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This paper is written within the conceptual framework of international federalism, which
has developed in literature as a logical consequence of increasing globalization, whose micro-
dimensional implications affect both regional and community development. The conceptual
and empirical framework used to analyze the micro and macro-relations of international
federalism in this paper is derived from the respective Constitutional principles and the
international cooperation that gave birth to the BECC-COCEF (Border Environment
Cooperation Commission-Comisión de Cooperación Ecológica Fronteriza). The BECC was
agreed by the governments of Mexico and the United States, within the context of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which came into force in 1994. This paper includes
maps and tables with references to the operations and consequences of the BECC on
environmental infrastructure projects in the Mexico/United States border region. It also accounts
for how compliance with the requirements of public participation and sustainability established
by BECC have contributed to democratization in northern Mexico, and to environmental and
economic development on both sides of that border area.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This paper is written within the conceptual framework of international federalism,
developed in the literature as a logical consequence of the growing pace of globalization
(Cabrera Beck [2004] p. 251). As globalization has spread, so federalism has come to involve
groups of players with an increasing number of members and greater organizational
complexity. This process has crossed the micro-dimensional level of a relationship between
communities that had a certain autonomy and has begun to include a macro dimension
with independent nations surrendering part of their sovereignty by allowing multinational
organizations to represent their interests.

Once international agreements have been explicitly ratified by the highest
legislative authorities, usually the Senate, most modern constitutions include the

Mr. Tomás Balarezo, senior technician at the BECC, has cooperated with the author in building
tables and maps.
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international legal principle of the preeminence of international agreements within the
highest hierarchical levels of their domestic law. Constitutional Law has responded to the
international federalism -as it is now called- resulting from the growing complexity of
federated entities. Starting from the original structure of a federation formed by states or
provinces under one federal government and collectively identified as one national state,
constitutions have evolved from being rules governing the relationships of states or
provinces with one another, and with lower hierarchy entities such as municipalities, to
being rules that govern the relations between each of these and the federal government
(Ramos [1996] pp. 48-52). Globalization has created the need for constitutions to establish
the scope and limits of sovereignty in the dealings of states or provinces with other national
states defining themselves as federations so that the power of the states or provinces to
commit the federation as a whole is specifically defined.

Regional development, understood as the development of a geographical area
including several states or provinces and identified as a region by a certain community of
interests, has given rise to new forms of international federation.

This paper deals with the border regions of Mexico and the United States. Indeed,
their border location is what unites them as a region, as this paper will stress. On the
Mexican side of the border, running west to east, this region comprises the states of Baja
California, Sonora, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo León and Tamaulipas. On the American
side, also running west to east, the border region includes the states of California, Arizona,
New Mexico, and Texas. It is on this bi-national border region where the Border Environment
Cooperation Commission- COCEF- (BECC) operates. This Commission is a bilateral
organization created by North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and treated in this
paper as a case of international federalism.

As explained below, the BECC’s main contribution to the democratization of
northern Mexico has been its emphasis on public participation in decisions about
environmental infrastructure projects in the border region. If international federalism is
understand as a type of democratic government involving the hierarchical participation of
different layers of governments of two or more countries, directly including the opinion
and voting power of the public affected by its decisions, BECC is an eloquent example of
successful international federalism. The key to the democratic nature of this type of
government is the equal participation accorded to federated members’ representatives at
each different level. This equality among peers ranges from the highest level of government
in both countries to the individuals that participate in public meetings, where their
participation is “operationalized” in the decision-making processes affecting them.

This border relationship between neighbors gives a special character to
international relations between Mexico and the United States. The overlap causes the border
region to lose part of the homogeneity that otherwise characterizes the two nations beginning
and ending at the border. One only has to think about environmental phenomena to be
able to understand this phenomenon whereby shared realities cause a partial loss or dilution
of the national features that distinguish neighboring nations. They are so dynamic that
they are not stopped by an international border: neither air, nor watersheds, nor the main
subsoil resources, nor migratory species can be stopped. The border region always has
national realities that cross the border, environmental features being just one example of
these. This means that the legal concept of “international border”, and the legal order
deriving from it, which as a rule begins as an agreement of sovereign wills, cannot be
separated from the border reality. These sovereign wills also give rise to constitutions as
fundamental laws giving national states their ontological sense of political destiny.
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The legal status of international borders inherently implies the notion of at least
two parties. Just the way constitutions imply a sovereign decision defining a nation and the
territory that nation occupies, without which a nation is inconceivable, they also imply the
definition of its borders as being essential to its identity because, unless it is an island, (like
Australia, N.Z., the U.K, etc.) a nation that has borders with nothing is similarly unthinkable.
Borders not only define a country’s own territory but also other countries’ territories. Every
definition of border includes a dimension of otherness wherein lies the understanding of
the neighboring nation while identification of the other is also a sine qua non condition for
the spatial definition of one’s own nation. Moreover, the dimension of otherness inherent
to any international border suggests an interaction between a country’s own features and
those of the neighboring country. It also suggests that “the other” -the neighboring nation-
has just as much right to define its borders as our sovereign right to define our own borders.
In Mexico’s legal tradition, this notion of international border is implicit in the legal apothegm
that says, “respecting the other’s right means peace”. President Benito Juárez is revered in
Mexico as one of the main creators of the Mexican nation in the sociological and political
sense. His apothegm entails a theory that has guided Mexico’s international politics for
more than a century. This theory is relevant for the analysis of the international federalism
presented in this paper because it implies the notion of Law both as a result of international
agreement, and as the goal of international relations.

This notion is manifested in the NAFTA and in the BECC referred to in this paper.
President Juárez’s legal savvy created a tradition out of which the motivation arose to conclude
the NAFTA and create the BECC. His notion of Law as the ideal corollary of international
relations suggests that as there is something that can be shared in every border area, there is
also a need for agreement between the neighboring nations about rules that will result in a
mutually acceptable arrangement of the multiple interactions that take place across the border.
This need to agree on rules is more acute insomuch as some cross-border situations arise
regardless of the will of the neighboring peoples or governments. This is frequent in natural
disasters that occur along the border. However, the all-encompassing need for cross-border
agreements takes on additional complexities when it refers to cross-border interactions that
are freely entered into, especially as any border interaction assumes, by definition, that the
parties have acquired a national identity that is different to the other’s, or at least, the legal
status of citizens of separate countries that differentiates them from each other. The component
of otherness’- implicit in the term border means that every border transaction is characterized
by national differences in the laws and courts that regulate the rights and duties associated
with the transaction. This, in turn, leads to a potential dichotomy or divergence which is
always present in attempts to deal with cross-border issues but which is not necessarily present
when the neighboring countries deal with purely domestic issues. Thus, the possibility that
“border issues” will arise leads the parties to agree in advance which country will be responsible
for solving different controversies. This is a reality inherent in border relations that makes
such interactions a microcosm with great potential for informing the more wide-reaching
aspects of relations between neighboring countries.

