illustrated in Figure 15a, showing a positive correlation
between sub-indicator 1.3 on institutional capacity and Indicator 9 on Oceans, Seas, and Marine Resources. Similarly,
we see a very strong correlation between countries’ performance on sub-sub indicator 1.5.1 on absence of corruption
and their performance on Indicator 11 on Extraction and Mining in Figure 15b. This is particularly noteworthy in light
of finding #14, which highlights the need for better transparency in the extractive sector.

Figure 15a. Institutional Capacity and Oceans, Seas, & Marine Resource
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Environmental governance correlates with level of economic development, with
important exceptions for specific environmental practices.

All 11 primary indicators of the EGI show a positive correlation with GDP per capita. This is evident in Figure 16a
below, illustrating that countries’ performance on Indicator 1 on Regulation and Enforcement correlates positively
with their GDP per capita. Nonetheless, there are important exceptions at the primary indicator level, where
countries perform above or below their GDP per capita. These exceptions are particularly noticeable within Pillars
[l and lll. For example, Costa Rica outperforms in most indicators, as illustrated in Figure 16b on GDP per capita
and Indicator 7 on Biodiversity.

These trends point to two possible takeaways. The first is that countries’ level of economic development is more
likely to impact the functioning of institutions - such as environmental authorities or the judiciary - captured in
Pillar I, and may explain why scores under this pillar track more closely with GDP per capita. The second takeaway
is that countries’ environmental governance is not necessarily pre-determined by their level of economic
development, and that there may still be opportunities to make progress on particular practices outlined in Pillars
[l and lll despite their level of economic development and institutional constraints.

Figure 16a. GDP Per Capita and Regulation & Enforcement
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Figure 16b. GDP per Capita and Biodiversity
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Countries’ broader governance context impacts their environmental governance.

For all ten countries in the study, the Environmental Governance Indicators have a positive correlation with

the WJP Rule of Law Index® scores (presented in Part One of each country profile). This is illustrated in Figure
17a below, showing a positive correlation between countries’ performance in the WJP Rule of Law Index and
their performance on EGI Indicator 4 on Access to and Quality of Justice. This suggests that countries’ broader
governance context - including the pervasiveness of corruption, the strength of regulatory enforcement
generally, and the openness of government, among other issues - is an important factor for determining the
extent to which a given country’s environmental laws and regulations are translated into practices by both
environmental authorities and the regulated community. As with GDP, we also see important exceptions where
countries over- or underperform their WJP Rule of Law Index scores in the primary indicators for particular
environmental practices outlined in Pillar Il. This is illustrated in Figure 17b, where Peru outperforms its WJP Rule
of Law Index score for Indicator 9 on Oceans, Seas, and Marine Resources.

This trend may point to a similar takeaway discussed in finding #16, which is that rule of law, institutional
performance, and environmental governance are very interrelated, and may explain why scores under Pillar | track
more closely with countries’ WJP Rule of Law Index scores. However, the under- and over-performers in Pillar ||
suggest that it is worth countries’ effort to focus on improving particular environmental practices, as there may be
opportunities for success in specific environmental issues where countries are not as constrained by their overall
governance context or level institutional development.

Figure 17a. Rule of Law and Justice
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Environmental governance matters for achieving a healthy environment.

Good environmental governance is a laudable goal in and of itself and has the potential to yield positive
outcomes for society more broadly, such as the development of institutional capacity, a more informed and
engaged public, a better realization of fundamental social rights, and reduced public spending on the negative
health impacts of pollution, among many others. A country’s environmental governance must also be measured
by the extent to which it effectively delivers a healthy environment to its citizens, and we do indeed see an
overall positive relationship between countries’ performance in the EGI and Yale's Environmental Performance
Index (EPI). This is most clearly illustrated in Figure 18, which shows a positive correlation between countries’
performance on Indicator 5 on Air Quality and Climate in the EGI, and the Air Quality Performance Indicator in
Yale’s EPI. However, more analysis is needed to understand the relationship between particular governance
indicators and measures of environmental performance.

Figure 18. EGI vs. EPI on Air Quality
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More data are needed to assess other issues impacting environmental governance.

The findings discussed here provide important insights on the greatest challenges and opportunities that
countries face when it comes to environmental governance. While this is an important first step in better
measuring and understanding the drivers of environmental governance, more data are needed. For one, this
iteration of the EGI focuses on governance of the extractive sector and its potential impact on the environment,
but further iterations of the EGI can and should be expanded to cover other key industries, such as agriculture
and the “blue economy.” Furthermore, better administrative data, comparative analyses of the law, and data

on contextual issues - such as changes in administration or changes over time - can provide a more complete
picture of the state of countries’ environmental governance.
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How to Read the Country Profiles

This section presents profiles for the 10 countries included in the Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America
and the Caribbean (EGI) study. Each profile presents more than 100 indicators on environmental governance for the
featured country. Most indicators are presented as scores ranging from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible
score (strong environmental governance) and O signifies the lowest possible score (weak environmental governance).

The country profiles consist of five parts, outlined below.
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Governance Context

Displays data on the country’s governance context,
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Part Three

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar . Practices by Environmental Theme

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar lll. Practices by Sector

Select Laws & Regulation

Displays data on select laws and regulations. The first
section displays information on environmental rights.
Information on whether the country’s constitution
includes a constitutional right to or provision for a
healthy environment is presented with a red “X” symbol
or a green check mark, representing a binary “no” or

a "yes” respectively. This information comes from the
United Nations Environment Programme's (UNEP) 2019
Environmental Rule of Law: First Global Report.

Data on the quality of the right to protection of vulnerable
populations and the right to nondiscrimination of
indigenous peoples are scored on a scale of O to 1, where
1 represents the strongest possible protections or rights
by law. A score of O is symbolized in the right-hand column
with a red “X” symbol, a score of 1 is symbolized with a
green check mark, and scores that fall between these two

values are symbolized with a yellow dash. These ratings
come from analysis conducted by the Social Capital Group
for the Inter-American Development Bank’s Technical
Document: Alternatives for Addressing Gaps Based on Results
of the Benchmarking Study and Survey.

The second section of Part 3 displays information on the
quality of air and water standards and regulations. These
data are presented on a scale of O to 1, where 1 represents
the highest quality standards and regulations. A score of O is
symbolized in the right-hand column with a red “X” symbol,
a score of 1 is symbolized with a green check mark, and
scores that fall between these two values are symbolized
with a yellow dash. These data come from the Inter-
American Development Bank'’s Analysis of Environmental
Governance in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Environmental Performance Indicators

Displays data on environmental performance for the ten issue
categories that comprise Yale’s 2018 Environmental Performance
Index (EPI). As a reference point, average scores for all of Latin
America and the Caribbean are displayed in grey in the right-hand
column. For consistency with the rest of the profile, EPI scores have
been re-scaled to a scale of O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest
possible score.

Part Four
Environmental Governance Indicators

Displays data on environmental governance
in practice. The first 10 primary indicators of
environmental governance are summarized

in the form of a rose chart for Pillars |

and Il. Primary Indicators 1 through 4

on environmental rule of law issues are
summarized in the rose chart on the left-
hand page. Primary Indicators 5 through 10
on practices for specific environmental issue
areas are summarized in the rose chart on the
right-hand page. The center of the rose chart
corresponds with the worst possible score for
each primary indicator (0), and the outer edge
of the circle marks the best possible score for
each primary indicator (1).

The 11th primary indicator of environmental
governance under Pillar Ill, Extraction &
Mining, is summarized as a donut chart,
where an empty circle represents the worst
possible score (0) and a completely filled circle
represents the best possible score (1). Future
editions of the study may expand Pillar Ill to
include additional industries as requested by
countries.

The country’s disaggregated scores for the sub-
indicators and sub-sub indicators that comprise
the 11 primary indicators of Pillars I, Il, and

Il are displayed underneath the summary

rose charts or donut chart. Sub-indicator and
sub-sub indicator scores are represented by a
bar, and values are labeled at the end of each
bar. A completely filled bar represents the best
possible score for each sub-indicator or sub-
sub indicator (1). The average score of the 10
countries included in the study is represented
by the black line. All data in Part 4 come from
the Environmental Qualified Respondents’
Questionnaire (EQRQ) designed to collect new,
primary data from in-country practitioners with
expertise in environmental governance issues
in each country.



W Argentina

_ Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One
Governance Context
Rule of Law 0.58
Constraints on Government Powers 0.61
Absence of Corruption 0.52
Open Government 0.64
Fundamental Rights 0.70
Order & Security 0.62
Regulatory Enforcement 0.53
Civil Justice 0.59
Criminal Justice 0.44
Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.
Part Two
Institutional Capacity Data

. . . L LAC
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 183.39 Avg.
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 5.66 22.95
Environmental public spending/Public spending 0.25% 0.80%
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.06% 0.20%
Number of annual inspections N/A
Complaints investigated 84
Requested environmental impact assessments N/A
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2016.
Part Three
Select Laws & Regulation
Environmental Rights
Constitutional right to or provision for a
healthy environment
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 1.0 V4
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples 0.50 ==
Environmental Quality Standards
Minimum air protection standards 10
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards 1.0 v
National water protection norms 10
Water quality regulations determined by use 025 ==

Sources: UN Environment Programme
Inter-American Development Bank

Part Four: Environmental Governance

A

4. Access to &
Quality of
Justice
0.45

3. Fundamental
Environmental &
Social'Rights
0.63

Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

Q

1. Regulation &
Enforcement
0.42

0.5 1.0

©

2. Civic
Engagement
0.40

Cross-country average

Q

Regulation & Enforcement

11— 046
Clear & appropriate institutional mandates
1.1.1 053

Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority
L1z | 0.39
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underlap)|
12 — 043
Effective coordination across institutions
L3 —— 039
Capacity of environmental authorities
ECEI | 036
Human capacity

1.3.2 0.37
Financial capacity

133 045
Technical capacity

14 — 038
Information & investigation
141 0.35

Publicized inspection & enforcement policies
1.4.2 N | 045
Environmental impact assessment
1.4.3 0.36
Inspections, monitoring & evaluation
ra4fm| 0.34
Responses to non-compliance

L5 - 043
Institutional transparency & accountability
1.5.1 0.38

Absence of corruption
1.5.2 047

Culture of integrity

©

Civic Engagement

2.1 [ 0.49
Access to information
211 | 0.52
Accessibility of environmental information
requests
2.1.2 | 0.45
Publicized environmental information
22 [ | 0.31
Public participation
221 | 0.35
Participation in legislation & decision-making
222 | 0.27

Due account of comments

Fundamental Environmental
& Social Rights

3.1 | 0.73
Rights to freedom of association,
expression & assembly

3.2 | 0.53
Rights of environmental defenders

A

Access to & Quality of Justice

41— 0.44
Access to fair & timely dispute resolution
411 R 0.40

Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms
4.1.2 | 045
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms
4.1.3 | 047
Timely dispute resolution

4.2 I 0.47
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement
4.2.1 047

Quality of available remedies
4.2.2 I 046

Timely enforcement

Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme

2

5. Air Quality

Part Four: Environmental Governance

é

& Climate
0.38 6. Water
Quality &
Resources

0.40 0.51
7. Biodiversity
0.34 A 0.53

8. Forestry
0.40

Cross-country average

P
Air Quality & Climate

5.1 I

Regulation of vehicles & fuels

5.2

0.42

0.43

Controls on other activities & sources

of pollution

5.3

Promotion of clean energy &
energy efficient technologies

5.4 |

0.46

0.26

Industry requirements & incentives

to reduce pollution

)

Water Quality & Resources

6.1 | 0.54
Planning for water use & supply
6.2 | 0.57

Water quality standards for public
& ecosystem health

6.3 | 0.46
Identification & monitoring of
sources of pollution

6.4 | 0.30
Mitigating agricultural pollution

6.5 | 0.66
Response to pollution & toxic spills

)
Forestry

8.1 | 041
Conservation of forest biodiversity
& ecosystem health

8.2 | 0.42
Maintenance of forests
productive & social functions

8.3 | 0.36
Maintaining forest cover

Sustainable fishing

5.5 [ | 035
Long-term planning & response
to climate change

L
Biodiversity

7.1 | 0.43
Biodivesity & conservation planning

7.2 | 0.60
Monitoring protected species
& habitats

7.3 | 0.58
Sustainable use of economically
valuable species

9.1 | 0.25
Pollution reduction measures

9.2 | 0.37
Conservation & resiliency efforts

9.3 | 0.40

10.1 | 0.60
Clear laws on contaminant limits
& liabilities

10.2 | 0.33
Measures to reduce waste &
contamination

10.3 | 0.32
Waste disposal planning & procedures
10.4 | 0.40

Compliance with waste disposal
& contamination regulations

10.5 | 0.35
Site cleanup & restoration

Part Four: Environmental Governance

>

11. Extraction & Mining
0.39

Cross-country average

Disclosure on operations, revenues
& financial interests

Environmental impact assessments
Competitive licensing & contracting

Compliance with environmental
quality regulations

Response to unauthorized
mining & extraction

Public compensation for damages

Proper payment & royalties for
valuable minerals

11.1 [ | 0.22

11.2 [ 041
11.3 0.64
11.4 0.38

11.5 [ 0.39

11. R 0.32
11.7 0.40

Part Five
Environmental Performance
Indicators

Air Quality 0.85
Air Pollution 0.20
Climate & Energy 047
Heavy Metals 0.60
Water & Sanitation 0.73
Water Resources 0.72
Agriculture 0.71
Biodiversity & Habitat 0.56
Forests 0.08
Fisheries 0.42

Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Index 2018.

LAC
Avg.

