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The Index presents
new data, organized in
eight factors that frame
the concept of the

rule of law:

Constraints on
Government Powers

Absence of
Corruption

Open
Government

Fundamental
Rights

Order
and Security

Regulatory
Enforcement

Civil Justice

Criminal Justice
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“This exercise would not be
possible without the contribution
of more than 12,800 people from
all over the country and more
than 2,100 specialists,

who shared their perspectives
and experiences on the subjects
analyzed, which we integrated
and validated with quantitative
data from highly reliable sources.”

Alejandro Gonzalez Arreola
DIRECTOR OF RULE OF LAW PROJECTS



Preface

At the WJP we are convinced that the rule of law is a
precondition for development in Mexico. Without public
policies to strengthening it, it will be more difficult for us
to live in communities of equality, opportunities, and pea-
ce in the future. Our contribution towards achieving this
vision is the Mexico States Rule of Law Index (the Index),
which we present in its fourth edition in this report.

In its 2021-2022 edition, the Index continues to be the
most complete tool for measuring the rule of law in
Mexico’s 32 states, offering updated and structured data
on the eight factors that frame this concept: constraints
on government powers, absence of corruption, open
government, fundamental rights, order and security,
regulatory enforcement, civil justice, and criminal justice.
The fourth edition of the Index includes scores and trends
for these eight factors for each state.

This exercise would not be possible without the
contribution of more than 12,800 people from all over the
country and the more than 2,100 specialists, who shared
their perspectives and experiences on the

subjects analyzed, which we integrated and validated with
quantitative data from highly reliable sources such as the
National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI).
Behind each score, there is a rigorous technical analysis,
supported by a robust capacity for data collection,
verification, and validation.

The results of the 2021-2022 edition show a deterioration
in the rule of law in a large part of the states. This year,
more states show setbacks than those that advanced. This
deterioration contrasts with patterns in previous editions
and is explained by three trends: the weakening of
institutional checks and balances to state governments
with a contraction of the civic space, the deterioration

of criminal justice systems, and the lack of progress in
anti-corruption efforts.

After the renewal of the executive powers in 21 states
during the 2021-2022 period, and the following policy
procedures, we hope that this edition will serve to
continue informing the diagnoses, strategies and
programmatic instruments aimed at strengthening the
rule of law, and to monitor states’ progress over time.

Any effective action to strengthen the rule of law in
Mexico must include a shared understanding of the
situation and a collaboration between the stakeholders:
authorities, citizens, civil society organizations, academia,
and the private sector. Our hope is that the Index starts
and informs these conversations.

Alejandro Gonzalez Arreola
DIRECTOR OF RULE OF LAW PROJECTS

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022
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Introduction

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 captures the experiences and perceptions
of over 12,800 citizens and 2,100 experts in the 32 states of the country.

Over more than a decade, the World Justice Project®
(WJP) has conducted interviews in over 130 countries

to measure adherence to the rule of law from the citi-
zen'’s point of view, producing information regarding the
experiences and perceptions of people on issues such as
corruption, contact with authorities, perception of safety,
victimization, fundamental rights, and access to justice.
The WJP Rule of Law Index® has become a leading tool to
identify institutional strengths and weaknesses in coun-
tries and to promote evidence-based decision making.

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 is the
fourth edition of the only subnational index produced by
the WJP and is one of the most complete measurements
of institutional performance in the country. The Mexico
States Rule of Law Index uses the same conceptual fra-
mework and methodology to measure adherence to the
rule of law in each of Mexico’s 32 states that the WJP has
used around the globe.

The Index presents new data organized into 42 sub-
factors and eight factors: i) Constraints on Government
Powers, ii) Absence of Corruption, iii) Open Government,
iv) Fundamental Rights, v) Order and Security, vi) Regu-
latory Enforcement, vii) Civil Justice, and viii) Criminal
Justice. These factors summarize different components of
the rule of law, provide information regarding the institu-
tional strengths and weaknesses of each state, and serve
as reference points to evaluate the performance of state

authorities over time or in comparison to other states. This
is the fourth edition of the Index, which allows to identify
developments and persistent challenges on topics related
to the rule of law, compared to previous editions.