In one way, this is what happened with the BECC, which is presented in this
paper as a case of international federalism resulting from a long legal tradition and from an
understanding of globalization as a process which Mexico could not avoid, and within
which a method of sustainable economic development for its border region had to be
sought. Such development depended on the resolution of shared environmental problems
that had appeared with rising trade.1
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II. THE BECC: BACKGROUND

Towards the end of the NAFTA negotiations, the signatory governments were
convinced that opening up trade would surely bring environmental consequences. This
resulted in the creation of two bi-national institutions: the BECC and the North American
Development Bank (NADB).2 The creation of these institutions was agreed by an executive
agreement signed by US President Clinton and President de Gortari of Mexico in 1994. The
central objective of both institutions was to “Contribute to the environmental preservation,
protection and strengthening of the border region with the aim of improving the standard
of living of the neighboring populations of Mexico and the United States”. Coordination
was needed between both institutions to solve the shared need for environmental
infrastructure projects in the border region, aimed at improving the standards of living of
the 24 million inhabitants living on both sides of the border. These institutions were given
the task of designing the necessary regulations to carry out their respective objectives and
of involving the public in these measures.

The Agreement on Cooperation for the Protection and Improvement of the
Environment in the Border Area, known as the ‘La Paz Agreement’ because it was signed
in the city of La Paz, Baja California Sur, Mexico, is the legal basis for the 2012 Border
Program whose mission is: “to protect public health and the environment in the US-
Mexico border region, consistent with the principles of sustainable development. The
2012 Border Program is the legal-political framework within which the joint activities of
the BECC and the NADB are developed.

The 2012 Border Program is a 10-year program that focuses on local and regional
levels. The proposal for this Program was announced in Mexico on September 20, 2002, at
the meeting of the environmental agencies from the ten border states and in the official US
newspaper (US Federal Register). These announcements resulted in a 60-day public
consultation period during which Mexico’s Secretariat of the Environment and Natural
Resources (Secretaría de Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales - SEMARNAT), the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (Agencia de Protección al Medio Ambiente - EPA),
the ten border states, and the border Tribes of both countries undertook an intense public
participation process including a combination of national and bi-national meetings in 27
cities along the Mexico-United States border. The SEMARNAT and the EPA also requested
comments from other interested communities and groups through additional meetings,
and by e-mail and ordinary mail.

Environmental awareness is understood here as a cultural and economic value
that considers environmental quality and the preservation of natural resources as the
minimum condition of a heritage that must be transferred intact from one generation to
the other, and that understands environmental sustainability as the obligation of every
individual, who therefore has the right to demand accountability from those government
authorities responsible for economic development. This is a cultural value that is not
consistently found throughout Mexico, but it was sufficiently present in the political context
in which NAFTA was discussed to receive majority support, especially in the border area
where the environmental issue appeared in the so called “side agreements” whose goals
included in the BECC were soon assimilated by the border population. The case of Tijuana
illustrates this point. The greater environmental awareness of its population is related to the
social importance of its middle class compared to other cities of similar size, or national
averages measured in terms of income distribution. Elsewhere, the social classes tend to
form a pyramid, with the poorest classes at the base and the richest at the top. Tijuana is a
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different case. Its distribution of income is not pyramid-shaped but more like an upright
pentagon. In fact, most of the population is in the bulge of the pentagon between the flat
base and the peak at the top and the poorest classes at the base of the pentagon do not
constitute most of the population. The income of Tijuana’s population is greater than in
most Mexican cities with more than one million inhabitants. This feature, together with the
fact, also unusual in Mexico, that Tijuana has always been a service economy rather than a
farming community, means that its values are closer to those of cities where the social
space is mostly occupied by the middle classes. One of the values typical of the middle
classes is greater awareness of the significance of environmental quality, which is shown in
their demands for public authority accountability. This atypical feature explains why Tijuana
and Baja California have been the first electorates in the country that chose an opposition
party to run the executive.

Having said this, it should be remembered that environmental awareness as a
cultural value is not consistently found throughout any country in the world. It is generally
associated with levels of education. In an individual context, levels of education are, in
turn, usually related to levels of income, which depend on levels of economic development.
As there are no accurate measurements of environmental awareness, the data on economic
development are a good approximation and should be taken into account in order to
understand to what extent “international federalism” is supported by the dimension of
sovereignty on which federalism as an option of government is based.

In order to understand better the differences characterizing the border population
served by the BECC,3 Mr. Tomás Balarezo, senior technician at the BECC, has cooperated
with the author in building tables giving an idea at State and municipality level of some of
the basic characteristics of BECC’s target population and of the different levels of economic
development it has to deal with to achieve its goals. However, before showing the data on
these tables, a brief explanation is provided of what the BECC represents within the
framework of international federalism.

After the signing of this trilateral agreement between Canada, the United States
and Mexico, the negotiations for which were initiated during George Bush’s administration
although the agreement was not signed until after his presidency had ended, Bush’s successor
in the White House, President Clinton, proposed adding some agreements on environmental
and labor issues. Though the Mexican Government initially rejected the proposed additions,
it ended up accepting that NAFTA would not have been signed without them. Thus, the
so-called “side agreements” on labor and environmental issues respectively appeared as an
integral part of NAFTA. It is worth mentioning that, at the very beginning of the negotiations
between Mexico and United States, the Government of Mexico tried to include labor markets
where there was migration of Mexican workers to the United States. The author of this
paper was present as advisor to the Mexican delegation at a meeting in Mazatlan4 where,
in an informal context, before formal negotiations began, the American delegation clearly
rejected a timid Mexican proposal to include the subject of migratory workers on the NAFTA
negotiating agenda, unless Mexico also agreed to include the subject of oil. The Mexican
delegation was not willing to pay such a high price for including the issue of migratory
labor and, from then on, it was clearly understood that neither of these two subjects would
be included in the NAFTA agreements.