0.47
0.56
0.39
0.51
0.43
0.23
0.45
0.22
0.57

0.46

Environmental Governance Indicators |

Pillar lll. Practices by Sector

39



BN Bolivia

_ Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One

Governance Context

Rule of Law 0.38
Constraints on Government Powers 0.36
Absence of Corruption 0.27
Open Government 0.43
Fundamental Rights 0.46
Order & Security 0.59
Regulatory Enforcement 0.40
Civil Justice 0.33
Criminal Justice 0.22

Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.

Part Two
Institutional Capacity Data

LAC
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 191.99 Avg.
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD)  22.16 22.95
Environmental public spending/Public spending 1.80% 0.80%
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.90% 0.20%
Number of annual inspections N/A
Complaints investigated 231
Requested environmental impact assessments N/A
Sources: ECLAC 2016 and government sources 2016.
Part Three
Select Laws & Regulation
Environmental Rights
Constitutional right to or provision for a
healthy environment 4
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 1.0 V4
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples 0.50
Environmental Quality Standards
Minimum air protection standards 10
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards 0.50
National water protection norms 10
Water quality regulations determined by use 0.25

Sources: UN Environment Programme
Inter-American Development Bank

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

A

4. Access to &
Quality of
Justice
0.37

3. Fundamental
Environmental &
Social Rights
043

Q

Regulation & Enforcement

11 [ | 044
Clear & appropriate institutional mandates
1.1.1 | 049

Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority
112 | 0.39
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underlaj
12 I | 0.36
Effective coordination across institutions
13 I | 0.33
Capacity of environmental authorities
13.1 | 0.31
Human capacity

1.3.2 | 0.38
Financial capacity

1.33 | 0.30
Technical capacity
L | 0.30
Information & investigation
1.4.1 | 0.30
Publicized inspection & enforcement policies

1.4.2 | 0.34
Environmental impact assessment

143 | 0.30
Inspections, monitoring & evaluation

1.4.4 | 0.28
Responses to non-compliance

15 | 0.28
Institutional transparency & accountability
1.5.1 | 0.23

Absence of corruption
1.5.2 | 0.32

Culture of integrity

1. Regulation &
Enforcement
0.34

0.5 1.0

0.29

Cross-country average

Civic Engagement

2.1 | 0.36
Access to information
211 | 0.39
Accessibility of environmental information
requests
21.2 | 0.32
Publicized environmental information
22 | 0.22
Public participation
221 | 0.28
Participation in legislation & decision-making
222 | 0.16

Due account of comments

Fundamental Environmental
& Social Rights

3.1 | 0.50
Rights to freedom of association,
expression & assembly

3.2 | 0.36
Rights of environmental defenders

A

Access to & Quality of Justice

41 . | 0.33
Access to fair & timely dispute resolution
411 | 0.28

Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms
412 | 0.23
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms
413 | 0.46
Timely dispute resolution

42 [N | 041
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement
421 | 0.39

Quality of available remedies
422 | 042

Timely enforcement

Part Four: Environmental Governance

0.32

8. Forestry
0.27

Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme

23

5. Air Quality
& Climate

Not applicable
Cross-country average

2

Air Quality & Climate
51 . | 0.28
Regulation of vehicles & fuels
5.2 [ | 0.37
Controls on other activities & sources
of pollution
53— 033

Promotion of clean energy &
energy efficient technologies

5.4 [ | 0.24

Industry requirements & incentives
to reduce pollution

5.5 [ | 0.32

Long-term planning & response
to climate change

)

Water Quality & Resources

6.1 | 0.46
Planning for water use & supply
6.2 | 0.46

Water quality standards for public
& ecosystem health

6.3 | 0.34

Identification & monitoring of
sources of pollution

6.4 | 0.21
Mitigating agricultural pollution

6.5 | 0.54
Response to pollution & toxic spills

7.1 | 0.26
Biodivesity & conservation planning

7.2 | 0.40
Monitoring protected species
& habitats

7.3 | 0.41

Sustainable use of economically
valuable species

A

[ ]
Forestry

8.1 | 0.27
Conservation of forest biodiversity
& ecosystem health

8.2 | 0.28
Maintenance of forests
productive & social functions

8.3 | 0.25
Maintaining forest cover

9.1 | -*
Pollution reduction measures

9.2 | -
Conservation & resiliency efforts

9.3 | -

Sustainable fishing

*Not applicable

10.1 | 0.52
Clear laws on contaminant limits
& liabilities

10.2 | 0.25
Measures to reduce waste &
contamination

10.3 | 0.25
Waste disposal planning & procedures
10.4 | 0.30

Compliance with waste disposal
& contamination regulations

10.5 | 0.29
Site cleanup & restoration

Part Four: Environmental Governance

>

11. Extraction & Mining
0.28

N\

Cross-country average

Pillar lll. Practices by Sector

Disclosure on operations, revenues
& financial interests

Environmental impact assessments
Competitive licensing & contracting

Compliance with environmental
quality regulations

Response to unauthorized
mining & extraction

Public compensation for damages

Proper payment & royalties for
valuable minerals

1.1 | 0.17

11.2 | 0.20
1.3 | 0.53
11400 | 0.25

s | 0.23

11.6 | 0.27
11.7 N | 0.30

Part Five
Environmental Performance
Indicators

Air Quality 0.71
Air Pollution 0.39
Climate & Energy 0.33
Heavy Metals 0.44
Water & Sanitation 0.45
Water Resources 0.64
Agriculture 0.54
Biodiversity & Habitat 0.89
Forests 0.18
Fisheries 0.00

Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Index 2018.

LAC
Avg.

0.47
0.56
0.39
0.51
0.43
0.23
0.45
0.22
0.57

0.46



2 Brazil

Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance
Governance Context Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar lll. Practices by Sector
Rule of Law 0.52 ‘
Constraints on Government Powers 0.53
Absence of Corruption 0.45 %
Open Government 0.61 _« 5. Air Quality 0
Fundamental Rights 0.51 4.Access to & 1. Regulation & & ((:)llgr‘r;ate }
Order &S it 0.64 Quality of i g 6. W_ater
rder & secunty : Justice Quality & 11. Extraction & Mining
Regulatory Enforcement 0.51 047 045 Resooggces 0.42
Civil Justice 0.54 :
0
Criminal Justice 0.34 I
Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.
— @ 7. Biodiversity
3. Fundamental 2. Civic 0.31 0.49 Cross-country average
Environmental & Engagement - 5
Part Two Social Rights 043
|nst|tut|ona| Capacrty Data 0.51 N 8. Forestry 111 _ i 0.38
= 0.40 Disclosure on operations, revenues
LAC & financial interests
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 2275 ayq, g & ; 11.2 e 0.47
ross-country average ross-country average Environmental impact assessments
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 7.57 22.95 113 0.62
Environmental public spending/Public spending  0.20% 0.80% Q . E® Air Quali tﬁ Climat Water Qualit ‘& R Competitive licensing & contracting
2 ivic Engagement iIr Quali Imate ater Quality esources .
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.07% 0.20% Regulation & Enforcement gae 1 F ith envi tal 09
. . 1.1 [ 048 | | 2.1 ] 0.50 5.1 [ 0.44 61 I 0.63 Szmpw'argcslxon‘:"‘”m”me“ a
Number of annual inspections N/A Clear & appropriate institutional mandates Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply s a 8 043
Complaints investigated 14,743 1.1 [ 0.51 211 | 0.56 5.2 [ 0.44 6.2 | 0.68 : : ’
N N Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority Accessibility of environmental information Controls on other activities & sources Water quality standards for public Re.SPonZ(e totune;ythorlzed
Requested environmental impact assessments 132 112 0.46 requests of pollution & ccosystem health mining & extraction
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underla 212 I 045 53 _ 0.43 63 I 0.56 11.6 - I - 0.25
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2018. 12— 0,40 Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of Public compensation for damages
Effective coordination across institutions 2.2 [ 0.36 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution 11.7 0.39
Public participation 5.4 _ 0.29 6.4 | 0.33 Proper payment & royalties for
13 | 028 i i i itigati i i valuable minerals
Part Three Capacity of environmental authorities 221 | 0.42 Industry requirements & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution
Select Laws & Regulaﬁon 131 I 093 Participation in legislation & decision-making to reduce pollution 6.5 | - 0.46
Human capacity 222 | 0.29 5.5 l_ongﬁpla!nning & response 0.34 Response to pollution & toxic spills
R . Due account of comments 3
Environmental Rights 1.32 F- ) | 't 0.17 to climate change '
Constitutional right to or provision for a naneia capacty A Par t. Five
healthy environment J 133 Wy 0.44 = " o Environmental Performance
. orestry 1
: . . Fundamental Environmental Indicators
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 1.0 1.4 . | T :
v _ | o 0.37 & Social Rights Biodiversity 841 | 046 kAC
Ri P s Information & investigation - N vg.
ight to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples  0.75 a1 | 0.58 71 | 0.42 Conservation of forest biodiversity
141 _ | _ 0.32 -+ o - Biodivesity & conservation planning & ecosystem health Air Quality 0.79 0.47
Environmental Quality Standards Publicized inspection & enforcement policies Rights to freedom of association, 82 I 0.40
i | 0. . :
1.4.2 047 expression & assembly 7.2 N I . 53 Maintenance of forests Air Pollution 0.38 0.56
.. . . Environmental impact assessment Monitoring protected species ductive & ial i
Minimum air protection standards N/A  N/A 3.2 | 0.44 & habitats productive & social functions
143000 | 0.33 Rights of environmental defenders | 052 8.3 | 0.34 Climate & Energy 0.33 0.39
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards  N/A  N/A Inspections, monitoring & evaluation 7.3 Sustainable use of economically . Maintaining forest cover
. . 4. 0.35 N
National water protection norms N/A  N/A 14 A,Qesmmlm,compume « valuable species Heavy Metals 0.49 0.51
Water quality regulations determined by use N/A  N/A LS | 0.31 N . Water & Sanitation 0.46 0.43
Institutional transparency & accountability Access to & Quality of Justice
Sources: UN Environment Programme 151 | 028 | |41 | 042 Water Resources 0.81 0.23
Inter-American Development Bank Absence of corruption Access to fair & timely dispute resolution 101 | 0.70 Aericult 0.59 045
152 | 0.35 411 e 041 9.1 | 0.29 Clear laws on contaminant limits gricufture ) ’
Culture of integrity Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures & liabilities Biodiversity & Habitat 0.88 0.22
4.1.2 [ 0.50 9.2 I 0.29 102 I 0.36
. ; . ) : o M to red te &
; Impartiality of dISpLIAte resolution mechaglsgmés , Conservat'loln & resiliency efforts 0as Coii;l;l]‘;sat?olf uce waste Forests 0.12 0.57
4.1. _ . 9. .
Timely dispute resolution Sustainable fishin 10.3 | 043 . .
& Waste disposal planning & procedures Fisheries 0.81 0.46
42 I 0.51 '
R i 104 | 0.34 Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement Compliance with waste disposal index 2018.
IR 0.52 & contamination regulations
Quality of available remedies 105 I 042
422 F 050 Site cleanup & restoration
imely en, ‘orcement

Environmental Governance Indicators |41



Colombia

- Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance

Part One
Governance Context Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law Pillar Il. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar lll. Practices by Sector
Rule of Law 0.50 ‘
Constraints on Government Powers 0.53
Absence of Corruption 0.39 «
- 5. Air Qualit
Open Government 0.64 4. Access to & O\ & Clcifnatey 0
Fundamental Rights 0.53 Quality of 1. Regulation & 0.37 6 Wt }
i Justice Enforcement ! Water
Order & Security 0.56 0.38 0.38 Quality & 11. Extraction & Mining
Regulatory Enforcement 0.52 y Resources 0.32
Civil Justice 0.49 035 0.45
S N 0.5 1.0 .5 0
Criminal Justice 0.34 \
Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.
I
I
3. Fundamental Cross-country average
Part Two Environmental & 02y
N . Social Rights 0.39 8. Forestry
Institutional Capacity Data 043 0.35 Y : 020
Disclosure on operatlons, revenues
& financial interests
j i i ita (i . 11.2 0.30
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU)11,757.58 Avg. Cross-country average Cross-country average mma!l impact assessments
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 461 2295 11.3 [ | 0.57
Environmental public spending/Public spending 0.32% 0.80% O\ - . . / . . ® Competitive licensing & contracting
- - - Regulation & Enforcement Civic Engagement Air Quality & Climate Water Quality & Resources 1.4 | 0.33
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.06% 0.20% Compliance with environmental
Number of li i 11 I 046 21 I 048 5.1 [— 0.38 61 I 0.48 quality regulations
umber of annual inspections N/A Clear & appropriate institutional mandates Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply 115 0.29
Complaints investigated N/A 1.1.1 | 0.51 211 I 0.53 5.2 [ | 041 6.2 | 0.54 " Response to unauthorized
X . Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority Accessibility of environmental information Controls on other activities & sources Water quality standards for public mining & extraction
Requested environmental impact assessments 755 requests £ polluti
1.1.2 | 0.40 of pollution & ecosystem health 1.6 | 0.26
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underla 212 | 0.43 53 e | 0.36 6.3 | 0.40 : - . ’
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2018. 12 O | 037 Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of Public compensation for damages
Effective coordination across institutions 2.2 | 0.30 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution 117 | 0.28
13 0.38 Public participation 5.4 [l 0.30 6.4 | 0.25 Proper payment & royalties for
Part Three Capacity of environmental authorities ) 221 | 033 Industry requirements & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution valuable minerals
Select LaWS & Regulaﬁon 131 I 035 Participation in legislation & decision-making to reduce pollution 6.5 | 0.58
T uman capacity ’ 2202 | 027 5.5 | 0.39 Response to pollution & toxic spills
: ; Due account of comments Long-term planning & response
Environmental Rights 1.3.2 | 0.39 to climate change
e . . . Fi ial it .
Constitutional right to or provision for a nancia capacy A P art, Five
healthy environment 4 133 Capad[y 041 = S Environmental Performance
. orestry :
: . . Fundamental Environmental Indicators
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 1.0 1.4 . . LA
& P pop v _ I, — 037 & Social Rights 8.1 | 0.39 A ¢
: N o Information & investigation . s vg.
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples 1.0 31 | 058 7.1 | 0.49 Conservation of forest biodiversity ) )
141 | _ 038 -l o - Biodivesity & conservation planning & ecosystem health Air Quality 0.77 0.47
. . Publicized inspection & enforcement policies Rights to freedom of association, I 0.36
Environmental Quality Standards expression & assembly 79 I 0.56 8.2 ) : :
1.4.2 | 0.46 Monitori . Maintenance of forests Air Pollution 0.57 0.56
.. . . Environmental impact assessment 3.2 I 0.28 °"'tF’”"g protected species productive & social functions
Minimum air protection standards N/A  N/A - - & habitats .
143 | 0.33 Rights of environmental defenders 3 | 0.54 8.3 | 0.30 Climate & Energy 0.50 0.39
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards  N/A  N/A Inspections, monitoring & evaluation 7. sustainable use of economically . Maintaining forest cover
. . 144 | 0.31 luabl . Heavy Metals 0.60 0.51
National water protection norms N/A  N/A Responses to non-compliance & valuable species
i i i N/A  N/A 1.5 - . Water & Sanitation 060 043
Water quality regulations determined by use / / _ | 0.30 Access to & Quality of Justice
Institutional transparency & accountability
Sources: UN Environment Programme 151 | 0.24 41 S | 0.36 Water Resources 0.77 0.23
Inter-American Development Bank’ Ab f ti Access to fair & timely dispute resolution
s o e yasp 101 I . - 053 Agriculture 0.10 0.45
1.5.2 I 0.36 411 | 0.30 9.1 | 0.25 Clear laws on contaminant limits
Culture of integrity Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures & liabilities Biodiversity & Habitat 0.81 0.22
41.2 | 0.37 9.2 | 0.32 10.2 | 0.30
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms Conservation & resiliency efforts Measur§5 t? reduce waste & Forests 0.28 057
4.1.3 | 043 9.3 | 0.32 contamination
Timely dispute resolution Sustainable fishing 103 . I . 035 Fisheries 0.93 0.46
Waste disposal planning & procedures
42 m ! dies & enf 0-40t 10.4 | 0.28 Source: Yale Environmental Performance
ective judicial remedies & enforcemen Compliance with waste disposal Index 2018.
4.2.1 | 0.38 & contamination regulations
Quality of available remedies 105 I 0.31
4.22 I 042 Site cleanup & restoration
Timely enforcement




