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Abstract

The Mario Molina Center with continued support from CONACYT, joined the Telmex Foundation and
Global Network on Energy for Sustainable Development’s (GNESD) initiative to undertake the Impoverished
Communities project.

The project consists of two phases. In the first phase, (which ended in July 2013) we conducted research
on available technologies to provide electricity and water services to marginalized communities in Mexico.
Five rural communities in scarceness situations were selected, and in which an environmental and social
energy assessment was carried out, and then general proposals for the communities’ benefit were established.
In the project’s second phase, specific proposals were developed that will promote sustainable productive
development of the selected communities in the first phase and determine the acceptance or rejection of
these proposals by the community. In this document we present the first and second phases of the project.

Rural development projects are broad and have medium term instrumentation processes; the Impoverished
Communities project is no exception, so in the third stage of the project, environmental and social energy
diagnostics will be made on 5 communities in the states of Campeche and Puebla, in order to have ten
communities with cultural diversity among them. During the third phase we will follow up the proposals
made in the first and second phases.

1 Introduction

In Mexico, over 70% of the population is located in
urban areas; although there are around 200 000 local-
ities considered as rural areas, their population is less
than 27% of the national total (INEGI, 2012). 36.6
million poor people are located in urban areas while
16.7 million live in rural areas (CONEVAL, 2012). In
regards to basic services in Mexico, more than 3 mil-
lion people have no access to the electricity grid, and
they are situated in about 70 000 locations, mostly
in rural areas (SENER, 2012). Drinkable water cov-
erage in these areas increased, in 2011 from 51 to
76%. This represents an surge of 48% in twenty years
(CONAGUA, 2011); however, this rise does not nec-
essarily mean that these locations have good quality
water.

Derived from the information above, it is clear that
Mexico’s rural and impoverished communities are the
ones who lack basic services the most, hampering the
development of productive activities that generate ad-
equate income to overcome poverty.

Many projects, whose objectives have been aimed
at reducing poverty, have failed or have had imple-

mentation difficulties due to the lack of acceptance by
the communities they are targeted at. Mexico’s cul-
tural diversity plays an important role in this matter,
since the projects can go against the people’s tradi-
tions and interests. For this reason, it is essential to
have knowledge both on the technical and technolog-
ical aspects of the alternatives that can be applied
in a community in natural, social and cultural terms,
before attempting to make changes in the lifestyles of
these populations.

2 Objective

The project’s main objective is to propose strategies
and specific actions to promote sustainable produc-
tive development for five impoverished communities
in Mexico, in order to improve their quality of life
and give them access to electricity and good quality
water.
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3 Methodology

The methodology used in the project includes two
components: bibliographic research and fieldwork.
As shown in Figure 1, the project consisted on four
steps. Each of them are explained below.

Figure 1: Methodology

1. State of the art technologies and strate-
gies to provide energy and quality water
to impoverished communities

We carried out bibliographical research of tech-
nologies and documented worldwide experiences
in providing quality water and energy to poor
communities. We also made a compilation and
an analysis of the cases that have implemented
strategies to minimize the environmental impact
of impoverished rural communities and foster
their development. In this research, we privileged
the search for adequate solutions for Mexico.

2. Selecting communities

The selection of communities for this project’s
development was based in the following criteria:

(a) Relationship with NGOs involved in rural
development or government institutions in
this field.

(b) Lack of basic services

(c) Available information on in-site resources

(d) Community’s attitude, interest and willing-
ness to participate in the project

(e) Level of poverty

(f) Average schooling

The first three criteria had the most stake in the
election (80%), as they are related to the commu-
nity’s access, the people’s attitude towards work-
ing with groups external to them, and the char-
acteristics of impoverished communities. Each of
the last two criteria were given a stake of 10%.

3. Environmental and social energy assess-
ment

The energy assessment of each community was
made based on: field visits, assessment work-
shops, information of civil associations, database
consultation of the National Institute of Statis-
tics and Geography’s (INEGI) and the National
Population Council’s (CONAPO), and finally,
with information provided by the inhabitants
of the communities. One of the main sources
of information used were assessment workshops.
In these workshops, the Mario Molina Center
adopted the methodology of participatory com-
munity planning workshops from the Strategic
Project for Food Security (PESA, in Spanish)
and the Rural Development of San Luis Potosi.
In each community, three assessment workshops
were conducted.