To understand NAFTA it is worth highlighting that a basic motivation of the
Mexican Government to negotiate this agreement was in order to generate a legal instrument
that would help counteract the asymmetry of power between both countries, characterized



192 I N T E G R A T I O N  &  T R A D E

by the fact that the Mexican economy was one twentieth of the size of the American
economy and that most of Mexico’s exports go to United States (from which it also receives
most of its imports). As shown in Table 1, the gross national product (GNP) of Mexico is
just under one seventh of US GNP.

Faced with such unequal economic development, the Mexican Government
undertook to establish regulations that protected the interests of Mexican exporters from
the real power of the United States to impose prices on Mexican export products. Before
NAFTA Mexico had very bad experiences with cement and steel exports. The Mexican
Constitution establishes that one of the Executive’s responsibilities is to guide economic
development, which means it is responsible for planning. At the planning stage of NAFTA,
the economic models developed to calculate the possible economic impact of the agreement
pointed to an urgent need to create jobs in Mexico (Hinojosa Ojeda & Robinson [1992]
pp.69-108). The data in Table 2 give an idea of regional inequality within Mexico itself.

The differences in favor of the border States shows the influence exerted by the
proximity of the United States on the economic development of those States in contrast
with the southern States of the country, which are among the poorest in Mexico. Trade
among those border States and the US economy was favored by the free zone regime that
privileged most of the border region at different times for more than a century. The free
zone regime was a free trade zone, restricted to certain border cities where, with certain
exceptions, everything that was sold on the other side could be imported without paying
import duties. During the thirties, the free zone regime was part of President Lazarus
Cardenas’s strategy to encourage settlement in the border region with the idea of preventing
the American population from moving further south. The main effect of the ‘free zone’ was
a de facto integration of the Mexican border economy with the US economy. What could
not be legally imported was imported anyway. In practice, this created a mentality among
the border population of living under free trade conditions, which generated a very similar
consumer culture on both sides of the border. This tradition of free trade meant that NAFTA
received broad support in the border region and was not something new for the border
population. In fact, it legalized the trade already taking place between the border cities on
both sides. This does not mean that conditions were the same along the more than 3,000
km of border. Tables 3A, 3B, 3C and 3D show some of the socioeconomic differences
among the border municipalities. Indeed, Mexico borders with both the counties of highest
per capita income of the United States, (such as the counties of San Diego and Imperial in
the south of California), and with the counties of lowest per capita (income such as the
counties of Hidalgo, Star, Webb and Pharr in the southeast of Texas). Moreover, it is important
to stress that while border municipalities have socioeconomic levels above the national
averages, as can be seen in (Table 2), most American counties bordering with Mexico
represent the lowest socioeconomic levels of the US, except for those in California.

The relationship between free trade and economic development had already been
shown in the border economy of the north of Mexico. This served to validate the NAFTA as
the basis of a new strategy for the economic development of the country as a whole (Lustig
& Bosworth [1992] p. 3). A factor in the development plans that particularly affected the
Mexican border region was the program of maquiladoras, or assembly industries. The most
positive side of this program was the creation of jobs. Shortly before the economic recession
in the United States in the late 1990s, the assembly industry had created one million jobs:
most of them in the border cities of the north of Mexico (OCDE [1998] pp. 184-189]). This
industrialization program also brought about negative consequences, particularly in
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environmental matters. However, the Mexican government established inspection and
monitoring systems that have produced positive results (Ibidem, [1998] p. 191).

III. THE BECC: OPERATIONS

The BECC is governed by a Board of Directors composed of a Chairperson,
representatives of the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) a representative of the
Mexican Secretariat of the Environment and Natural Resources (SEMARNAT), a
representative of the United States State Department, and a representative of the Foreign
Affairs Secretariat of Mexico, the respective chairs of the Borders & Waters Commission
(Comisión de Límites y Aguas - CILA) of Mexico and its US counterpart, the US Water
International Boundary Commission (USWIBC), a representative of the Government of one
border state of each country and, a representative of the border communities of each
country. BECC’s operations are managed by a General Manager and a Deputy General
Manager on a rotary basis: every four years a different country appoints a new General
Manager, who must not be from the same country as the Deputy General Manager or the
Chairman of the Board of Directors.

Technical and administrative staff report to the managers, who must keep a
balance between the number of representatives from both countries. BECC headquarters
are in Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua, Mexico. Its affairs must be dealt with in both languages,
(Spanish and English), and a balance between both nationalities must be kept in terms of
personnel and budgetary allocations when contracting support staff or auxiliary companies.

BECC was created to work together with the NADB which funds projects
previously certified (approved) by BECC. Funding was separated from other technical and
social functions to avoid conflicts of interests in project approvals. The operating bases of
both institutions have recently been changed, both Boards of Directors being merged into
one. Their members, however, have not yet been appointed.

BECC was created with the power to supervise and certify (approve) that projects
submitted for its consideration satisfactorily met the requirements established to that effect.
The bilateral presidential agreement that gave rise to this international bilateral organization
lays down as indispensable requirements for such certification that: (1) projects must be
subject to local control with the participation of the public in all their development stages;
(2) project beneficiaries must pay work operation and maintenance expenses, and debt
servicing, through user fees; (3) the highest level of transparency must be ensured; (4) the
BECC requirements in the areas of health, environmental impact, technical feasibility, financial
feasibility, project management and administration must be met; (5) public participation (of
the community that the project serves) must be ensured and planned; and (6) BECC
requirements for sustainable development must be met.

Public participation must be ensured through: (1) setting up a citizen guidance
committee that gives its opinion on the design of the project and its scope; (2) the
organization of at least two public meetings, previously announced in the local mass media;
and (3) public access to all the pertinent information on the project.