e Costa Rica

I  Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance
Governance Context Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law Pillar Il. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar I1l. Practices by Sector
Rule of Law 0.68 ‘

Constraints on Government Powers 0.76 %
Absence of Corruption 0.66 « 5. gia(-)uality
- imate
Open Government 0.70 4. Access to & O\ 0.55 ‘
Fundamental Rights 0.79 Quality of 1. Regulation & 6. Water }
Order & Security 0.68 Justice Enforcement Quality & . -
0.45 0.45 Resources 11. Extraction & Mining
Regulatory Enforcement 0.67 0.57 041
Civil Justice 0.62
0
Criminal Justice 0.57 o

Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.

— I 2 Chic i 7. Biodiversity Cross-country average
Part Two o Fundamental Engagement A i 111 | 023
i i i . 1 oy 0.49 : :
Institutional Ca pacity Data Social Rights 8. Forestry Disclosure on operations, revenues
0.69 071 & financial interests
LAC :
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 9,883.70  ayq 11.2 e 0.46
- Cross-country average Cross-country average Environmental impact assessments
Environmental public spending per capita (nUSD) ~ 14.19 22.95 11.3 e 0.66
Environmental public spending/Public spending 0.71% 0.80% O\ - ® ) . / . . ® Competitive licensing & contracting
- - - Regulation & Enforcement Civic Engagement Air Quality & Climate Water Quality & Resources 114 043
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.14% 0.20% Compliance with environmental
Number of annual inspections 1,042 1 ote netitUt 048 21 ; : 056 >1 —~ . 062 61 I 0.65 quality regulations
, Clear & appropriate institutional mandates Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply 11.5 048
Complaints investigated 3,620 111 | 0.50 2.1.1 | 0.61 5.2 [ 0.55 6.2 | 0.71 ' Response to unauthorized
R q ; L 1280 Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority Accessibility of environmental information Controls on other activities & sources Water quality standards for public mining & extraction
equested environmental impact assessments ) 112l 045 requests of pollution & ecosystem health 116 | 026
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underia 212 | 0.50 53 0.53 63 | 0.58 : - . ’
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2017/2018. 12 0.41 Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of Public compensation for damages
Effective coordination across institutions 22 0.42 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution 117 [ | 0.33
13 0.42 Public participation 5.4 N 047 64 I 0.30 Proper payment & royalties for
ar ree " . e 0.41 Industry requirements & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution valuable minerals
Capacity of environmental authorities 221 to reduce pollution
Select LaWS & Regu|at‘I0n 1-3-1_ 0.42 Participation in legislation & decision-making p 057 6.5 | i ) 0.60
Human capacity 299 | 0.43 5.5 _L " s . Response to pollution & toxic spills
i ; DI ong-term planning & response
Environmental Rights 132 0.38 e cccount of comments to cﬁmate change
- . . . Fi ial it .
Constitutional right to or provision for a nancia capacty A Par t, Five
healthy environment 4 133 m 0.46 = " o Environmental Performance
ecnnical capacity . ores ry .
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 1.0 J 14— 047 Fundamental' En\{lronmental Biodiversity Indicators LAC
Information & investieati - & Social Rights 8.1 | 0.70 Avg.
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples 0.75 == nformation & Investigation 71 | 071 Conservation of forest biodiversity
141 TN 0.40 31 | 0.84 Biodivesity & conservation planning & ecosystem health Air Quality 0.84 0.47
. . Publicized inspection & enforcement policies Rights to freedom of association, I 0.67
Environmental Quality Standards expression & assembly 79 I 0.69 8.2 -
1.4.2 - 0.61 ’ N . Maintenance of forests Air Pollution 0.58 0.56
.. . . Environmental impact assessment Monitoring protected species ductive & ial f i ’ ’
Minimum air protection standards N/A  N/A 32 | 0.55 & habitats productive & social functions -
14.3 _ _ _ 0.43 Rights of environmental defenders 73 | 0.68 8.3 | 0.75 Climate & Energy 0.59 0.39
Alremision laits that comply with WHO stonderds T/7 BRI 1.4 A_MSWCM”S' — 0.42 . Sustainable use of economically . Maintaining forest cover Heavy Metals 0.54 0.51
National water protection norms N/A  N/A " Responses to non-compliance ) & valuable species Y . .
i i i L5 } - . Water & Sanitation 0.63 0.43
Water quality regulations determined by use N/A  N/A —— 9.47 Access to & Quality of Justice
Institutional transparency & accountability
Sources: UN Environment Programme 151 045 | |41 N 0.46 Water Resources 0.65 0.23
Inter-American Development Bank Absence of corruption Access to fair & timely dispute resolution 10.1 | 0.62 Aericulture 0.06 045
: icultu . b
1.5.2 N 049 4.1.1 [ 0.35 9.1 | 0.30 Clear laws on contaminant limits &
Culture of integrity Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures & liabilities Biodiversity & Habitat 0.88 0.22
4.1.2 = 0.58 9.2 I 0.40 102 I 0.42 - 2
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms Conservation & resiliency efforts Measurfes t‘? reduce waste & Forests 0.28 057
4.0.3 [ | 0.44 9.3 | 0.39 103 COHtamlnthOn e
Timely dispute resolution Sustainable fishin, . | i j
& Waste disposal planning & procedures Fisheries 0.70 0.46
4.2 I 045 '
R . 104 | 0.40 Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement Compliance with waste disposal Index 2018.
421 _ _ 0.50 & contamination regulations
Quality of available remedies 105 I 0.35
422 [N | 0.39 Site cleanup & restoration
Timely enforcement

47
Environmental Governance Indicators |43



Bl B Dominican Republic

- - Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance
Governance Context Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar lll. Practices by Sector
Rule of Law 0.48
Constraints on Government Powers 0.47
Absence of Corruption 0.39 « %
Open Government 0.53 - Q\ 5. Air Quality ‘
: 4. Access to & A & Climate
Fundamental Rights 0.58 Quality of 1. Regulation & 0.36 6. Water
- : Enforcement - Quality &
Order & Security 0.63 Justice 0.42 Resources 11. Extraction & Mining
Regulatory Enforcement 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.38
Civil Justice 0.45 0.30
.. N 0.5 1.0 0
Criminal Justice 0.36
Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.
(®
3. Fundamental ‘J 7. Biodiversity
Er;vironmental & 2. Civic 0.27 0.52 Cross-country average
Part Two Social Rights Engﬂgz'gent .
Institutional Capacity Data 0.55 - 8. Forestry 111 | : 022
043 Disclosure on operations, revenues
LAC & financial interests
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 130.68  ayg 112 | 0.37
- Cross-country average Cross-country average Environmental impact assessments
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 7.83 2295
® 2 ® 11.3 [ 0.65
Environmental public spending/Public spending  0.61% 0.80% Q . . AirQ I'ty/)& Climat Water Quality & R Competitive licensing & contracting
: : . . ivic Engagement ir Quali imate ater Quality & Resources )
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.10% 0.20% Regulation & Enforcement Ea8 11.4? ith envi | 038
—— 11— 057 | | 2.1 I | 045 s1 028 | | 41 | 044 o atianeronmenta
Number of annual inspections N/A Clear & appropriate institutional mandates Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply 115 q_g | 0.32
Complaints investigated 924 111 e 0.61 2.1.1 | 0.51 5.2 [ 0.44 62 | 0.54 ' Response to unauthorized ’
N N Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority Accessibility of environmental information Control th tHvities & : : o .
Requested environmental impact assessments 592 112 0.54 requests ofOSO'iI(L ; er]\ other activities & sources év:'zrs 3;22:? ﬁé:lrlgards for public mining & extraction
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underla 212 - . | : ‘ 0.39 53 _ 0.43 63 I 0.40 11.6 _ oford 0.33
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2017/2018. 12 _ 0.45 Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of Public compensation for damages
Effective coordination across institutions 22 [ 0.36 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution 117 | 0.36
1.3 | 0.35 Public participation 54 N | 0.22 6.4 | 0.21 Proper payment & royalties for
Part Three Capacity of environmental authorities ’ 221 | 0.38 !cnduztry reqL;Iirilments & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution valuable minerals
Select LaWS & Regulaﬁon Participation in legislation & decision-making 0 reduce pollution 6.5 | 0.61
0.28
131 $00!5W 2202 | 0.34 5.5 L_I . 0.42 Response to pollution & toxic spills
. . Di ong-term plannin response
Environmental Rights T 037 e accountefcommerts o chmate change
o . - Financi it i
Constitutional right to or provision for a nancia capacy A Par t. Five
healthy environment v 133 W{[y 041 — A _— Environmental Performance
. orestry 1
: . . Fundamental Environmental Indicators
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 0.80 14 | 0.36 & Social Rights Biodiversity 61 | 0.44 ,IZ\AC
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples  N/A  N/A Information & |r;vest1gat|on 008 a1 | 0,65 71 | 0.42 Conservation of forest biodiversity E
1.4.1 N . - . e . - & ecosystem health Air Qualit 0.78 047
. . Publicized inspection & enforcement policies Rights to freedom of association, Biodivesity & conservation planning Q y
Environmental Quality Standards 142 I 048 expression & assembly 79 I 0.59 82l | 0.43 : :
.. . . o Environmental impact assessment ' Monitoring protected species Mal(?ten'ancg x f'orlefSts i Air Pollution 065 026
Minimum air protection standards N/A  N/A 3.2 | 0.45 & habitats productive & social functions
1.4.3 00| 0.35 Rights of environmental defenders | 055 8.3 | 0.42 Climate & Energy 0.61 0.39
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards  N/A~ N/A Inspections, monitoring & evaluation 73— - : Maintaining forest
L4 035 Sustainable use of economically aintaining torest cover H Metal 0.29 051
National water protection norms N/A  N/A o Responses to non-compliance ’ « valuable species eavy Metals . 5
Water quali i i N/A  N/A 15 . - . Water & Sanitation 0.42 0.43
quality regulations determined by use _ | 0.36 Access to & Quality of Justice
Institutional transparency & accountability
Sources: UN Environment Programme 151 | 0.34 41 | 0.42 Water Resources 0.90 0.23
Inter-American Development Bank Absence of corruption Access to fair & timely dispute resolution 101 | 0.58 Aericult 0.08 045
1.5.2 [ | 0.39 411 0.35 9.1 | 0.20 Clear laws on contaminant limits griculture ) ’
Culture of integrity o e : ; ; i i & liabilities Lo . .
Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures Biodiversity & Habitat 0.87 0.22
412 N | 0.38 9.2 | 0.30 102 | 0.21
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms Conservation & resiliency efforts Measures to reduce waste &
415 0.5 93 | 0.30 contamination Forests 0.10 0.57
o Timely dispute resolution ’ Sustainable fishin 10.3 I 0.21 . .
& Waste disposal planning & procedures Fisheries 0.75 0.46
42 [ 045 )
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement 10.4C i | i waste di | 0.25 Sodurce. Yale Environmental Performance
<2 p— e irdec 01
2.1 .
Quality of available remedies 105 I 0.24
422 F . 047 Site cleanup & restoration
Imely enforcemen
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BN E| Salvador

_ Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One

Governance Context

Rule of Law 0.49
Constraints on Government Powers 0.50
Absence of Corruption 0.38
Open Government 0.53
Fundamental Rights 0.54
Order & Security 0.65
Regulatory Enforcement 0.51
Civil Justice 0.53
Criminal Justice 0.31

Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.