4. Proposals to promote sustainable produc-
tive development

The proposals are based on environmental and
social energy assessment of each community.
Based on the initial bibliographical research, spe-
cific proposals for each community were posed.
They include a cost analysis of alternative solu-
tions to the problems encountered and a market
analysis of potential products to promote a pro-
ductive activity. The proposals were presented
to the communities in order to obtain acceptance
by the majority of the people or by key players;
however, no evaluation methodology was devel-
oped for the proposals’ acceptance, this is why
the process mentioned should continue in subse-
quent phases of the project.

4 Results

A determining factor in the selection, is the people’s
interest and willingness to participate in the project.
However, in one of the selected communities (San An-
tonio Segundo) it was not possible to make a pro-
posal because people from that community migrate
to tourist areas in search of better income and due to
the lack of interest in the project by other key players
in the community.

The chosen communities were (see Figure 2):

• Jomte Eureka in the State of San Luis Potosi

• Punta Allen in the State of Quintana Roo
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• La Laguna in the State of Jalisco

• El Mezquital in the State of San Luis Potosi

• Tecpantzingo in the State of Puebla

Figure 2: Location of the communities considered in
the selection process

Table 1 summarizes the most relevant results of the
assessment of each community and the alternatives
proposed for them. It’s important to mention that
these proposals were presented to the communities
and we were able to observe the acceptance by them.
However, we didn’t develop an assessment methodol-
ogy for the proposals accepted.

5 Conclusions and Recommendations

Throughout this project, it became clear that each
community is different in every way; from their cul-
ture and idiosyncrasies, to the productive activities
that they each carry out. Each community has its
own problems and its inhabitants prioritized them dif-
ferently. The Mario Molina Center is convinced that
it is essential to understand each community in order
to be able to submit proposals that are fit for each
population.

Rural and impoverished communities are the rep-
resentation of a part of our culture, and it is essential
to understand each of the factors affecting these com-
munities. The knowledge of ourselves, our society and
the environment in which we live in will allow us to
establish a closer bond with the inhabitants of the

most impoverished communities. An analysis of the
problems identified in populations from the systemic
perspective will allow us to find appropriate proposals
for each of them.

To improve the diagnosis and increase the chances
of the proposals’ success, we require establishing part-
nerships with NGOs and governments belonging to
each community. Monitoring of the project is very
important because once we have made an incursion
into the communities (even without generating ex-
pectations) we must maintain the people’s confidence,
which will preserve the possibilities of implementing
successful projects.
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Table 1: Assessment and proposals for each of the communities

Community Environmental energy assessments Proposals

Jomte Eureka

• Without electricity.

• Ponciano Arriaga Elementary school is in
poor conditions.

• No waste separation system.

• Burning of waste.

• Photovoltaic system for households.

• Education for sustainable development.

• Pilot project for banana dehydration.

• Solid waste management.

Punta Allen

• Poor wastewater treatment system.

• Inefficient solid waste management.

• Deficient electricity service.

• Education is essential because of the
community’s location in a protected area.

• Wastewater treatment system.

• Solid waste management.

• Electricity service improvement.

• Energy efficiency in cooling and lighting.

• Education for sustainable development.

La Laguna

• Without electricity.

• Unsteady water supply.

• Educational facilities without basic ser-
vices.

• No waste separation system. Burning of
waste.

• Collection of rainwater.

• Education for sustainable development.

• Solid waste management.

El Mezquital

• No profitable production activity.

• Migration to the USA.

• Deficient grey water treatment.

• No waste separation system. Burning of
waste.

• Aquaponics pilot project.

• Education for sustainable development.

• Solid waste management.

San Antonio Segundo

• Non profitable production activity.

• Migration to other communities.

• No waste separation system. Burning of
waste.

• Few interest in getting to know develop-
ment alternatives.

• Select another community.

Tecpantzingo

• Poor wastewater treatment.

• No public lighting.

• Low family income.

• Wastewater treatment system.

• Shallot commerce.

• Firewood saving stoves.

• Education for sustainable development.
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