Main steps for projects are:
1) Project presentation with  a certification request
2) First prompt evaluation
3) Budget
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4) Planning and evaluation of environmental impact
5) Public participation and financial feasibility
6) Final design
7) Certification

The public participation established by the BECC gave rise the frst experience in
Mexico of potential users of a public works project participating with a right to speak and
vote in the decision-making process of a project designed for their community. This was
difficult because Mexican and American political culture are based on very different ideas
and practices. The concept of town meetings for decision-making on the construction of
public works was a completely new procedure for the Mexican border communities. The
first opponents to this idea were the municipal and state government representatives who
argued that, as they had been elected to their positions by the public, they were the only
authentic representatives of the community for all public participation effects.4 At one of
the first public meetings, a Mexican state government representative accused the Chairman
of the Board of Directors chairing the meeting of being “pro-foreigner” for trying to apply
a foreign concept that “meant ignoring” the representation resulting from popular elections.
The real problem for these Mexicans was their unfamiliarity with public meetings as bodies
that could take decisions on public works through the direct and open vote of those present,
in contrast with the United States, where town meetings are a regular part of community
life. The Chairman answered by saying that he was only trying to meet the provisions in an
international agreement (NAFTA) on public participation an agreement duly ratified by the
Mexican Senate and which therefore, according to the Mexican Constitution, occupied the
highest level of hierarchy in the Mexican law. This explanation did not convince the questioner
who tried to turn the difference into a matter of Mexican nationalism, with the support of
other participants. In the end, it was clear that the BECC had to meet the agreements on
‘public participation’ established by the parties that signed the NAFTA.

At the first BECC public meeting, one citizen complained about the principle
established in the BECC regulations that the cost of environmental infrastructure projects
submitted for certification had to be partially funded by users’ fees. The citizen argued
that the Mexican State had the obligation to finance these projects in full because that
was what taxes were for. He then made a passionate appeal to the attending public to
boycott all BECC activities and to support EZLN struggles in Chiapas. The reaction of the
public was overwhelmingly against the appeal of this citizen and the meeting finished
with most attendants clearly supporting the first certification of a project by the BECC
Board of Directors. Later on, some of the public meetings for project approvals included
expressions of disagreement and even public protests. As public participation in the
certification process increased, there was a clear tendency for disagreements with the
projects being discussed to come from individuals arguing that their private interests
would be unfairly affected by certain project. However, these views were not typical of
those expressed by other attendants at the meetings, and indeed several public
consultations were held to ascertain the needs felt by the majority.

An important element of these public meetings was the opinion of the neighboring
community which, in accordance with the regulations, had been required prior to the public
meeting for project certification. In time, BECC technicians learned to detect the
disagreements of neighboring communities with projects before the process of certification
began. There were some expressions of disagreement from members of neighboring border
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communities. However, the disagreement of the neighboring community did not impede
any of the first 100 projects certified by the BECC until 2004 (Chart 4). This was largely due
to the fact that anyone interested in a project had unrestricted access to all the certification
information and that BECC representatives listened to and dealt openly with any
disagreement in the communities directly benefited by a project and in their neighboring
communities. This point is particularly important bearing in mind that decision processes
involve communities from two countries with two different cultures and languages.

A BECC regulation set forth in the BECC creation agreement was that the resources
decided upon by the BECC and the NADB had to be equitably distributed between both
countries. This explains why the amounts of money allocated to the certified projects referred
to in Chart 4 are so close.

It is worth mentioning that the public participation practice established by the
BECC has led to significant progress in the democratization process of the civil society in
the north of Mexico. This fact is particularly relevant within the context of an international
federalism involving the participation not only of federal governments but also state and
municipal or local governments, as well as the direct public participation of border
communities from two different countries, in deciding on the design, budget, operation,
maintenance and assessment of environmental infrastructure project.

The Table 5 shows data on public participation in the certification process of
environmental infrastructure projects on both sides of the border. The Chart 4 shows the
geographical location of 100 BECC-certified projects until 2004. The Chart 6 shows data
for certified projects by country and by investment over the last 10 years. The Chart 7
shows data for BECC-certified projects by type of project, by country and State, and by
investment per project.

One challenge the BECC has faced is the vast inequality in the level of education
of technical and administrative authorities on either side of the border, which has meant
that the United States local authorities have been better prepared -with more engineers
and equipment- to submit projects that meet BECC requirements for project certification
more efficiently. At one point, this caused an imbalance in the allocation of resources,
contrary to the regulation established in the BECC creation agreement. In order to solve
this problem, a fund was created with resources from the Environmental Protection Agency
to subsidize the necessary technical assistance so that local governments with fewer resources
could make up for shortcomings in the preparation of projects to be considered by the
BECC. The Chart 8 shows the distribution of funds for Technical Assistance. These funds
are decided and allocated by the BECC.

To provide an idea of the way the BECC operates in its search for new projects,
the projects in progress are listed below. The certification applications for these projects
have already been received by the BECC and the projects have entered the certification
process discussed above. This list does not mean that the projects mentioned will be certified.
It only shows they entered the certification process before the end of May 2004.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper has analyzed a case in which interactions in the border area have
been channeled by an international agreement between Mexico and the United States.
The NAFTA and its side agreements not only represent a new legal system that organizes
cooperation between two border countries but also a kind of symbiosis or synthesis of the
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best aspects of daily mutual cooperation among several million inhabitants on both sides of
the border who have found a way to overcome differences in language, customs and national
loyalties in order to coexist peacefully. The BECC has not only increased the likelihood and
opportunities for improving the standards of living of those million border inhabitants through
the establishment of new mechanisms to improve the quality of the environment and natural
resources, but has also increased the political assets that democratic progress is built on. As
an instrument of regional development, the BECC is seen from both sides of the border as
something improvable. Constructive criticism is an essential element in this process and
one that has encouraged the drafting of this document.
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Notes

1 The Mexican President, Carlos Salinas de Gortari, on the conclusion of the NAFTA
negotiations, August 12, 1992, defined his expectations as follows: “The Treaty means
more and better paid jobs for Mexicans. This is the fundamental aspect of the Treaty and it
is that way because more capitalists, more investment will come to our country, which
means more job opportunities here, in our country for our fellow countrymen and women.
Plainly speaking, we can grow faster and then focus our attention on benefiting those who
have less”.