Part Two
Institutional Capacity Data

. . . Y LAC
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 1.95 Avg.
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 1.70 2295
Environmental public spending/Public spending 0.24% 0.80%
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.05% 0.20%
Number of annual inspections 200
Complaints investigated 516
Requested environmental impact assessments 1,715
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2016.
Part Three
Select Laws & Regulation
Environmental Rights
Constitutional right to or provision for a
healthy environment 4
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 0.80
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples 0.50
Environmental Quality Standards
Minimum air protection standards 10
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards 0.50
National water protection norms 10

Water quality regulations determined by use 0.25

Sources: UN Environment Programme
Inter-American Development Bank

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

A

4. Access to &
Quality of

Justice

0.43

3. Fundamental
Environmental &
Social Rights
0.46

Q

Regulation & Enforcement

1.1 [ | 0.44
Clear & appropriate institutional mandates
1.1.1 | 047

Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority
1.1.2 | 0.40
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underla

12— | 038
Effective coordination across institutions

13— | 033

Capacity of environmental authorities

1.31 | 0.31
Human capacity

132 | 0.26
Financial capacity

133 | 0.43
Technical capacity
14— 036
Information & investigation
1.4.1 | 0.30
Publicized inspection & enforcement policies

14.2 | 0.49
Environmental impact assessment

143 | 0.34
Inspections, monitoring & evaluation

144 | 0.31
Responses to non-compliance

L5 — | 035
Institutional transparency & accountability
1.5.1 | 031

Absence of corruption
1.5.2 | 0.40

Culture of integrity

Q

1. Regulation &
Enforcement
0.37

0.5 1.0

0.39

Cross-country average

Civic Engagement

2.1 | 0.47
Access to information
211 | 0.56
Accessibility of environmental information
requests
2.1.2 | 0.37
Publicized environmental information
2.2 | 0.31
Public participation
221 | 0.33
Participation in legislation & decision-making
222 | 0.28

Due account of comments

Fundamental Environmental
& Social Rights

3.1 | 0.56
Rights to freedom of association,
expression & assembly

3.2 | 0.35
Rights of environmental defenders

A

Access to & Quality of Justice

4.1 _l 0.43
Access to fair & timely dispute resolution
411 | 0.27

Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms
412 | 0.39
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms
413 | 0.62
Timely dispute resolution

4.2 [ 0.44
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement
421 | 0.41

Quality of available remedies
422 | 0.46

Timely enforcement

Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme

Part Four: Environmental Governance

0.30

2

5. Air Quality
& Climate
0.31

0.26

8. Forestry

0.33

é

6. Water

Quality &
Resources
0.37

"o

Cross-country average

5.1

52

53

P
Air Quality & Climate
I

Regulation of vehicles & fuels

0.28

0.35

Controls on other activities & sources

of pollution

Promotion of clean energy &
energy efficient technologies

5.4 [N |

0.39

0.23

Industry requirements & incentives

to reduce pollution

)

Water Quality & Resources

6.1 | 0.33
Planning for water use & supply
6.2 | 0.45

Water quality standards for public
& ecosystem health

6.3 | 0.38
Identification & monitoring of
sources of pollution

6.4 | 0.11
Mitigating agricultural pollution

6.5 | 0.60
Response to pollution & toxic spills

A

[ ]
Forestry

8.1 | 0.34
Conservation of forest biodiversity
& ecosystem health

8.2 | 0.35
Maintenance of forests
productive & social functions

8.3 | 0.31
Maintaining forest cover

Sustainable fishing

55 [ | 031
Long-term planning & response
to climate change

7.1 | 0.34
Biodivesity & conservation planning

7.2 | 0.48
Monitoring protected species
& habitats

7.3 | 0.46
Sustainable use of economically
valuable species

9.1 | 021
Pollution reduction measures

9.2 | 0.25
Conservation & resiliency efforts

9.3 | 0.32

10.1 | 0.46
Clear laws on contaminant limits
& liabilities

10.2 | 0.25
Measures to reduce waste &
contamination

10.3 | 0.25
Waste disposal planning & procedures
10.4 | 0.23

Compliance with waste disposal
& contamination regulations

10.5 | 0.28
Site cleanup & restoration

Part Four: Environmental Governance

>

11. Extraction & Mining
0.24

N\

Cross-country average

Pillar lll. Practices by Sector

Disclosure on operations, revenues
& financial interests

Environmental impact assessments
Competitive licensing & contracting

Compliance with environmental
quality regulations

Response to unauthorized
mining & extraction

Public compensation for damages

Proper payment & royalties for
valuable minerals

11 | 0.10

112 | 0.30
11.3 I 0.42
14 | 0.23

115 | 0.37

16l | 0.12
11.7 | 0.17

Part Five

Environmental Performance

Indicators
Air Quality 0.76
Air Pollution 0.28
Climate & Energy 0.63
Heavy Metals 0.36
Water & Sanitation 0.42
Water Resources 0.51
Agriculture 0.13
Biodiversity & Habitat 0.69
Forests 0.24
Fisheries 0.00

Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Index 2018.

LAC
Avg.

0.47
0.56
0.39
0.51
0.43
0.23
0.45
0.22
0.57

0.46



v °
: Jamaica

Part One

Governance Context

Rule of Law 0.57
Constraints on Government Powers 0.64
Absence of Corruption 0.55
Open Government 0.56
Fundamental Rights 0.64
Order & Security 0.61
Regulatory Enforcement 0.54
Civil Justice 0.51
Criminal Justice 0.50

Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.

Part Two
Institutional Capacity Data

LAC
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU) 1,173.77 Avg.

Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 8.35 2295

Environmental public spending/Public spending 0.58% 0.80%

0.17% 0.20%

Environmental public spending/GDP

Number of annual inspections N/A
Complaints investigated N/A
Requested environmental impact assessments 6

Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2018.

Part Three
Select Laws & Regulation

Environmental Rights

Constitutional right to or provision for a
healthy environment 4

Right to protection of vulnerable populations 080 ==

Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples  N/A  N/A

Environmental Quality Standards

Minimum air protection standards N/A  N/A

Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards  N/A  N/A

National water protection norms N/A  N/A

Water quality regulations determined by use N/A  N/A

Sources: UN Environment Programme
Inter-American Development Bank

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

A

4. Access to &
Quality of

Justice

0.51

3. Fundamental
Environmental &
Social Rights
0.68

Regulation & Enforcement
1.1 [ 0.46
Clear & appropriate institutional mandates
1.1.1 051
Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority
1.1.2 | 042
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underla
12 045
Effective coordination across institutions
13— 041
Capacity of environmental authorities
1.3.1 042
Human capacity
1320 0.38
Financial capacity
133 043
Technical capacity
14 0.38
Information & investigation
141 | 0.33
Publicized inspection & enforcement policies
142 0.52
Environmental impact assessment
1.4.3 N | 0.33
Inspections, monitoring & evaluation
1.4.4 | 0.34
Responses to non-compliance
L5 | 0.37
Institutional transparency & accountability
1.5.1 | 0.35
Absence of corruption
1.5.2 | 040
Culture of integrity

Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme

Q

1. Regulation &
Enforcement
041

0.34

©

2

5. Air Quality

& Climate
0.37

é

6. Water

Quality &
Resources
047

7. Biodiversity

0.51
2. Civic 0.34
Engagement é
0.46
8. Forestry
0.52
Cross-country average Cross-country average
© 2 ®
Civic Engagement Air Quality & Climate Water Quality & Resources
2.1 0.50 51 e | 0.31 6.1 | 0.56
Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply
211 I 0.56 5.2 045 6.2 I 0.63
Accessibility of environmental information Controls on other activities & sources Water quality standards for public
requests of pollution & ecosystem health
2120044 5.3 I | 038 | 63 | 0.3
Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of
22 _ 0.42 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution
Public participation 54 N | 0.21 6.4 | 0.30
221 | 0.45 Industry requirements & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution
Participation in legislation & decision-making to reduce pollution 6.5 | 0.32
222 | 0.39 5.5 - 0.50 Response to pollution & toxic spills

Long-term planning & response
to climate change

Due account of comments

— I
Fundamental Environmental o )
& Social Rights Biodiversity

71 | 0.36

)
Forestry

8.1 | 0.54
Conservation of forest biodiversity
& ecosystem health

8.2 | 0.52
Maintenance of forests
productive & social functions

8.3 | 0.50
Maintaining forest cover

3.1 | 0.70 . . .
Rights to freedom of association, Biodivesity & conservation planning
expression & assembly 7.2 | 0.58

Monitoring protected species
32 . | 0.66 & habitats
Rights of environmental defenders 73 | 0.58
Sustainable use of economically
« valuable species
Access to & Quality of Justice
41 - 0.55
Access to fair & timely dispute resolution
411 0.36 9.1 o . 0.27
Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures
412 0.68 9.2 I 0.39
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms Conservation & resiliency efforts
4.1.3 - 0.61 9.3 | 0.35
Timely dispute resolution Sustainable fishing
4.2 I 047
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement
4.2.1 | 043
Quality of available remedies
4.2.2 I 0.51
Timely enforcement

10.1 | 0.43
Clear laws on contaminant limits
& liabilities

10.2 | 0.33
Measures to reduce waste &
contamination

10.3 | 0.23
Waste disposal planning & procedures
10.4 | 0.43

Compliance with waste disposal
& contamination regulations

10.5 | 0.30
Site cleanup & restoration

>

11. Extraction & Mining
0.38

Cross-country average

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar lll. Practices by Sector

Disclosure on operations, revenues
& financial interests

Environmental impact assessments
Competitive licensing & contracting

Compliance with environmental
quality regulations

Response to unauthorized
mining & extraction

Public compensation for damages

Proper payment & royalties for
valuable minerals

111 [ | 0.22

11.2 [ | 0.37
11.3 I | 0.58
114 0.37

115 0.38

11.6 [ 0.29
11.7 0.42

Part Five
Environmental Performance
Indicators

Air Quality 0.79
Air Pollution 0.21
Climate & Energy 0.52
Heavy Metals 0.40
Water & Sanitation 0.51
Water Resources 0.77
Agriculture 0.08
Biodiversity & Habitat 0.83
Forests 0.24
Fisheries 0.29

Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Index 2018.

Environmental Governance Indic

LAC
Avg.

0.47
0.56
0.39
0.51
0.43
0.23
0.45
0.22
0.57

0.46

ators 146



Peru

Scores range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance
Governance Context Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar lll. Practices by Sector
Rule of Law 0.50 ‘
Constraints on Government Powers 0.60
Absence of Corruption 0.33 « %
Open Government 0.55 - O\ 5. Air Quality ‘
Fundamental Right 0.62 4.Access to & . & Climate )\
undamental RIghts : Quality of 1-ER:gUI3t'°“t& 0.39 6. Water
i : nforcemen .
Order & Security 0.63 Justice 0.45 Quality & 11. Extraction & Mining
Regulatory Enforcement 0.49 0.38 0.42 Resooggces 0.49
Civil Justice 0.45 ’ ’
1.0
Criminal Justice 0.33 T
Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020.
— @ 7. Biodiversity
3. Fundamental 2 Civi 0.37 A 0.55 Cross-country average
Part Two Environmental & _— fvic . : o
WU A Social Rights ngagemen
Institutional Capacity Data 0.56 0.46 8. Forestry wa 0.40
0.42 Disclosure on operations, revenues
LAC & financial interests
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU)  268.81  ayq, & ; 11.2 - 0.51
Cross-country average ross-country average Environmental impact assessments
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) ~ 75.44 22.95 11.3 - 0.75
Environmental public spending/Public spending 5.40% 0.80% O\ - ® ) . / . . ® Competitive licensing & contracting
- - - Regulation & Enforcement Civic Engagement Air Quality & Climate Water Quality & Resources 11.4 0.49
Environmental public spending/GDP 1.19% 0.20% Compliance with environmental
i i 4,198 11 I 047 21 0.52 51 —— 041 61 I 0.60 quality regulations
Number of annual inspections ) Clear & appropriate institutional mandates Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply 115 0.48
Complaints investigated 1,428 1.1.1 | 0.49 211 I 0.59 5.2 [ 0.45 62 | 0.61 ' Response to unauthorized
R ted N tali : N 474 Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority Accesstibility of environmental information Contr0|5.0n other activities & sources Water quaIity standards for public mining & extraction
equested environmental impact assessments 112 0.44 requests of pollution & ecosystem health e 038
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underla 2.1.2 I 0.46 5.3 _ I 0.41 63 I 0.48 . _ . -
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2018. 12 p— 0,42 Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of Public compensation for damages
Effective coordination across institutions 22 R 0.39 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution 117 . 0.44
1.3 0.41 Public participation 5.4 | 0.28 6.4 | 0.29 PropebrI paymen‘cI & royalties for
’ 4 i i i itigati i 1 valuable minerals
Part Three . Capacity of environmental authorities 221 I | E— 0440 !cr;drléztl:;c/er%qotflll:;rzsnts & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution
cipation in leqidati B
Select LaWS & Regu|at|0n 1-3-1_ 036 articipation in legislation & decision-making 6.5 | . . 0.61
Human capacity 222 | 0.39 5.5 [ 0.40 Response to pollution & toxic spills
. . Long-term planning & response
Environmental Rights 132 e 041 pueaccountorcomments to cﬁmate c%ange ¢
e . . . Fi ial it [
Constitutional right to or provision for a naneia capacty A Par t. Five
healthy environment 4 1.3.3 I— 0.44 = o ' Environmental Performance
Technical capacity | Envi I Forestry |ndicat0rs
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 1.0 J 14— 047 Fundamenta, nv_lronmenta Biodiversit LAC
s - & Social Rights Y 8.1 | 0.45 A
. N o Information & investigation - N vg.
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples 1.0 71 | 0.47 Conservation of forest biodiversity
141 T 0.46 31 | 071 PprT— : : & ecosystem health Air Quality 0.58 0.47
T ) o . L. Biodivesity & conservation planning
. . Publicized inspection & enforcement policies Rights to freedom of association, I 0.44
Environmental Quality Standards expression & assembly 79 I 0.60 8.2 ; : :
1420l 0.53 Monitori tected speci Maintenance of forests Air Pollution 0.58 0.56
.. . . Environmental impact assessment 3.2 | 0.42 onitoring protected species productive & social functions
Minimum air protection standards 10 - & habitats A
143 047 Rights of environmental defenders 73 | 058 8.3 | 0.36 Climate & Energy 0.58 0.39
i issi imi i - Inspections, monitoring & evaluation . . T
Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards 0.50 " s Sustainable use of economically Maintaining forest cover ey Metols 071 01
National water protection norms 10 o _Responses o non-compliance ’ « valuable species Y - .
i i [ 025 = 15 I . Water & Sanitation 050 043
Water quality regulations determined by use —— 9'.50 Access to & Quality of Justice
Institutional transparency & accountability
Sources: UN Environment Programme 151 045 | |41 N | 0.34 Water Resources 0.88 0.23
Inter-American Development Bank Absence of corruption Access to fair & timely dispute resolution 101 | 0.64 Agriculture 0.30 045
152 0.56 s | 024 9.1 | 0.31 Clear laws on contaminant limits gricuitu ) :
Culture of integrity Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures & liabilities Biodiversity & Habitat 0.84 0.22
ZEWA 0.34 9.2 | 0.36 10.2 | . 0.40
Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms Conservation & resiliency efforts Measures to reduce waste &
13 | 045 03 | 043 contamination Forests 0.26 0.57
o Timely dispute resolution ’ Sustainable fishin 10.3 I 0.32 . .
| & Waste disposal planning & procedures Fisheries 0.86 0.46
42 [ 041 )
R i 104 | 0.34 Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement Compliance with waste disposal Index 2018.
421 _ | _ 0.40 & contamination regulations
Quality of available remedies 105 I 0.37
4.2.2 [ | 0.43 Site cleanup & restoration
Timely enforcement