This Index is unique in its kind. It uses information ob-
tained first-hand from citizens to capture the voices of
thousands of people in urban and rural areas in the 32
states of the country. Specifically, the Index uses over 600
variables generated from answers to a General Population
Poll (GPP) of 12,800 people, answers to Qualified Respon-
dents’ Questionnaires (QRQs) administered to over 2,100
attorneys and specialists in criminal law, civil law, labor
law, and public health, and information produced by other
institutions (third-party sources). For more details on the
methodology used by the WJP, please refer to “Sources of
information” (page 23) and “Methodology” (page 61).

The Index is aimed at a wide audience that includes deci-
sion-makers at the state and federal level, legislators, civil
society organizations, academia, and the media, among
others. The Mexico States Rule of Law Index has become a
key decision-making tool, as it is cited in multiple official
planning documents of the federal and different state
governments in the country. Our intention is that this tool
is used to identify strengths and weaknesses in each state
and promote public policies that strengthen the rule of
law in Mexico.

Box 1. Main features of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022
There are several features that differentiate the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 from other measurements

and indices:

1. Rule of Law in Practice: The Index measures adherence to the
rule of law by looking at policy outcomes, such as whether
people have access to courts or whether crime is effectively
controlled. This stands in contrast to other efforts that focus
on written legal code, or the institutional means by which a
society may seek to achieve these policy outcomes.

2. Comprehensive and Multi-Dimensional Theoretical Framework:
While other indices cover particular aspects of the rule of law,
such as absence of corruption or human rights, they do not
yield a full picture of the status of the rule of law. The WJP
Mexico States Rule of Law Index is the only tool that takes a
comprehensive look at the rule of law in Mexico.

3. Perspective of Ordinary People: The WJP Mexico States Rule of
Law Index puts people at its core. The Index examines practi-
cal, everyday situations, such as whether people can access
public services and whether a dispute among neighbors can
be resolved peacefully and cost-effectively by an independent
adjudicator.

4. New Data Anchored in Actual Experiences: The Index is based
on primary data obtained from the assessments of the general
population and experts. This ensures that the findings reflect
the conditions experienced by actual people from different
segments of the population, including those from marginalized
sectors of society.

5. Adapted to the Reality in Mexico: Lastly, even though the
Mexico States Rule of Law Index uses the same conceptual
framework and methodology that the WJP Rule of Law Index
uses on a global level, the surveys and third-party sources
have been adapted to reflect the institutional architecture in
Mexico, the competences of the different government levels,
and the availability of data.

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



Summary Table: Scores and Rankings

The following map and table present the scores and rankings of the Mexico States Rule of
Law Index 2021-2022.

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law. No state has a perfect score. In
fact, the highest score is 0.49 by Querétaro, which shows that all states face important challenges in different aspects
of the rule of law. The results of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 cannot be compared to those of the
WJP Rule of Law Index, even though is based on the methodology that the WJP has used on an international level for
many years, due to adaptations of the conceptual framework and methodology, to strengthen the measurement at the
sub-national level and reflect the national context. A section that summarizes the differences between the global and
the Mexico Index is on page 63.
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Rank State Score* Change
2020-2021—
2021-2022**

1 Querétaro 0.49 0.02
2 Yucatan 0.47 0.00
3 Guanajuato 0.46 0.01
4 Aguascalientes 0.46 0.00
5 Sinaloa 0.46 0.01
6 Durango 0.45 0.01
7 Nuevo Ledn 0.45 0.01
8 Zacatecas 0.45 0.00
9 Baja California Sur 0.44 0.00
10 Coahuila 0.44 -0.02
11 Campeche 0.43 -0.02
12 Chihuahua 0.42 0.00
13 Nayarit 0.42 -0.02
14 Hidalgo 0.42 -0.02
15 Tamaulipas 0.42 0.01
16 Baja California 0.41 0.00
* Average of the 32 states 041
17 Colima 0.40 -0.02
18 Michoacan 0.40 -0.01
19 Tlaxcala 0.40 0.00
20 Oaxaca 0.39 -0.01
21 San Luis Potosi 0.38 -0.02
22 Sonora 0.38 -0.03
23 Veracruz 0.38 0.00
Yucatdn 24 Jalisco 0.38 0.00
25 Chiapas 0.38 -0.01
26 Tabasco 0.37 -0.02
Tabasco 27 Puebla 0.37 0.00
Campeche 28 State of Mexico 0.36 0.00
m 29 Mexico City 0.36 -0.01
' Quintana .
Roo 30 Quintana Roo 0.36 0.00
31 Morelos 0.35 -0.02
32 Guerrero 0.34 -0.01

*Scores are rounded to two decimal places
**Refer to the methodology section for more details on calculating changes in scores.