2 Also known by its English acronym as BECC (Border Environment Cooperation
Commission)

3 The authr of this paper participated in this meeting as adviser to the Mexican
delegation

4 The author of this paper was entrusted with the task of chairing the first town
meetings organized by the BECC in compliance with its regulations for project certification
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Table 1

 NATIONAL PRODUCT PER CAPITA BY SELECTED COUNTRY

(In US$)

yrtnuoC 8991 9991 0002 1002 2002

lizarB 016,4 068,3 016,3 060,3 058,2

adanaC 000,02 006,02 027,12 039,12 003,22

aeroKhtuoS 005,8 035,8 010,9 094,9 039,9

aciRatsoC 095,3 085,3 028,3 079,3 001,4

elihC 098,4 037,4 018,4 006,4 062,4

anihC 047 087 048 098 049

niapS 088,41 096,41 067,41 003,41 034,41

fosetatSdetinU
aciremA

007,03 062,23 073,43 004,43 060,53

noitaredeFnaissuR 072,2 057,1 096,1 057,1 041,2

ecnarF 038,42 064,42 099,32 037,22 010,22

)sdnalrehteN(dnalloH 071,52 072,52 062,52 033,42 069,32

learsI 074,61 013,61 017,61 AN AN

ylatI 065,02 043,02 031,02 093,91 069,81

napaJ 027,33 013,33 024,53 016,53 055,33

ocixeM 020,4 064,4 001,5 065,5 019,5

modgniKdetinU 038,22 080.42 002,52 021,52 052,52

eropagniS 015,32 066,22 087,22 001,12 096,02

acirfAhtuoS 023,3 081,3 060,3 048,2 006,2

dnalreztiwS 028,04 022,93 056,93 033,83 039,73

aleuzeneV
045,3 037,3 013,4 037,4 090,4

sunimsexatsulp(stcudorptnediserllarofeulavdeddassorgehtfonoitiddA.elbaliavatoN:AN:setoN
noitalupoplaunnanaemybdedividstnediser-nonfoemocniyramirpfosgninraetenehtsulp)snoisrevbus

.)sraeysuoirav(saltAknaBdlroWehT.BW:ecruoS
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Table 2

MEXICAN & AMERICAN BORDER STATES

(Up to 100 km strip)

/etatS/yrtnuoC
ytilapicinuM

noitalupoP
/etatS/yrtnuoC

ytilapicinuM
elpoeP )1(

%
noitalupoP

/etatS
yrtnuoC

0002 )1(

.tayralaS.revA
)SSMI(40.beF

$SU egnahcxE
etar

$SU/$05.11$ )2(

htiwAEP%
2ottaemocni

numiniM
$SU:seiralas
launna178,2

.xorppa )3(

xednilanigraM
ypuccoyehtecalp

level.tanta )3(

PDG rep
atipác $SUni

detsujda )3(

ocixeM 214,384,79 00.001 lld046,5 13.92 AN AN

noigeRCCEB

ainrofilaCajaB 763,784,2 14.2 lld306,5 22.22 )03(wolyreV 175,9

aronoS 969,612,2 72.2 lld184,4 59.04 )42(woL 167,8

auhauhihC 709,250,3 31.3 lld980,5 76.73 )62(woL 423,01

aliuhaoC 070,892,2 53.2 lld361,5 86.43 )92(woLyreV 808,01

nóeLoveuN 141,438,3 39.3 lld723,6 39.82 )13(woLyreV 330,31

sapiluamaT 222,357,2 28.2 lld071,5 27.64 )32(woL 757,7

lanoigeRlatoT
fidethgiewro

elbacilppa
676,246,61 70.71 lld503,5 91.53 AN 240,01

ocixeMnisetatStserooP5ehT

sapaihC 298,029,3 20.4 lld898,3 98.57 )1(hgihyreV 203,3

orerreuG 946,970,3 51.3 lld694,4 61.66 )2(hgihyreV 211,4

acaxaO 567,834,3 25.3 lld873,4 39.17 )3(hgihyreV 984,3

zurcareV 579,809,6 80.7 lld796,4 46.86 )4(hgihyreV 535,4

ogladiH 195,532,2 92.2 lld626,4 72.56 )5(hgihyreV 096,4

lanoigeRlatoT
fidethgiewro

elbacilppa
278,385,91 80.02 lld914,4 75.96 AN 520,4

.elbaliavaton:AN.ocixeMniseititnEevitaredeF23:setoN
lanoitaN)3(;noissimmoCyralaSmuminiMlanoitaN)2(;0002susneCnoitalupoPlareneG)1(:secruoS

.noitamrofnIlapicinuMfometsyS
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Table 3A

ECONOMIC INFORMATION BANK - GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT BY FEDERATIVE ENTITY*
(Annual figures for the period 1993-2001 at current prices)

doireP
latoT

lanoitaN
ajaB

ainrofilaC

aliuhaoC
ed

azogaraZ
auhauhihC

laredeF
tcirtsiD

ocixeM
oveuN

nóeL
albeuP aronoS

3991 00.001 97.2 09.2 29.3 39.32 43.01 14.6 32.3 16.2

4991 00.001 19.2 88.2 38.3 00.42 71.01 55.6 52.3 66.2

5991 00.001 81.3 23.3 61.4 29.22 60.01 56.6 33.3 98.2

6991 00.001 61.3 03.3 32.4 77.22 83.01 16.6 14.3 87.2

7991 00.001 83.3 92.3 42.4 87.22 64.01 27.6 65.3 77.2

8991 00.001 73.3 23.3 33.4 07.22 73.01 28.6 37.3 57.2

9991 00.001 15.3 22.3 93.4 77.22 02.01 97.6 29.3 96.2

0002 00.001 16.3 10.3 95.4 77.22 22.01 60.7 78.3 96.2

1002 00.001 15.3 79.2 44.4 45.22 31.01 89.6 58.3 27.2

latoT.ytivitcacimonocefonoisividtaergybseitivitcacimonocenisetatSfonoitapicitrapegatnecreP*:etoN
.)noitapicitrapegatnecreP(ytivitcacimonocefo

.ocixeMfostnuoccAlanoitaNfometsyS.IGENI:ecruoS
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Table 3B

MEXICAN & AMERICAN BORDER STATES & MUNICIPALITIES

(Up to 100 km strip)