Environmental Governance Indicators |47



3¢ = Uruguay

e SCoOres range from O to 1, where 1 signifies the highest possible score.

Part One Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance Part Four: Environmental Governance
Governance Context Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law Pillar Il. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar Ill. Practices by Sector
Rule of Law 0.71 |
Constraints on Government Powers 0.76 & %
Absence of Corruption 0.73 4 Ac;s - 5. Air Quality o
Open Government 0.72 Quality of O\ & Climate
Fundamental Rights 0.78 Justice 1. Regulation & 047 3 V\Il.atiteg }
Order & Securit 0.69 o2 Enforcement Resources
e = 2T : 051 0.59 11. Extraction & Mining
Regulatory Enforcement 0.70 0.45 ) 0.50
Civil Justice 0.74
Criminal Justice 0.56
Source: WJP Rule of Law Index” 2020. v,
— 7. Biodiversit -
— : 2. Civic 0.34 0.53 Yy Cross-country average
Part Two 3. Fundamental Engagement é ’
Instituti i Environmental & 0.51 11.1 0.31
tional Ca pacity Data Social Rights 8. Forestry Disclosure on operations, revenues
LAC 0.76 0.49 & financial interests
Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU)  213.70  ayg, . @ 112 . 0.59
ross-country average ross-country average Environmental impact assessments
Environmental public spending per capita (in USD) 5.85 22.95
® = ¢ 113 - 0.76
Environmental public spending/Public spending 0.14% 0.80% O\ . ) ) 77 N . Competitive licensing & contracting
Environmental public spending/GDP 0.04% 0.20% Regulation & Enforcement Civic Engagement Air Quality & Climate Water Quality & Resources 114 I— 0.46
p p g .04% 0.20% T — 055 21 I 0.59 5.1 I 0.50 ‘1 | 0.69 Compliance with environmental
Number of annual inspections 750 Clear & appropriate institutional mandates Access to information Regulation of vehicles & fuels Planning for water use & supply s quality regulations o5
Complaints investigated 462 1.1.1 R— b ot 0.58 21 1A - _ | ; 0.65 5.2 o 0.51 62 | 0.66 Response to unauthorized
Re uested env'ronmental Im act assessments 198 ear jurisaiction, goals & autnority CCESSt! th ofenvtronmenta mformat'lon Contro's'on Other act“”t-'es & sources Water quahty Standards for publlc mining & eXtraCﬁon
q p L2 0.52 requests of pollution & ecosystem health 11.6 0.31
Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap & underlag 212 : . I : . 0.53 5.3 — 0.54 63 I 0.59 . . o tord .
Sources: ECLAC 2018 and government sources 2016. 12 _ 047 Publicized environmental information Promotion of clean energy & Identification & monitoring of Public compensation for damages
Effective coordination across institutions 22 [ 0.43 energy efficient technologies sources of pollution 117 - 0.52
13 0.43 Public participation 5.4 R 0.33 6.4 | 0.33 Proper payment & royalties for
Capacity of environmental authorities ’ 221 | 0.44 Industry requirements & incentives Mitigating agricultural pollution valuable minerals
PCI rt Th ree Participation in legislation & decision-making to reduce pollution 6.5 | 0.68
i 131 e 042 : : o
Select Laws & Regulation Human capacity 222 | 041 5.5 L_I - 045 Response to pollution & toxic spills
Due account of comments ong-term planning & response
. . 132 0.37 to climate change
Environmental Rights Financial capacity 8 Part Five
T . A .
ﬁg;iﬂiu;%?i nr:ﬁza ;co or provision for a v 1.3.3W 051 — o Forect Environmental Performance
14 Fundamental Environmental . .L . orestry Indicators
Right to protection of vulnerable populations 10 4 I 0.49 & Social Rights Biodiversity 8.1 | 046 LAC
Information & investigation 7.1 | 0.42 . Conservation of forest biodiversity Avg.
Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples  N/A 141 e 0.40 3.1 | 0.81 : Biodivesity & conservation planning' & acomretom health Air Quality 0.87 e
Publicized inspection & enforcement policies Rights to freedom of association, 8.2 I 0.51
: : ion & bl . 0.60 . ’ . .
Environmental Quality Standards 142 I 065 expression & assembly 72 I Maintenance of forests Air Pollution 000 056
) ) ) Environmental impact assessment 3.2 I 0.70 & habitatsg P! P! productive & social functions
National air protection standards o0 X 143 048 Rights of environmental defenders 8.3 | 0.49 Climate & Energy 0.79 0.39
A | h | hWHO dards 0.75 Inspections, monitoring & evaluation 7.3 I 0.56 Maintaining forest cover
ir emission limits that col it t: . L) Sustai i
mply with WHO standards 144 I 043 Sustainable use of economically Heavy Metals 057 051
National water protection norms 10 Responses to non-compliance $
. . . L5 s 0.60 . . Water & Sanitation 0.83 0.43
Water quality regulations determined by use 0.25 Institutional transparency & accountability Access to & Quality of Justice
. . 1 . Water Resources 0.59 0.23
Sources: UN Environment Programme 151 _ 063 41 P . 0.62
Inter-American Development Bank Absence of corruption Access to fair & timely dispute resolution 10.1 | 0.52 Agricult 0.62 045
152 0.58 411 e 047 9.1 | 0.29 Clear laws on contaminant limits gnculiure ) :
Culture of integrity Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms Pollution reduction measures & liabilities Biodiversity & Habitat 0.50 0.22
4.1.2 0.80 9.2 I 0.36 102 | 0.38 -
ality of i ~ : i il M to red te &
. Impartiality of dispute resolution mechacn)lsSn;s Conservat'loln & resiliency efforts 0 co?\?::)lrj'r:ie:at?of uce waste Forests 0.00 0.57
1.3 e . 9.3 .
Timely dispute resolution Sustainable fishin 10.3 I 0.38 : :
& Waste disposal planning & procedures Fisheries 0.61 0.46
42 [N 0.53
e . 10.4 | 0.55 Source: Yale Environmental Performance
Effective judicial remedies & enforcement Compliance with waste disposal Index 2018.
421 _ _ 0.53 & contamination regulations
Quality of available remedies 105 I 0.43
422 _ 0.54 Site cleanup & restoration
Timely enforcement

Environmental Governance Indicators | 48



5 Behindthe

Numbers




Environmental Governance Indicator Descriptions

Part One: Goverance Context

Measures countries’ adherence to rule of law, based on performance across eight rule

of law factors: Constraints on Government Powers, Absence of Corruption, Open Government,
Fundamental Rights, Order and Security, Regulatory Enforcement, Civil Justice, and Criminal Justice.

Constraints on Government Powers: Measures the extent to which those who govern are
bound by law. It comprises the means by which the powers of the government are limited, and
includes non-governmental checks on the government'’s power.

Absence of Corruption: Measures the absence of bribery, improper influence by public or
private interests, and misappropriation of public funds or other resources in a number of
government branches and agencies.

Open Government: Measures the extent to which the government shares information,
empowers people with tools to hold the government accountable, and fosters citizen
participation in public policy deliberations.

Fundamental Rights: Measures the effective enforcement of laws that ensure equal protection,
the right to life and security of the person, due process of law and the rights of the accused,
freedom of opinion and expression, freedom of belief and religion, the right to privacy, freedom
of assembly and association, and fundamental labor rights.

Order & Security: Measures how well society ensures the security of persons and property,
covering three threats to order and security: crime, political violence, and violence as a socially
acceptable means to redress personal grievances.

Regulatory Enforcement: Measures the extent to which regulations are fairly and effectively
implemented and enforced, as well as whether administrative proceedings are conducted
without unreasonable delays, that due process is respected in administrative proceedings, and
that there is no expropriation of private property without adequate compensation.

Civil Justice: Measures whether civil justice is accessible and affordable, free of discrimination,
free of corruption, and free from improper influence by public officials. It also measures
whether court proceedings are conducted in a timely manner and not subject to unreasonable
delays, as well as the accessibility, impartiality, and efficiency of mediation and arbitration
systems that enable parties to resolve civil disputes.

Criminal Justice: Evaluates whether criminal justice systems are capable of investigating and
adjudicating criminal offenses successfully and in a timely manner, through a system that is
impartial and nondiscriminatory, and is free of corruption and improper government influence.
It also measures whether correctional systems effectively reduce criminal behavior.

Part Two: Institutional Capacity Data

Environmental public spending per capita (in LCU): Measures how much a country allocates
per capita, in local currency, to environmental public spending.

Environmental public spending per capita (in USD): Measures how much a country allocates
per capita, in US dollars, to environmental public spending.

Environmental spending/Public spending: Measures a country’s yearly environmental
spending as a portion of its total public spending.

Environmental public spending/GDP: Measures a country's yearly environmental public
spending as a portion of its GDP.

Number of annual inspections: Measures the number of annual inspections conducted by the
national environmental authority.

Complaints investigated: Measures the number of complaints to environmental authorities
that are investigated.

Requested Environmental Impact Assessments: Measures the number of environmental
impact assessments requested per year.



Part Three: Existence of Select Laws and Regulation

Environmental Rights

® Constitutional right to or provision for a healthy environment: Indicates whether the constitution
guarantees individuals a right to a healthy environment, or includes provisions that give government
agencies authority to take action to protect environmental health.

e Right to protection of vulnerable populations: Measures the existence and extent of equal rights
provisions for different groups — including racial and ethnic minorities, women, and persons with
disabilities — including the right to consultation, participation, and the existence of rules to prevent

exclusion.

e Right to nondiscrimination of indigenous peoples: Measures the existence and strength of a national
regulatory framework that recognizes ethnic, social, cultural, and linguistic characteristics, as well as the
extent of implementation of international declarations of rights of Indigenous Peoples and the regulation
on free, prior, and informed consent of indigenous populations.

Environmental Quality Standards

® Minimum air protection standards: Measures the existence of minimum air protection standards.

e Air emission limits that comply with WHO standards: Measures whether air emissions standards
establish limits on, at minimum, the contaminants considered most dangerous by the World Health

Organization (WHO).

¢ National water protection standards: Measures the existence of national water protection standards.

e Water quality regulations determined by use: Measures whether water quality regulations set different

quality standards based on water usage type.

Part Four: Environmental Governance

Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

 1.Regulation & Enforcement

1.1 Clear & appropriate institutional mandates:
Measures whether institutions tasked with environmental
policy and regulation have clear jurisdiction, goals, and
authority, as well as the coherence and coverage of
environmental regulations.

1.1.1 Clear jurisdiction, goals & authority:

Measures whether the laws and regulations clearly
define the authority and responsibilities for institutions
responsible for enforcing environmental regulations
and whether these regulations are unambiguous.

1.1.2 Absence of regulatory conflict, overlap &
underlap: Measures whether national authorities
suffer instances of duplicated mandates, instances
in which no institution has a mandate to act, and
conflicts between environmental regulations and
those of the productive sector.

1.2 Effective coordination across institutions: Measures
whether environmental authorities coordinate their
activities, exchange information, and agree on common
positions with relevant national, state, local, and customary
agencies, ministries, and organizations on matters of
shared interest.

1.3 Capacity of environmental authorities: Measures the
human, financial, and technical capacity of institutions
tasked with environmental policy and regulation.

1.3.1 Human capacity: Measures whether the national
environmental authority has sufficient staff with

the appropriate skills, training, and compensation to
accomplish its mandate.