0-.29 .30-.34 .35-.39 40-.44 45-49 .50-.54 .55-.59 .60-.64 .65-.69 .70-.1.0
Weaker adherence Stronger adherence
to the rule of law to the rule of law
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Rule of Law by Factor

Scores and rankings

Factor 1 Factor 2
Constraints on Government Powers ﬁ Absence of Corruption é
Rank State Score* Rank State Score*
1 Nuevo Ledn 0.51 1 Querétaro 0.49
2 Querétaro 0.51 2 Zacatecas 0.45
3 Guanajuato 0.48 3 Guanajuato 0.43
4 Durango 0.47 4 Nuevo Ledn 0.42
5 Yucatan 047 5 Aguascalientes 0.41
6 Chihuahua 0.47 6 Sinaloa 0.40
7 Tlaxcala 0.46 7 I Yucatan 0.39
8 Aguascalientes 0.46 8 I Tamaulipas 0.38
9 Sinaloa 0.45 9 || Coahuila 0.38
10 Baja California Sur 0.44 10 I Nayarit 0.37
11 Zacatecas 0.43 11 I Baja California 0.37
12 Tamaulipas 0.43 12 I Campeche 0.37
13 Campeche 0.42 13 I Colima 0.37
14 | Hidalgo 0.42 14 | Chihuahua 0.36
* Average of the 32 states 0.42 * Average of the 32 states 0.36
15 Jalisco 0.42 15 || Baja California Sur 0.36
16 San Luis Potosi 0.41 16 Hidalgo 0.35
17 Nayarit 0.41 17 I Durango 0.35
18 Baja California 0.41 18 Sonora 0.35
19 Sonora 0.41 19 Michoacan 0.34
20 Morelos 0.40 20 Veracruz 0.34
21 Michoacan 0.40 21 Oaxaca 0.33
22 | Colima 0.39 22 ) Tabasco 0.33
23 I Oaxaca 0.39 23 San Luis Potosi 0.33
24 || Guerrero 0.39 24l Puebla 0.33
25 I Tabasco 0.39 25 Tlaxcala 0.32
26 I State of Mexico 0.39 26 Chiapas 0.32
27 || Puebla 0.38 27 | Jalisco 0.32
28 I Mexico City 0.38 28 Guerrero 0.31
29 I Coahuila 0.37 29 Quintana Roo 0.31
30 || Chiapas 0.37 30 Mexico City 0.30
31 I Veracruz 0.36 31 State of Mexico 0.30
32 I Quintana Roo 0.35 32 Morelos 0.30

0-.29 .30-.34 .35-.39 40-.44 45-.49 .50-.54 .55-.59 .60-.64 .65-.69 .70-.1.0

Weaker adherence to the rule of law Stronger adherence to the rule of law

*Scores are rounded to two decimal places.
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Factor 3 Factor 4