/etatS
ytilapicinuM

noitalupoP
rtnuoC /y etatS /

ytilapicinuM
elpoep

0002 )1(

noitalupoP%
yrtnuoC/etatS
ytilapicinuM&

etatS )1(

emocnihtiwAEP
muminim2otpu

$SUseiralas
raey178.2

.xorppa )3()2(

xedninigraM
taecalP:lapicinuM

levellanoitan )3(

PDG rep
atipac ni
$SU

detsujda )3(

ainrofilaCajaB 763,784,2 14.2 22.22 elbacilppanoN 175,9

anaujiT 028,012,1 76.84 14.81 )124,2(wolyreV 218,9

ilacixeM 206,467 75.03 23.22 )614,2(wolyreV 558,11

etaceT 599,77 21.3 27.62 )533,2(wolyreV 057,6

adanesnE 037,073 09.41 98.33 )613,2(wolyreV 883,5

otirasoR 024,36 45.2 98.42 )313,2(wolyreV 353,5

aronoS 969,612,2 72.2 59.04 elbacilppanoN 167,8

ateirPaugA 449,16 97.2 13.04 )153,2(wolyreV 718,11

ratlA 352,7 23.0 08.83 )912,2(wolyreV 665,6

acrobaC 615,96 31.3 76.93 )232,2(wolyreV 678,7

aenanaC 160,23 44.1 63.43 )334,2(wolyreV 018,7

saretnorF 108,7 53.0 97.62 )263,2(wolyreV 232,8

ocaN 073,5 42.0 76.83 )352,2(wolyreV 963,7

selagoN 787,951 02.7 69.72 )583,2(wolyreV 029,01

ocsañePotreuP 751,13 04.1 81.33 )273,2(wolyreV 474,8

oíRsiuLnaS
odaroloC

600,541 45.6 87.63 )733,2(wolyreV 251,01

zurcatnaS 826.1 70.0 07.85 )751,2(woL 203,4

ciraS 752.2 01.0 80.35 )399,1(woL 691,21

saílEocratulP
sellaC

872.11 05.0 37.34 )622,2(wolyreV 318,01

auhauhihC 709,250,3 31.3 76.73 elbacilppanoN 423,01

nóisnecsA 939,12 17.0 76.14 )452,2(wolyreV 769,4

emayoC 807,1 50.0 51.26 )838,1(woL 173,5

epuladauG 230,01 23.0 34.63 )021,2(woL 720,6

sonaJ 412,01 33.0 46.55 )040,2(woL 684,4

zeráuJ 718,812,1 29.93 68.93 )783,2(wolyreV 079,21

leunaM
sedivaneB

647,1 50.0 97.56 )347,1(elddiM 362,3

aganijO 703,42 97.0 22.93 )323,2(wolyreV 016,6

.GsidexarP
orerreuG

509,8 92.0 82.26 )159,1(woL 476,4
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Table 3B (continued)

MEXICAN & AMERICAN BORDER STATES & MUNICIPALITIES

(Up to 100 km strip)

/etatS
ytilapicinuM

noitalupoP
rtnuoC /y etatS /

ytilapicinuM
elpoep

0002 )1(

noitalupoP%
yrtnuoC/etatS
ytilapicinuM&

etatS )1(

emocnihtiwAEP
muminim2otpu

$SUseiralas
raey178.2

.xorppa )3()2(

xedninigraM
taecalP:lapicinuM

levellanoitan )3(

PDG rep
atipac ni
$SU

detsujda )3(

aliuhaoC 070,892,2 53.2 86.43 elbacilppanoN 808,01

añucA 784,011 08.4 75.03 )543,2(wolyreV 533,01

orerreuG 050,2 80.0 32.25 )019,1(woL 135,7

ogladiH 144,1 60.0 68.34 )738,1(woL 181,41

zenemíJ 427,9 24.0 84.54 )407,1(elddiM 429,5

avaN 910,32 00.1 24.92 )433,2(wolyreV 308,7

opmacO 350,21 25.0 57.64 )967,1(elddiM 497,5

sargeNsardeiP 031,821 75.5 93.92 )524,2(wolyreV 491,11

nóeLoveuN 141,438,3 39.3 39.82 elbacilppanoN 330,31

cauhanA 425,81 84.0 45.05 )091,2(woL 077,7

ogladiHsanibaS 923,23 48.0 88.14 )773,2(wolyreV 005,9

ovlarreC 343,9 42.0 26.64 )882,2(wolyreV 759,8

saugelaugA 093,4 11.0 73.35 )290,2(woL 328,51

ollicellaV 961,2 50.0 07.56 )018,1(woL 511,5

anihC 045,11 03.0 46.15 )421,2(woL 288,7

ovarBlareneG 997,5 51.0 08.24 )260,2(woL 646,02

senomaRsoL 732,6 61.0 32.36 )129,1(woL 650,5

sapiluamaT 222,357,2 28.2 27.64 elbacilppanoN 757,7

ogramaC 500,7 52.0 90.15 )812,2(wolyreV 312,6

orerreuG 663,4 51.0 48.25 )890,2(woL 779,6

zaíDovatsuG
zadrO

642,61 95.0 47.95 )002,2(wolyreV 446,5

soromataM 141,814 81.51 68.73 )523,2(wolyreV 924,9

reiM 887,6 42.0 18.84 )643,2(wolyreV 894,6

námelAleugiM 407,52 39.0 47.44 )913,2(wolyreV 673,7

oderaLoveuN 519,013 92.11 67.73 )563,2(wolyreV 689,8

ovarBoíR 922,401 87.3 98.55 )861,2(woL 786,5

osomreHellaV 375,85 21.2 39.55 )081,2(woL 906,7

asonyeR 364,024 72.51 46.44 )633,2(wolyreV 471,9

.ytilanigramretaerg=)1#ecalp(ocixeMniseitilapicinuM034.2:etoN
lanoitaN)3(;seiralaSmuminiMfonoissimmoClanoitaN)2(;0002susneCnoitalupoPlareneG)1(:secruoS

.noitamrofnIlapicinuMfometsyS
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Table 4

CERTIFICIED PROJECTS

(A benefit for more than 8 million border residents)