1.3.2 Financial capacity: Measures whether the
national environmental authority has adequate
financial resources to accomplish its mandate.

1.3.3 Technical capacity: Measures whether the
national environmental authority uses high-quality
data to understand and address the most crucial
environmental risks and challenges and assess the
regulated community’s compliance with environmental
laws and policies, and whether it uses metrics to track
progress.

1.4 Information & investigation: Measures whether the
national environmental authority publicizes inspection
and enforcement policies, conducts environmental impact
assessments, and monitors environmentally impactful
activities.
1.4.1 Publicized inspection & enforcement policies:
Measures whether the national environmental
authority publishes clear and focused inspection and
enforcement policies.

1.4.2 Environmental impact assessment: Measures
whether the national environmental authority
carries out screenings and scoping for projects with
significant environmental impacts, evaluates the
environmental impact of such projects, and produces



Pillar I. Environmental Rule of Law

comprehensive explanations of agency decisions.

1.4.3 Inspections, monitoring & evaluation: Measures
whether the national environmental authority
monitors environmental performance and compliance
for activities potentially affecting the environment,
conducts routine inspections of pollution sources, and
conducts investigations effectively and consistently.

1.4.4 Responses to non-compliance: Measures
whether the national environmental authority
effectively and evenly punishes noncompliance with
environmental laws.

1.5 Institutional transparency & accountability: Measures
whether the national environmental authority is free from
corruption and promotes a culture of integrity.

1.5.1 Absence of corruption: Measures whether

the national environmental authority effectively
fights corruption when it appears and whether
whistleblowers reporting violations, misconduct, and
corruption are effectively protected.

1.5.2 Culture of integrity: Measures whether the
national environmental authority actively promotes
a culture of transparency and integrity and whether
it publicizes, adheres to, and enforces standards for
ethical conduct.

@ 2. Civic Engagement

2.1 Access to information: Measures the accessibility of
environmental information.

2.1.1 Accessibility of environmental information
requests: Measures the affordability, quality,
accessibility, and timeliness of agency responses
to information requests, as well as the extent to
which information requests are free of corruption
and whether noncompliance with requests can be
challenged.

2.1.2 Publicized environmental information:
Measures whether environmental agencies publish
easy-to-understand, accessible, and timely information
on environmental issues and regulations.

2.2 Public participation: Measures public participation

in the planning of programs and activities that impact

the environment, as well as the extent to which the
government accommodates and considers public feedback
on such projects.

2.2.1 Participation in legislation and decision-making:
Measures participation of various stakeholders and
segments of the public in the development and
refinement of plans, programs, and policies relating
that impact the environment.

2.2.2 Due account of comments: Measures the
extent to which the national environmental authority

considers and issues an official response to public
comments on projects and programs impacting the
environment.

== 3. Fundamental Environmental & Social Rights

3.1 Rights to freedom of association, expression &
assembly: Measures whether procedural rights to freedom
of opinion, expression, assembly, and association are
effectively guaranteed.

3.2 Rights of environmental defenders are effectively
guaranteed: Measures the likelihood of violence against
environmental defenders by public officers, private
companies, criminal organizations, and members of the
community; whether of violence or retaliation results from
non-violent demonstrations; and whether acts of violence
against environmental defenders are properly investigated,
prosecuted, and punished.

_& 4. Access to & Quality of Justice

4.1 Access to fair & timely dispute resolution: Measures
the accessibility, impartiality, and timeliness of dispute
resolution.

4.1.1 Accessibility of dispute resolution mechanisms:
Measures whether dispute resolution mechanisms
are affordable, present in local communities, offer
translators, and follow procedures that can be easily
followed by the general public, as well as whether
citizens are aware of their rights and the availability of
resolution mechanisms.

4.1.2 Impartiality of dispute resolution mechanisms:
Measures the absence of bias and discrimination,
corruption, and undue influence in dispute resolution
on environmental matters.

4.1.3 Timely dispute resolution: Measures whether
the dispute resolution process is conducted in a timely
manner.

4.2 Effective judicial remedies & enforcement: Measures
the quality of available remedies for environmental disputes
and whether enforcement of environmental adjudication is
timely.

4.2.1 Quality of available remedies: Measures the
effectiveness of enforcement mechanisms, the

timely provision of remedies, and the availability of
various remedies, including compensation, restitution,
restoration, and interim and permanent relief from
harmful activities.

4.2.2 Timely enforcement: Measures the timeliness
of enforcement of decisions or agreements reached
in cases pertaining to the environment or natural
resources.
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Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme

23 5. Air Quality & Climate

5.1 Regulation of vehicles & fuels: Measures whether
vehicle regulations inspections are effectively implemented,
the use of energy efficient vehicle technologies, and efforts
to reduce reliance on fossil fuels.

5.2 Controls on other activities & sources of pollution:
Measures whether environmental authorities have
developed an emissions inventory; and the extent to which
caps, bans, and regulations on pollutants are effectively
implemented.

5.3 Promotion of clean energy & energy efficient
technologies: Measures whether programs to increase
clean, efficient, and renewable energy usage are effectively
implemented.

5.4 Industry requirements & incentives to reduce
pollution: Measures whether economic incentives
and requirements to reduce pollution are effectively
implemented.

5.5 Long-term planning & response to climate change:
Measures whether efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emission reduction and adapt to climate change are
effectively implemented.

Q 6. Water Quality & Resources

6.1 Planning for water use and supply: Measures whether
the effectiveness of legal structures, technical standards,
and agencies that ensure the availability and quality of
water for domestic, industrial, and agricultural use.

6.2 Water quality standards for public & ecosystem
health: Measures whether a governmental agency or entity
develops and enforces water quality standards to ensure its
safety for human consumption and ecosystem health.

6.3 ldentification & monitoring of sources of pollution:
Measures whether a government agency identifies,
measures, and monitors the types of pollutants found

in the nation’s water sources and enforces regulation to
address transboundary water pollution.

6.4 Mitigating agricultural pollution: Measures whether
legislation and regulations effectively limit contaminants
and excessive fertilizer use, and address storm water runoff
and other forms of nutrient pollution.

6.5 Response to pollution & toxic spills: Measures
whether companies and municipalities are held liable for
water pollution, toxic spills, and discharges of pollutants
to waters, and whether liability and penalties are assigned
based on the severity of the pollution or toxic spill.

’L 7. Biodiversity

7.1 Biodiversity & conservation planning: Measures
whether environmental authorities have identified
components of biodiversity warranting conservation and
activities that affect them, created economic incentives for
preservation, and integrated conservation plans with other
aspects of national policy.

7.2 Monitoring protected species & habitats: Measures
whether environmental authorities monitor and list species
and habitats as endangered, and whether those listings
trigger protective measures.

7.3 Sustainable use of economically valuable species:
Measures whether the environmental or wildlife authority
promulgates guidelines for and effectively regulates the
sustainable use and harvest of economically valuable
species.

8.1 Conservation of forest biodiversity & ecosystem
health: Measures whether actions to conserve forests’
biological diversity, ecosystem health, soil, and water
resources are effectively implemented.

8.2 Maintenance of forests’ productive & social functions:
Measures whether actions for preserving the productive
functions of forest ecosystems and their sustainable use for
socio-economic functions are effectively implemented.

8.3 Maintaining forest cover: Measures the effectiveness
of deforestation prevention and conservation programs and
their contribution to global carbon cycles.

22 9. Oceans, Seas, & Marine Resources

9.1 Pollution reduction measures: Measures whether
regulations to reduce marine nutrient pollution and litter
are effectively implemented.

9.2 Conservation & resiliency efforts: Measures the
effective implementation of measures to protect and
strengthen the resilience of coastal ecosystems, manage
marine protected areas, minimize the impacts of ocean
acidification, increase scientific knowledge and technology
that benefit ocean health, and coordinate with other
countries to manage shared and protected marine areas.

9.3 Sustainable fishing: Measures the effectiveness of
regulations to address overfishing, illegal fishing, and
other destructive fishing practices; the implementation of
science-based plans for restoring fish stocks; and artisanal
fishers’ access to marine resources and markets.

) £n
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Pillar 1l. Practices by Environmental Theme Pillar 1ll. Practices by Sector

Measures whether laws and regulations clearly define
criteria and limits on the presence of contaminant
substances in air, soil, and water; define the type and
degree of contamination that triggers an obligation to
return a site to a clean condition; and delineate liability for
harm from waste disposal.

Measures the effectiveness of restrictions on the
production and use of inorganic and organic hazardous
substances, waste reduction, recycling, and urban waste
systems in reducing the quantity of and contamination
caused by waste.

Measures the
quality of planning, systems and procedures for disposing
of waste in an environmentally sound manner, in particular
substances with a high potential to pollute.

Measures whether regulation of waste
disposal locations and licensure of waste disposal
actions is effectively enforced as well as the prevalence
of obstacles to effective waste management, including
poor enforcement of transboundary waste contamination
regulations, allowing contamination on privately owned
land, and the sale of contaminated land to avoid cleanup
liability.

Measures whether site
cleanup is driven by risk assessment; sufficiently funded,
resourced, and planned; effectively implemented; and
not hindered by corporate veils limiting companies’
responsibility for cleanup.

)\ 11. Extraction & Mining

11.1 Disclosure on operations, revenues & financial
interests: Measures whether the government discloses
information about operations, revenues, licensing, and
contracts for mining and extraction operations, as well as
audits of state-owned companies. This sub-indicator also
measures whether officials who manage the extractive
sector or work for state-owned companies or natural
resource funds disclose their financial interests in the oil,
gas, or mining sector.

11.2 Environmental impact assessments: Measures
whether mining and extraction companies comply with
environmental impact assessment requirements, and
whether the government publishes environmental impact
reports prior to consultations and before the award of any
mineral rights.

11.3 Competitive licensing & contracting: Measures
whether there is a transparent and competitive licensing
process that all mining and extraction operations must
follow before commencing work.

11.4 Compliance with environmental quality regulations:
Measures whether mining and extraction companies
comply with regulations pertaining to waste disposal, water
and air quality, and site restoration.

11.5 Response to unauthorized mining & extraction:
Measures whether environmental authorities effectively
respond to unauthorized mining, extraction, or prospecting
in national parks, burial sites, land trusts, prime farmland, or
vulnerable areas.

11.6 Public compensation for damages: Measures
whether mining and extraction companies fairly
compensate affected communities for losses or damages
resulting from mining operations.

11.7 Proper payment & royalties for valuable minerals:
Measures whether mining and extraction companies

pay fair market value for publicly owned minerals found
on publicly owned lands, and whether the national
environmental authority effectively responds to the
exporting of precious minerals such as gold and diamonds
without paying required royalties.



Part Five: Environmental Performance Indicators

Air Quality: Measures household air pollution, given as the health risk posed by the incomplete
combustion of solid fuels; chronic exposure to particulate matter; and acute exposure to particulate
matter.

Air Pollution: Measures NOX and SO2 emissions from the entire economy, as a blend of current-year
intensity and a 10-year trend, with data from 1997 to 2010, relative to economic peers.

Climate & Energy: Measures total carbon dioxide emissions, carbon dioxide emissions from the
power sector, methane emissions, nitrous oxide emissions, and black carbon emissions.

Heavy Metals: Measures severity of lead exposure using the number of age-standardized disability-
adjusted life years (DALYs) lost per 100,000 persons due to said exposure.

Water & Sanitation: Measures the proportion of a country’s population exposed to health risks from
poor sanitation, defined by the primary toilet type used by households, as well as the proportion of a
country’s population exposed to health risks from poor access to potable drinking water, defined by
the primary water source used by households and the household water treatment, or the treatment
that happens at the point of water collection.

Water Resources: Measures percentage of wastewater that undergoes at least primary treatment in
each country, normalized by the proportion of the population connected to a municipal wastewater
collection system.

Agriculture: Measures from the Sustainable Nitrogen Management Index, which uses nitrogen use
efficiency (NUE) and crop yield to measure the environmental performance of agricultural production.

Biodiversity & Habitat: Measures percentage of marine protected areas (MPAs) within a country’s
exclusive economic zone; the percentage of biomes in protected areas, weighted by national and
global composition of biomes; the average area of species’ distributions in a country with protected
areas; the extent to which terrestrial protected areas are ecologically representative; and the
proportion of habitat within a country remaining, relative to a baseline set in the year 2001.

Forests: Measures tree cover loss, calculated as the total area of tree loss in areas with greater than
30% tree canopy cover divided by the forest cover in the year 2000, with a 5-year rolling average
applied.

Fisheries: Measures the percentage of fish stocks caught within a country’s Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) that are overexploited or collapsed, and the regional marine trophic index, which represents the
overall health of the ecosystem.



Methodology

The Environmental Governance Indicators for Latin America and the Caribbean® (EGI) is the first attempt to systematically and
comprehensively quantify environmental governance across countries, and is unique in its operationalization of environmental
governance dimensions into concrete questions. The EGI presents information on 11 composite indicators that are further
disaggregated into 42 sub-indicators and 20 sub-sub indicators (see page 12). These indicator scores are built from more

than 230 variables drawn from the assessments of 525 in-country practitioners in ten Latin American and Caribbean
countries, providing new, primary data and making this study one of the most robust approaches to measuring environmental
governance in a country. In addition, this study presents 31 indicators from third-party data sources on the governance
context, institutional capacity, select environmental laws, and environmental performance to provide a more holistic picture of

the situation in each country.

The Environmental Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaire

The Environmental Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaire
(EQRQ) collects data from in-country lawyers, academics,
non-governmental organizations, and management
consultants with expertise in environmental issues. The
questionnaire gathers timely input on a range of topics
from practitioners who frequently interact with
environmental laws and institutions in their country. Such
topics include the strength of regulatory enforcement,
transparency in environmental decision-making, and the
institutional capacity of environmental authorities.