Open Government [I Fundamental Rights

Rank State Score* Rank State Score*
1 I‘ Guanajuato 0.66 1 Querétaro 0.57
2 Aguascalientes 0.57 2 Nuevo Ledn 0.56
3 Mexico City 0.55 3 Sinaloa 0.55
4 Baja California 0.55 4 Chihuahua 0.52
5 Sinaloa 0.55 5 Baja California 0.52
6 Hidalgo 0.54 6 Baja California Sur 0.52
7 Chihuahua 0.53 7 Aguascalientes 0.52
8 Quintana Roo 0.52 8 Coahuila 0.52
9 Sonora 0.52 9 Yucatan 0.51
10 Puebla 0.51 10 Colima 0.51
11 Durango 0.50 11 Tlaxcala 0.51
12 Zacatecas 0.50 12 Durango 0.51
13 Coahuila 0.49 13 Tamaulipas 0.50
14 Nayarit 0.49 14 Tabasco 0.49
15 State of Mexico 0.49 15 Hidalgo 0.49
16 Querétaro 0.49 16 Michoacan 0.48
* Average of the 32 states 0.48 * Average of the 32 states 0.48
17 Jalisco 0.48 17 Guanajuato 0.48
18 Tabasco 0.48 18 Zacatecas 0.48
19 Colima 0.48 19 San Luis Potosi 0.47
20 Tamaulipas 0.47 20 Campeche 0.47
21 Baja California Sur 0.47 21 Nayarit 0.47
22 San Luis Potosi 0.47 22 Mexico City 0.47
23 Michoacan 0.46 23 Jalisco 0.47
24 Morelos 0.46 24 Oaxaca 0.45
25 Veracruz 0.46 25 State of Mexico 0.45
26 Campeche 0.45 26 Morelos 0.44
27 Nuevo Ledn 0.44 27 Sonora 0.44
28 Yucatan 0.44 28 Chiapas 0.44
29 I Tlaxcala 0.39 29 Quintana Roo 0.44
30 I Chiapas 0.39 30 Guerrero 0.41
31 I Oaxaca 0.37 31 Puebla 0.41
32 I Guerrero 0.35 32 I Veracruz 0.39

0-.29 .30-.34 .35-.39 40-.44 45-.49 .50-.54 .55-.59 .60-.64 .65-.69 .70-.1.0

Weaker adherence to the rule of law Stronger adherence to the rule of law

*Scores are rounded to two decimal places.
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Factor 5 Factor 6

Order and Security E Regulatory Enforcement
Rank State Score* Rank State Score*
1 Yucatan 0.82 1 Guanajuato 0.49
2 Durango 0.64 2 Querétaro 0.47
3 Chiapas 0.60 3 Zacatecas 0.43
4 Baja California Sur 0.60 4 Campeche 0.42
5 Coahuila 0.59 5 Nuevo Ledn 0.41
6 Campeche 0.58 6 Tamaulipas 0.40
7 Nayarit 0.58 7 Aguascalientes 0.40
8 Veracruz 0.53 8 I Baja California Sur 0.39
9 Hidalgo 0.51 9 | Puebla 0.39
10 Sinaloa 0.51 10 || Chihuahua 0.38
11 Oaxaca 0.49 11 I Sinaloa 0.38
12 Aguascalientes 0.49 12 I Colima 0.38
13 Tamaulipas 0.49 13 I Baja California 0.38
14 Querétaro 0.46 14 I Durango 0.38
15 Michoacan 0.45 15 I Yucatan 0.38
. Average of the 32 states 0.43 16 | Veracruz 0.38
16 Tlaxcala 0.43 17 I State of Mexico 0.37
17 Zacatecas 0.42 * Average of the 32 states 0.37
18 | Nuevo Leon 0.40 18 || Tlaxcala 0.36
19 I Chihuahua 0.36 19 I San Luis Potosi 0.36
20 Guerrero 0.35 20 I Coahuila 0.35
21 [ San Luis Potosi 0.33 21 | Oaxaca 0.35
22 Jalisco 0.33 22 I Morelos 0.35
23 Guanajuato 0.32 23 Hidalgo 0.34
24 Colima 0.32 24 Michoacan 0.34
25 Puebla 0.32 25 Sonora 0.34
26 Baja California 0.31 26 Jalisco 0.34
27 Sonora 0.29 27 Nayarit 0.34
28 Mexico City 0.27 28 Quintana Roo 0.33
29 Quintana Roo 0.26 29 Guerrero 0.32
30 Morelos 0.26 30 Tabasco 0.30
31 State of Mexico 0.26 31 Mexico City 0.30
32 || Tabasco 0.25 32 || Chiapas 0.26

0-.29 .30-.34 .35-.39 40-.44 45-.49 .50-.54 .55-.59 .60-.64 .65-.69 .70-.1.0

Weaker adherence to the rule of law Stronger adherence to the rule of law

*Scores are rounded to two decimal places.
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Factor 7 Factor 8