Table 5

INDICATORS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE BECC CERTIFICATION PROCESSES IN MEXICO & USA
(Strip up to 100 km - 1995-2004)

yrtnuoC seitinummoC-etatS stcejorPforebmuN )noillim$SU(tnemtsevnI

ASU
ainrofilaC 11 95.281

anozirA 21 22.601

ocixeMoveuN 7 56.25

saxeT 83 95.056

ASUnitnemtsevnIlatoT 86 50.299

ocixeM ainrofilaCajaB 9 91.974

aronoS 8 67.67

auhauhihC 7 05.84

aliuhaoC 3 08.451

nóeLoveuN 1 04.1

sapiluamaT 4 63.471

ocixeMnitnemtsevnIlatoT 23 10.539

tnemtsevnIdetamitsElatoT 60.549,1

/etatS/yrtnuoC
ytilapicinuM

deifitreC
stcejorp

tnemtsevnI
)snoillim$SU(

dehsilbatsE
snezitiC

seettimmoC

lacoL
snoitazinagro

detcatnoc

cilbuP
sgniteem
tuodeirrac

ASU

ainrofilaC 11 95.281 11 87 03

anozirA 21 22.601 31 98 33

ocixeMweN 7 56.25 7 84 81

saxeT 83 95.056 93 272 201

lanoigerlatoT 86 50.299 07 784 381

ocixeM

ainrofilaCajaB 9 91.974 31 021 63

aronoS 8 67.67 8 701 72

auhauhihC 7 05.84 8 35 81

aliuhaoC 3 08.451 5 12 01

nóeLoveuN 1 04.1 2 9 5

sapiluamaT 4 63.471 5 56 02

lanoigerlatoT 23 10.539 14 573 611

.FECOC:ecruoS
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Table 6

NUMBER OF PROJECTS CERTIFIED BY BECC BY COUNTRY

INVESTMENT AMOUNT APPROVED BY COUNTRY OF BECC CERTIFIED PROJECTS 1999-2004
(Until March 2004 - US$ million)

Table 7

PROJECTS CERTIFIED BY TYPE/COUNTRY/STATE/AMOUNT

(US$ million)

yrtnuoC 5991 6991 7991 8991 9991 0002 1002 2002 3002 4002 latoT

ocixeM 2 4 4 2 0 6 6 5 3 0 23

detinU
setatS

2 4 3 5 6 5 6 01 22 5 86

latoT 4 8 7 7 6 11 21 51 52 5 001

yrtnuoC 5991 6991 7991 8991 9991 0002 1002 2002 3002 4002 latoT

ocixeM 92.9 63.44 62.101 02.79 - 06.381 00.83 45.52 67.354 - 10.359

detinU
setatS

84.63 81.9 98.151 11.081 06.36 84.17 08.45 77.372 05.631 42.41 50.299

latoT 77.54 45.35 51.352 13.772 06.36 80.552 08.29 13.992 62.095 42.41 60.549,1

yrtnuoC etatS epyT tsoC stcejorP

setatSdetinU ainrofilaC retaW 30.65 5

egaweS 01.801 4

etsaWdiloS 00.0 0

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 64.81 2

tsoClatoT 95.281 11

anozirA retaW 00.41 4

egaweS 26.48 6

etsaWdiloS 00.0 0

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 06.7 2

tsoClatoT 22.601 21

saxeT retaW 62.615 51

egaweS 54.07 6

etsaWdiloS 09.5 2

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 89.75 51

tsoClatoT 95.056 83

ocixeMweN retaW 00.0 0

egaweS 54.04 5

etsaWdiloS 02.3 1

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.9 1

tsoClatoT 56.25 7
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Table 7 (continued)

PROJECTS CERTIFIED BY TYPE/COUNTRY/STATE/AMOUNT

(US$ million)

yrtnuoC etatS epyT tsoC stcejorP

ocixéM ainrofilaCajaB retaW 06.63 2

egaweS 92.801 5

etsaWdiloS 03.2 1

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.053 1

tsoClatoT 91.794 9

aronoS retaW 01.75 3

egaweS 09.0 1

etsaWdiloS 67.6 3

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.21 1

tsoClatoT 67.67 8

auhauhihC retaW 41.9 3

egaweS 61.13 1

etsaWdiloS 02.3 2

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.5 1

tsoClatoT 05.84 7

aliuhaoC retaW 00.0 0

egaweS 08.451 3

etsaWdiloS 00.0 0

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.0 0

tsoClatoT 08.451 3

nóeLoveuN retaW 00.0 0

egaweS 00.0 0

etsaWdiloS 04.1 1

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.0 0

tsoClatoT 04.1 1

sapiluamaT retaW 60.67 1

egaweS 00.48 2

etsaWdiloS 03.41 1

etadnaMfonoisnetxE 00.0 0

tsoClatoT 63.471 4
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Table 8

TECHNICAL ASSISTENCE FUND

yrtnuoC seitinummoC–setatS )snoillim$SU(stnemsevnI

ASU

ainrofilaC 10.2

anozirA 30.3

ocixéMoveuN 94.3

saxeT 70.11

ASUlatoT 06.91

ocixeM

ainrofilaCajaB 07.1

aronoS 78.2

auhauhihC 52.2

aliuhaoC 41.1

nóeLoveuN 53.0

sapiluamaT 29.2

ocixeMlatoT 32.1

4002yaMotsdnuflatoT 38.03
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Table 9

PROJECTS IN PROGRESS

enilepiPehtnistcejorP45-setatSdetinU

stcejorP5-ainrofilaC

yelwarB tnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWottnemtaerTyradnoceS

yelwarB metsySetsaWdiloSlapicinuMehtotstnemevorpmI

airtapilaC ydutSytilibisaeFdnayevruSmetsySnoitcelloCreweS

osnacseD ydutSytilibisaeFstnemevorpmImetsySretaW

sisaO smetsySreweSdnaretaWehtfonoisnetxE

stcejorP9-anozirA

ytiCacahcauH metsySretaWehtotstnemevorpmI

selagoN snalPytilicaFretawetsaWdnaretaW

ainogataP ytilicaFllifdnaLetsaWdiloSlapicinuMafonoitcurtsnoC

ainogataP stnemevorpmImetsySretaWlapicinuM

atirauhaS atilliVaLrofmetsySreweSdnaretaWfonoitcurtsnoC

ziuLnaS metsySnoitartliFesenagnaMnorI

notremoS tnempiuqEnoitcelloCetsaWdiloS

amuY stnemevorpmInoitavresnoCretaWlanaCniaM

amuY stnemevorpmImetsySretawetsaW

7-ocixéMoveuN stcejorP

larrapahC metsyStnemtaerTdnanoitcelloCretawetsaW

submuloC stnemevorpmImetsySreweSdnatnalPretawetsaW

submuloC stnemevorpmImetsySretaW

ytnuoCanAañoD tcejorPretawetsaWdnaretaW

grubsdroL tcejorPretaWediruolF

etiuqseM metsySretawetsaWehtotstnemevorpmI

leugiMnaS metsySretaWelbatoPehtfonoitatilibaheR
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Table 9 (continued)