The questionnaire contains over 280 closed-ended
questions and several open-ended questions used for
validation purposes. The EQRQ surveys were completed

by respondents identified through directories of law firms,
universities, research organizations, non-governmental
organizations, and consultant lists on government websites,
as well as through referrals from the Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB) and World Justice Project’s (WJP)
global network of practitioners, and were vetted by staff
based on their expertise. In total, the WJP built a database
of more than 3,400 practitioners invited to participate in
the survey. The expert questionnaires were administered

in three languages: English, Spanish, and Portuguese. The
EQRQ data presented in this report come from 525 surveys,
which represents an average of 52 respondents per country.

Table 2: Expert Breakdown by Country and Discipline

Lawyer Academic
Argentina 20 26
Bolivia 9 20
Brazil 25 15
Colombia 22 51
Costa Rica 15 34
Dominican Republic 15 35
El Salvador 7 41
Jamaica 2 6
Peru 38 20
Uruguay 7 30

See Table 2 below for a breakdown of the number of experts
surveyed by country and by discipline. EQRQ responses were
largely consistent across the four disciplines surveyed (see the
“Validation” section on page 45 for more information). Data
were collected between July 2019 and October 2019 using
self-administered surveys available online and in print copy.

This survey builds on the Qualified Respondents’
Questionnaire (QRQ) methodology developed by the WJP for
its flagship WJP Rule of Law Index®, which are administered
annually to in-country professionals with expertise in civil
and commercial law, criminal and constitutional law, labor
law, and public health, and combined with data from WJP’s
General Population Poll (GPP). In 2017, the WJP and the
American Bar Association’s Section of Environment, Energy,
and Resources (ABA SEER) collaborated to produce a pilot
EQRQ survey instrument and pilot Environmental Rule of

Law Index, which the WJP piloted in Argentina, Colombia,
Germany, Japan, and Kenya. The EQRQ was refined for the
EGI based on lessons learned from the pilot, consultations,
and to address conceptual gaps outlined in the UN
Environment Programme’s (UNEP’s) 2019 Environmental Rule
of Law report and in the Inter-American Development Bank’s
2017 pilot study on environmental governance in Argentina,
Bolivia, El Salvador, Peru, and Uruguay.

Management
NGO Consultant Total

10 19 42
10 23 48
5 5 38
10 8 69
5 26 65
28 60

13 33 73
12 24

9 20 58
15 48

Total 525

Note: Some experts have multiple disciplines, such as lawyers who also teach at a university.



Data Cleaning & Score Computation

The country scores presented in this report are built from
more than 230 variables drawn from 525 EQRQ surveys.
Once collected, the data were carefully processed to arrive
at country-level scores. The respondent-level data were
edited to exclude partially completed surveys, suspicious
data, and outliers (which were detected using the Z-score
method). Individual answers were mapped onto the 11
composite indicators, 42 sub-indicators, and 20 sub-sub
indicators of the EGI (or onto the intermediate categories
that make up each sub-indicator), codified so that all values
fall between O (weakest environmental governance) and 1
(strongest environmental governance), and aggregated at
the country level using the simple (or unweighted) average
of all respondents. Aggregated scores were rounded to two
decimal points to produce the final scores. An explanation of
how questions are mapped onto indicators and how they are
weighted is available on the methodology website for this
study.

Data Validation

As a final step, data were validated and crosschecked against
qualitative and quantitative third-party sources to provide an
additional layer of analysis and to identify possible mistakes
or inconsistencies with the data. This entailed:

1. Conducting quantitative crosschecks against
other data sources. These included Transparency
International’s Corruption Perceptions Index; the World
Bank’s Doing Business Index; the World Energy Council
and Oliver Wyman'’s Energy Trilemma Index; the World
Resources Institute’s Environmental Democracy Index; Yale’s
Environmental Performance Index; the World Economic
Forum'’s Global Competitiveness Report; the Open
Knowledge Foundation’s Global Open Data Index; the Ocean
Health Index; the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance
Indicators; and the Natural Resource Governance Institute’s
Resource Governance Index; and the World Justice Project’s
Rule of Law Index.

2. Holding a validation workshop with representatives of

non-governmental organizations, bilateral organizations,

government, and the private sector with expertise in
environmental governance. Participants from the Center
for International Environmental Law, Environmental Law
Institute, Environmental Protection Agency, General
Electric, Green Growth Knowledge Platform, Inter-
American Development Bank, World Bank, World Justice
Project, World Resources Institute, and World Wildlife
Fund provided feedback on the measurement approach,
conceptual framework, and preliminary country results.
A complete list of participants and is available in the
“Acknowledgements” section of this report.

3. Conducting in-depth, qualitative interviews with
EQRQ participants. Two participants were randomly
selected per country from a list who expressed interest
in being interviewed and whose questionnaire was
used to produce the final scores. These interviews were
designed to provide contextual information on the state
of environmental governance in their country, allow

for discussion of each country’s results, and to identify
potentially problematic data points. A complete list of
participants is available in the “Acknowledgements”
section of this report.

4. Estimating country scores by weighting respondent
disciplines. Given the uncertainty associated with
picking a particular sample of respondents and with
the varying distribution of respondent disciplines (i.e.
lawyers, academics, non-government organizations, and
management consultants) in each country, standard errors
have been calculated using bootstrapping methods. This
was done to test whether weighting scores to obtain
a more even weight of respondent disciplines within
countries changes the results at the primary indicator,
sub-indicator, and sub-sub indicator level. Differences
larger than two or more standard deviations were
not found between the original scores and the scores
produced as part of this validation exercise.

5. Calculating differences in scores by discipline. In order
to evaluate the extent to which responses were consistent
across the four disciplines surveyed for this study (lawyers,

academics, NGOs, and management consultants), the
11 primary indicator scores of the EGI were calculated
by respondent, then averaged by country and discipline.
The differences in primary indicator scores for each
discipline were then calculated against the average
score for the other three disciplines (e.g. the Indicator 1
score for lawyers in Argentina vs. the Indicator 1 score
for academics, NGOs, and management consultants

in Argentina). Differences between disciplines were
statistically significant in only 12% of cases using t-tests.
See Table 3 on the following page for an overview of the
results of this exercise.

Third-Party Sources of Data

Data from third-party sources are featured in this report in
order to provide additional data on the governance context,
institutional capacity, and environmental performance in
each country. Contextual data on governance presented in
Part One of the conceptual framework and country profiles

come from the World Justice Project Rule of Law Index® 2020.

Data on environmental public spending, presented in

Part Two, are based on figures published on the Economic
Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean’s (ECLAC)
CEPALSTAT platform. Each indicator was calculated as
follows:

e “Environmental public spending per capita (LCU)”
is calculated using ECLAC's central government

environmental protection spending figures in local currency
units (LCU) at current prices with the most up-to-date data
available, and then divided by the population of the country
in the same year, obtained from the World Bank.

e “Environmental public spending per capita (USD)” is
drawn directly from ECLAC's central government
environmental protection spending per capita series
reported in 2010 US dollars for comparability in time and
within countries.



“Environmental public spending as percentage of GDP”

is drawn directly from ECLAC’s central government
environmental protection spending as percentage of GDP
figures.

Environmental protection spending figures are reported
according to the classification of the functions of government
(COFOG) methodology by each government to ECLAC.
ECLAC's data, methodology, and technical notes for the
figures outlined above are available at: https:/cepalstat-prod.
cepal.org/. As a reference point, averages for all available
2018 data on Latin America and the Caribbean using central
government figures are displayed in the country profiles.

“Environmental public spending as percentage of total
public spending” is calculated using ECLAC’s central
government environmental protection spending in
LCU divided by the total public spending for the same
year. Total public spending figures were retrieved from
government sources, including ministries of finance
and economy. See Table 4 on page 60 for a list of the
government sources used for each country.

The second section of Part Two displays information on the
number of annual inspections, complaints investigated, and
requested environmental impact assessments. These data
were retrieved from publicly available government sources
between September and November 2019. Data that are not
publicly available for the featured countries are noted with a

“N/A” in the country profiles. See Table 4 on page 60 for a list
of the government sources used for available data.

All figures correspond to 2018 except for Bolivia, whose
most recent data are from 2016. Additionally, Peru and
Bolivia reported all figures as general government spending
(i.e. central, intermediate, and local government spending
combined) instead of as central government spending.

Table 3: Differences in Score by Discipline

ARGENTINA BOLIVIA
Indicator Lawyer Academic NGO Consultant Indicator Lawyer Academic NGO Consultant

1 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 1 0.06 -0.04 -0.03 0.00

2 0.07 0.06 -0.06 -0.04 2 0.03 -0.06 -0.01 0.01

3 0.10* 0.00 -0.05 -0.04 8 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01

4 0.16* -0.05 -0.10 -0.04 4 0.04 -0.07 -0.01 0.01

5 -0.01 0.03 -0.02 -0.07 5 -0.10 -0.01 0.09 -0.05

6 0.07 -0.05* 0.00 -0.11* 6 -0.01 -0.11* 0.02 0.00

7 0.04 -0.02 -0.04 -0.05 7 -0.09 -0.03 0.12 -0.05

8 0.01 -0.01 -0.07 -0.08 8 -0.11 0.04 0.05 0.02

9 0.06 0.00 -0.05 -0.06 9 NA NA NA NA

10 0.11* -0.04 -0.08 -0.07 10 0.05 -0.11* -0.03 0.04

11 0.13 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 11 0.02 -0.05 -0.03 -0.02

BRAZIL COLOMBIA
Indicator Lawyer Academic NGO Consultant Indicator Lawyer Academic NGO Consultant

0.06 0.01 -0.04 -0.10 -0.01 0.03 -0.05 0.02

2 0.08 0.03 -0.14* -0.02 2 0.02 0.04 -0.07 -0.02

3 0.07 0.00 -0.12* -0.01 3 0.01 0.06* -0.04 -0.03

4 0.07* 0.00 -0.02 0.00 4 0.08* -0.03 -0.02 0.01

5 0.00 0.20* -0.18 0.04 5 0.08 -0.04 -0.03 0.01

6 0.05 0.06 -0.17* -0.10 6 0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.01

7 0.10* 0.02* -0.17 -0.19* 7 0.06 0.03 -0.04 -0.04

8 0.09 0.05 -0.09 -0.03 8 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.07

9 0.11 0.01 -0.20* -0.17 9 0.04 0.03 -0.03 0.02

10 0.10 0.03 -0.20* -0.01 10 -0.01 0.05 -0.09* -0.02

11 0.21* -0.02 -0.23* -0.15 11 0.11* 0.02 -0.01 -0.04
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Lawyer
0.00
-0.01
0.01
0.07
0.06
-0.03
0.00
0.00
0.09
-0.04
0.13

Lawyer
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.06

-0.07
-0.01
0.01

-0.02

-0.06
0.01
0.01

Academic
0.01
0.01

-0.02
0.02*
0.13*
0.01
0.04
0.06*
0.03
0.01
0.01

Academic
0.02
-0.04
-0.04*
-0.02
0.01
-0.01
0.06
0.04
0.04
-0.03*
0.01

Academic

-0.12*
-0.07
-0.05*
-0.05
0.01
-0.08
-0.05
-0.04
-0.02
-0.02
-0.08

NGO
-0.05
-0.09
-0.03
-0.09

0.00
-0.07
-0.07

0.03
-0.06
-0.11
-0.22*

NGO
-0.05
-0.02
-0.03
-0.03
-0.01
-0.06
-0.17*
-0.05
-0.13*
-0.08*
-0.15

NGO
0.00
-0.03
0.01
-0.03
0.17
0.05
0.04
0.09
0.05
0.01
-0.13

*Difference in score is statistically significant

Consultant
0.03
-0.01
-0.01
-0.07*
-0.01
0.02
-0.02
-0.10*
0.00
0.01
-0.05

Consultant
0.01
0.06

0.05*
0.05
-0.05
0.03
-0.02
-0.01
-0.03
0.07*
0.02

Consultant
0.06
0.03

-0.01
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.01

-0.01
0.02

-0.03
0.07
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Indicator
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Lawyer
0.09
0.05
0.00
0.10*
0.12
0.02
0.04
0.12
0.11*
0.00
0.10

Lawyer
0.04
-0.06
-0.08
0.12
-0.12
-0.03
0.00
-0.12
-0.10
0.02
-0.20

Lawyer

0.13*
0.05
0.06
0.13
-0.14
0.16*
-0.01
0.07
0.17*
0.07
0.11

Academic
-0.08
-0.05
-0.06*
-0.06

0.07

0.00
-0.04
-0.02
-0.06
-0.03
-0.03

Academic
0.09
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.13
0.23*
0.19*
0.19
0.19*
0.10
0.04*

Academic

0.02
-0.01
-0.04

0.00

0.02
-0.05
-0.05*
-0.01
-0.04
-0.04

0.02

NGO
-0.06
-0.03
-0.03
-0.11

0.29*
-0.12
-0.06

0.05

0.00
-0.07
-0.08

NGO
-0.19*
-0.19*
-0.04
-0.20*
-0.01
-0.12
-0.18
-0.05
-0.14
-0.13
-0.25%

NGO
-0.10
-0.11
-0.04
-0.18*
-0.01
-0.07
-0.05
-0.10
-0.07
-0.04
-0.20

Consultant
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.01

-0.09
-0.01
0.05
0.01
0.02
0.00
-0.06

Consultant
0.02
0.06
0.05
0.06

-0.06
-0.09
-0.04
-0.08
-0.04
-0.01
0.18*

Consultant

-0.01
0.06
0.02
0.03
0.05
0.04
0.10*
0.11
0.04
0.07

-0.03



Table 4: Government Sources of Institutional Capacity Data

Argentina Public spending
Ministry of Economy, data portal
https:/www.minhacienda.gob.ar/onp/estadisticas/
Complaints investigated

Fiscal Public Ministry, Informe Anual 2016
https:/www.mpf.gob.ar/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Informe-Anual-2016.pdf

Bolivia Public spending
Ministry of Economy and Public Finance, Memoria de la Economia Boliviana 2018
https:/www.economiayfinanzas.gob.bo/memoria-de-la-economia-boliviana-2018.html|
Complaints investigated

National Statistics Institute, data portal for 2016
https:/www.ine.gob.bo/index.php/medio-ambiente/introduccion

Brazil Public spending
National Treasury, COFOG Central Government
https://sisweb.tesouro.gov.br/apex/f?p=2501:9::::9:P9_ID_PUBLICACAO:30512
Complaints investigated
Brazilian Institute of Environment and Renewable Natural Resources (IBAMA), 2018 data portal
https://servicos.ibama.gov.br/ctf/publico/areasembargadas/ConsultaPublicaAreasEmbargadas.php
Requested environmental impact assessments

Brazilian Institute of Environment and Renewable Natural Resources (IBAMA), 2018 data portal
http://licenciamento.ibama.gov.br/

Colombia Public spending

Ministry of Finance and Public Credit, Gobierno Nacional Central 1994-2018
https:/www.minhacienda.gov.co/webcenter/portal/EntidadesFinancieras/pages_EntidadesFinancieras/PoliticaFiscal/

bgg/balancefiscalgobiernocentral

Requested environmental impact assessments

National Environmental Licensing Authority, Informe de Gestién 2018
http:/web.anla.gov.co:85/Portals/0/documentos/institucional/planeacion/indicadores/Informe%20de%20Gestion%20

ANLA%202018.pdf?ver=2019-01-31-190219-533

Costa Rica Public spending
Ministry of Finance, data portal
https:/www.hacienda.go.cr/contenido/698-gobierno-central
Number of annual inspections
National Environmental Technical Secretariat (SETENA), Informes de Labores Semestral 2017
https:/www.setena.go.cr/informes-institucionales-2/
Complaints investigated
Ministry of Environment and Energy, Integrated System of Processing and Attention to Environmental
Complaints (SITADA), 2018 data
http:/www.sitada.go.cr/denunciaspublico/
Requested environmental impact assessments

National Environmental Technical Secretariat (SETENA), Informes de Labores Semestral 2017
https:/www.setena.go.cr/informes-institucionales-2/

Dominican Republic Public spending
Ministry of Finance, data portal
https:/www.transparenciafiscal.gob.do/en/web/guest/%C2%BFpara-qu%C3%A9-se-gasta-
Complaints investigated
Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, Memoria institucional 2017
https://ambiente.gob.do/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Memoria-Institucional-2017.pdf
Requested environmental impact assessments

Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, Memoria institucional 2018
https://ambiente.gob.do/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Memoria-Institucional-2018.pdf
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El Salvador Public spending
Ministry of Finance, data portal
http:/www.transparenciafiscal.gob.sv/ptf/es/PTF2-Estadisticas_e_Informes/
Number of annual inspections

Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, 2016 data
https:/www.transparencia.gob.sv/institutions/marn/documents/estadisticas?utf8=%E2%9C%93&q%5Bname_or_

description_cont%5D=&q%5Byear_cont%5D=2014&button=&q%5Bdocument_category_id_eq%5D=

Complaints investigated

Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, Anuario Estadistico 2018
http://cidoc.marn.gob.sv/documentos/anuario-estadistico-2018/

Requested environmental impact assessments

Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, 2016 data
https://www.transparencia.gob.sv/institutions/marn/documents/estadisticas?utf8=%E2%9C%93&q%5Bname_or_

description_cont%5D=&q%5Byear_cont%5D=2014&button=&q%5Bdocument_category_id_eq%5D=

Jamaica Public spending
Ministry of Finance & the Public Service, data portal
https:/www.mof.gov.jm/budgets/fiscal-policy/2423-egdds.html
Requested environmental impact assessments

National Environment and Planning Agency (NEPA), 2016-2019 Environmental Impact Assessments, 2018 data
https:/www.nepa.gov.jm/new/services_products/applications/eias/eia2016-20.php

Peru Public spending
Ministry of Economy and Finance, data portal
https:/www.mef.gob.pe/es/seguimiento-de-la-ejecucion-presupuestal-consulta-amigable
Number of annual inspections
National Service of Environmental Certification for Sustainable Investments (SENACE), Informe Memoria
Institucional 2018
https:/www.senace.gob.pe/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/senace-memoria-2018.pdf
Complaints investigated
National Service of Environmental Certification for Sustainable Investments (SENACE), Informe Memoria
Institucional 2018
https://www.senace.gob.pe/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/senace-memoria-2018.pdf
Requested environmental impact assessments
National Service of Environmental Certification for Sustainable Investments (SENACE), Informe Memoria
Institucional 2018
https:/www.senace.gob.pe/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/senace-memoria-2018.pdf

Note: As reported by the source, this figure refers to the number of detailed, semi-detailed environmental impact
studies, modifications to studies, technical support reports and preliminary environmental evaluations.

Uruguay Public spending
Presidential Office of Planning and Budget, data portal
https://transparenciapresupuestaria.opp.gub.uy/inicio/presupuesto-nacional/rc
Number of annual inspections
National Environmental Observatory (OAN), Ministry of Housing, Territorial Planning and Environment
(MVOTMA), data portal for 2016
https:/www.dinama.gub.uy/oan/indicadores/
Complaints investigated
National Environmental Observatory (OAN), Ministry of Housing, Territorial Planning and Environment
(MVOTMA), data portal for 2016
https:/www.dinama.gub.uy/oan/indicadores/
Note: As reported by the source, this figure corresponds to complaints submitted to the National Directorate of
Environment (DINAMA) before being classified as environmental complaints.

Requested environmental impact assessments

National Environmental Observatory (OAN), Ministry of Housing, Territorial Planning and Environment
(MVOTMA), data portal for 2016

https:/www.dinama.gub.uy/oan/indicadores/

Note: As reported by the source, this figure refers to the number of prior environmental authorizations awarded in a year.

As part of the data on select laws and regulations presented Document: Alternatives for Addressing Gaps Based on Results

in Part 3 of the conceptual framework and country profiles, of the Benchmarking Study and Survey. Data on the right to
information on constitutional right to or provision for a protection of vulnerable populations was originally presented
healthy environment was gathered from the United Nations on a0 to 5 scale, and data on the right to nondiscrimination
Environment Programme’s Environmental Rule of Law: First of indigenous peoples was originally presented on a scale of O
Global Report. Data on the right to protection of vulnerable to 4. For the purposes of comparability with other indicators
populations and the right to nondiscrimination of indigenous in this study, these figures were re-scaled to a scale of O to 1,
peoples come from analysis conducted by the Social Capital where 1 is the best possible score.

Group for the Inter-American Development Bank’s Technical
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Data on environmental quality standards, also presented in
Part 3 of the conceptual framework and country profiles,
were gathered from the Inter-American Development Bank’s
Analysis of Environmental Governance in Latin America and the
Caribbean. This study was designed to assess environmental
governance, with a specific focus on air and water quality
regulations and institutional capacity. Data were gathered
from discussions with national and international experts and
air, water, and waste management institutions in Argentina,
Bolivia, El Salvador, Peru, and Uruguay. Environmental quality
standards and regulations were originally rated on a scale of
0 to 4 in the IDB’s study. For the purposes of comparability
with other indicators in this study, these figures were re-
scaled on a scale of O to 1, where 1 signifies the best possible
score.

Environmental performance indicators presented in Part 5 of
the conceptual framework and country profile were gathered
from Yale's 2018 Environmental Performance Index (EPI). The
EPI rates countries performance on a scale of 0 to 100. For
the purposes of comparability with other indicators in this
study, these scores were re-scaled to a scale of O to 1, where
1 signifies the highest possible score.

Strengths & Limitations

The EGI has both strengths and limitations. Among

its strengths is the inclusion of in-depth surveys to in-
country practitioners, ensuring that the findings are up-
to-date and reflect the current condition of the countries
in the report. Furthermore, the EGI approaches the
measurement of environmental governance from various
angles by triangulating information across different types
of practitioners and types of questions. This approach
not only enables accounting for different perspectives

on environmental governance, but it also helps to reduce
possible bias that might be introduced by any data collection
from a single type of practitioner.

With the aforementioned methodological strengths come
some limitations. First, the data shed light on environmental
governance dimensions that appear weak or strong, but are
not specific enough to establish causation. Thus, it will be
necessary to use the EGI in combination with other analytical
tools to provide a full picture of causes and possible
solutions. Second, the methodology of the EGI did not use
nationally representative respondents, with there being more
representation from urban areas among EQRQ respondents.
Third, given the rapid changes to environmental governance
in some countries, scores for some countries may be sensitive
to the specific points in time when the data were collected.

Using the Environmental Governance Indicators

The EGI has been designed to offer a reliable and
independent data source for policy makers, researchers,
businesses, non-governmental organizations, and

other constituencies to assess the state of a country’s
environmental governance as perceived and experienced by
expert practitioners, and to identify a country’s strengths
and weaknesses. The EGI has been designed to include
several features that set it apart from other studies and
make it valuable for countries in the report, thus providing a
powerful resource that can inform policy debates both within
and across countries. However, the EGI’s findings must be
interpreted in light of certain inherent limitations.

1. The EGIl is not intended to establish causation or to
ascertain the complex relationship among different
environmental governance dimensions in various
countries.

2. The EGI scores are the product of a rigorous data
collection and aggregation methodology. Nonetheless,
as with all measures, they are subject to measurement
error.

3. Indicators are subject to potential abuse and
misinterpretation. Once released to the public, they can
take on a life of their own and be used for purposes
unanticipated by their creators. If data are taken out of
context, it can lead to unintended or erroneous policy
decisions.

4. Environmental governance concepts measured by the
EGI may have different meanings across countries. Users
are encouraged to consult the specific definitions of the
variables employed in the construction of the EGI, which
are discussed in greater detail in the “Environmental
Governance Indicator Descriptions” section of this
report.

5. The EGIl is generally intended to be used in combination
with other instruments, both quantitative and
qualitative. Just as in the areas of health or economics,
no single dataset conveys a full picture of a country’s
situation. Policymaking in the area of environmental
governance requires careful consideration of all relevant
dimensions - which may vary from country to country -
and a combination of sources, instruments, and methods.

- )
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Christine Pratt, World Justice Project

Claudia Rast, Butzel Long

Kim Smaczniak, U.S. Senate Committee on Environment & Public Works
Sarah Stillman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Steve Wolfson, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

PILOT RESPONDENTS

Angela Maria Amaya Arias, Universidad Externado de Colombia
Lina Correa Posada, Gomez-Pinzon Zuleta Abogados
Javier Etcheverry Boneo, Marval O’Farrell & Mairal
Katharina Fielenbach, Goerg

Valeria Kuhn, Brons & Salas Abogados

Lina Mufoz-Avila, Universidad de Rosario

Angeles Murgier, Beccar Varela

Collins Odote, University of Nairobi

Junko Ogushi, Atsumi & Saki

Beryl Rachier, Oraro & Company Advocates

Diana Rodriguez, De Justicia

Sebastian Rubiano-Galvis, University of Berkeley and University of Los
Andes

Pablo Rueda, Pérez Alati, Grondona, Benites, Arntsen & Martinez de Hoz
Tushar Saha, Kenyata University School of Law

Professor Sabine Schlacke, Hogan Lovells

Guillermo Tejeiro, Brigard & Urrutia Abogados

Desmond Tutu, Strathmore University Law School

Daniel Uribe Correa, Brigard & Urrutia Abogados

Professor Alejandro Vera, Universidad Nacional de Cordoba

Juta Wada, Wada Law Firm

Rodrigo Walsh, Universidad de Buenos Aires, Abogados y Consultores
Ambientales

Anonmyous Contributors
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About the Inter-American Development Bank & the World Justice Project

N IDB

Inter-American
Development Bank

Inter-American Development Bank

The Inter-American Development bank works to improve lives in Latin America and the Caribbean through financial and
technical support for countries working to reduce poverty and inequality. Through financial and technical support for
countries working to reduce poverty and inequality, the IDB helps improve health and education, and advance infrastructure.
Their aim is to achieve development in a sustainable, climate-friendly way. With a history dating back to 1959, today the IDB
is the leading source of development financing for Latin America and the Caribbean. They provide loans, grants, and technical
assistance, and conducts extensive research. The IDB maintains a strong commitment to achieving measurable results and the
highest standards of integrity, transparency, and accountability.

The IDB’s current focus areas include three development challenges - social inclusion and equality, productivity and
innovation, and economic integration - and three cross-cutting issues - gender equality and diversity, climate change and
environmental sustainability, and institutional capacity and the rule of law. For more information about the IDB, please visit:
https:/www.iadb.org.

Z&m%, World Justice

ol Project

World Justice Project

The World Justice Project (WJP) is an independent, multidisciplinary organization working to advance the rule of law around
the world. Effective rule of law reduces corruption, combats poverty and disease, and protects people from injustices large
and small. It is the foundation for communities of justice, opportunity, and peace—underpinning development, accountable
government, and respect for fundamental rights. Traditionally, the rule of law has been viewed as the domain of lawyers and
judges. However, everyday issues of safety, rights, justice, and governance affect us all; everyone is a stakeholder in the rule
of law.

WIJP builds and supports a global, multidisciplinary movement for the rule of law by: collecting, organizing, and analyzing
original, independent rule of law data; supporting research, scholarship, and teaching about the importance of rule of law;
and connecting and building an engaged global network of policy-makers and advocates to advance the rule of law through
strategic partnerships. For more information about WIJP, please visit: https:/worldjusticeproject.org/.