PROJECTS IN PROGRESS

enilepiPehtnistcejorP45-setatSdetinU

stcejorP33-saxeT

omalA nalPretsaMretawetsaWdnaretaW

eniplA stnemevorpmIsmetsySretawetsaWdnaretaW

ellivsnworB stnemevorpmIsmetsySretawetsaWdnaretaWkraPnoremaC

soromataM-ellivsnworB tcejorPliaRtseW

annoD stnemevorpmInoitavresnoCretaW

annoD stnemevorpmIsmetsySretawetsaWdnaretaW

ssaPelgaE noitavresnoCretaWotstnemevorpmI

odnoHoiRtsaE stnemevorpmIretawetsaWdnaretaW

nidraJlE stnemevorpmImetsySretaW

osaPlE edargpUdnanoisnapxEtcirtsiDretaWyellaVrewoL

ytnuoCogladiH tcejorPetsaWdiloS

.soCnoremaC-ogladiH 9DIrofstnemevorpmInoitavresnoCretaW

noziroH smetsySretawetsaWdnaretaWehtotstnemevorpmI

ytnuoCggoHmiJ llifdnaLdlOehtfonoitarotseR

allurGaL stnemevorpmIretawetsaWdnaretaWsainoloC

ayoJaL metsySretawetsaWehtfonoisnapxE

ayoJaL stnemevorpmImetsySretaW

sonserFsoL stnemevorpmIstnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWdnaretaW

drofyL metsySretawetsaWehtotstnemevorpmI

afraM nalPretsaMretawetsaWdnaretaW

sedecreM erutcurtsarfnItnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaW

noissiM stnemevorpmInoitavresnoCretaW

otimlO stnemevorpmIsmetsySretawetsaWdnaretaW

rrahP stnemevorpmIretawetsaW

ednarGoiR tnalPretaWelbatoPednarGoiRehtfonoitcurtsnoC

nauJnaS stnemevorpmIretawetsaWdnaretaW

dleiffehS smetsySretawetsaWdnaretaWehtotstnemevorpmI

ytnuoCrratS nalPtnemeganaMetsaWdiloS

ytnuoCedlavU noitatSrefsnarTetsaWdiloSytirohtuAreviRseceuN

enitnelaV stnemevorpmIsmetsySreweSdnaretaW

notriV smetsySretawetsaWdnaretaWehtotstnemevorpmI

ytnuoCbbeW stnemevorpmIretawetsaWdnaretaWsainoloC

ocalseW stnemevorpmIstnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWdnaretaW
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enilepiPehtnistcejorP83-ocixéM

stcejorP6-ainrofilaCajaB

ilacixeM stnemevorpmImetsySetsaWdiloS

ilacixeM margorPsgnivaSygrenEevisneherpmoC

ainrofilaCajaBedodatsE margorPlasopsiDeriT

etaceT smetsySretawetsaWdnaretaWfonoitadilosnoC

anaujiT slioSdetanimatnoCfonoitaidemeR

anaujiT smetsySretawetsaWdnaretaWfonoisnapxEdnatnemevorpmI

stcejorP7-aronoS

ateirPaugA stnemevorpmIsmetsySretawetsaWdnaretaW

ocaN tnemeganaMetsaWdiloSlapicinuM

selagoN stnemevorpmIyratinaSevisneherpmoC

selagoN ytilauQriAdnagnivaP

odaroloCoiRsiuLnaS metsySretaWehtotstnemevorpmI

atyonoS stnemevorpmIsmetsySretawetsaWdnaretaW

atyonoS noogaLnoitadixOehtfonoitacoleR

stcejorP11-auhauhihC

zeráuJdaduiC arpanArofmetsySdnatnemtaerTretawetsaW

zeráuJdaduiC noitatropsnarTcilbuP/ytilauQriA

zeráuJdaduiC seitilicaFetsaWdiloSehtotstnemevorpmI

zeráuJdaduiC tnalPretawetsaWtnemtaerTyradnoceSfonoitcurtsnoCdnangiseD

zeráuJdaduiC naSroftnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWweN&stnemevorpmIytilauQretaW
ordisI

zeráuJdaduiC .rDroftnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWweN&stnemevorpmIytilauQretaW
arraP

zeráuJdaduiC roftnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWweN&stnemevorpmIytilauQretaW
epuladauG

zeráuJdaduiC lEroftnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWweN&stnemevorpmIytilauQretaW
rinevroP

zeráuJdaduiC weN&stnemevorpmIytilauQretaW retawetsaW roftnalPtnemtaerT
aznarepsE

zeráuJdaduiC .GsidexarPtnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWweN&stnemevorpmIytilauQretaW

sednarGasaCoveuN tnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWfonoitcurtsnoC

Table 9 (continued)

PROJECTS IN PROGRESS
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enilepiPehtnistcejorP83-ocixéM

stcejorP3-aliuhaoC

añucA.dC tnalPtnemtaerTretaWelbatoPfonoitcurtsnoC

añucA.dC ytilicaFetsaWdiloSafonoitcurtsnoC

sargeNsardeiP stnemevorpmImetsySretaW

stcejorP3-noeLoveuN

cauhanA etsaWdiloSlasopsiDdnapU-kciP

ovlarreC tnemeganaMetsaWdiloS

ogladiHsanibaS nalPtnemeganaMetsaWdiloS

stcejorP8-sapiluamaT

acihCaretnorF tnemeganaMetsaWdiloSlanoigeR

soromataM ydutSytilibisaeFecivreSreweSdnaretaW

reiM tnalPtnemtaerTretawetsaWfonoitcurtsnoC

oderaLoveuN metsySreweSdnaretaWehtotstnemevorpmI
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Table 9 (continued)

PROJECTS IN PROGRESS
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