Civil Justice EP Criminal Justice gb
Rank State Score* Rank State Score*
1 Guanajuato 0.45 1 Querétaro 0.51
2 Zacatecas 0.44 2 Sinaloa 0.44
3 Nuevo Ledn 0.43 3 Yucatan 0.42
4 Coahuila 0.42 4 Zacatecas 0.42
5 Durango 041 5 Aguascalientes 041
6 Aguascalientes 0.40 6 Guanajuato 041
7 Colima 0.40 7 Oaxaca 0.40
8 Chihuahua 0.40 8 I Baja California Sur 0.39
9 Querétaro 0.40 9 I Baja California 0.39
10 || Campeche 0.38 10 || Coahuila 0.39
11 | Sinaloa 0.38 11 | Nuevo Leon 0.39
12 | San Luis Potosi 0.37 12 | Nayarit 0.38
13 || Sonora 0.37 13 || Colima 0.38
14 I Baja California 0.37 14 I Chihuahua 0.37
15 I Hidalgo 0.36 15 I Tabasco 0.37
* Average of the 32 states 0.36 16 I Tamaulipas 0.37
16 || Baja California Sur 0.36 . Average of the 32 states 0.36
17 || Michoacan 0.36 17 [ Tlaxcala 0.36
18 I State of Mexico 0.35 18 I Hidalgo 0.35
19 I Tabasco 0.35 19 I Durango 0.35
20 | Yucatén 0.35 20 || Michoacan 0.35
21 I Nayarit 0.35 21 Sonora 0.34
22 I Tlaxcala 0.35 22 Jalisco 0.34
23 Morelos 0.34 23 San Luis Potosi 0.34
24 Tamaulipas 0.34 24 Campeche 0.33
25 Quintana Roo 0.33 25 Chiapas 0.32
26 Puebla 0.33 26 Quintana Roo 0.31
27 Jalisco 0.32 27 Guerrero 0.31
28 Chiapas 0.31 28 State of Mexico 0.30
29 Mexico City 0.31 29 Mexico City 0.29
30 Oaxaca 0.30 30 Veracruz 0.29
31 Guerrero 0.30 31 Morelos 0.29
32 | Veracruz 0.28 32 Puebla 0.27

0-.29 .30-.34 .35-.39 40-.44 45-.49 .50-.54 .55-.59 .60-.64 .65-.69 .70-.1.0

Weaker adherence to the rule of law Stronger adherence to the rule of law

*Scores are rounded to two decimal places.
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Executive Summary

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 is the fourth edition of the most compre-
hensive measurement of the rule of law in Mexico’s 32 states.

The Index presents data organized into eight factors of
the rule of law: 1) Constraints on Government Powers, 2)
Absence of Corruption, 3) Open Government, 4) Funda-
mental Rights, 5) Order and Security, 6) Regulatory Enfor-
cement, 7) Civil Justice, and 8) Criminal Justice. The scores
of the eight factors are disaggregated into 42 sub-factors,
which reflect the perspectives and experiences of more
than 12,800 citizens from all over the country and more
than 2,100 specialists in civil justice, criminal justice, labor
justice, and public health, as well as the results of a variety
of surveys and databases on topics related to the rule of
law (third-party sources).

The Index uses a scale from O to 1, where 1 indicates the
highest adherence to the rule of law. Like in the previous
edition, no state is close to the ideal score, and none rea-
ched a score higher than 0.5, which means that all states
face challenges to strengthen the rule of law.* The states
with the highest scores in the Mexico States Rule of Law In-
dex 2021-2022 are Querétaro (0.49), Yucatan (0.47), and
Guanajuato (0.46). This is the first time that Querétaro and
Guanajuato are in the top of the Index, while Yucatan was
in first place in the three previous editions. The states with
the lowest scores are Quintana Roo (0.36), Morelos (0.35),
and Guerrero (0.34).

The scores of this edition continue to show a stagnation,
and even a deterioration, regarding the rule of law in diffe-
rent states of the country. The general scores decreased in
14 states (Campeche, Chiapas, Coahuila, Colima, Guerre-
ro, Hidalgo, Mexico City, Michoacan, Morelos, Nayarit,
Oaxaca, San Luis Potosi, Sonora and Tabasco), increased

in six (Durango, Guanajuato, Nuevo Ledn, Querétaro,
Sinaloa and Tamaulipas), and did not change in 12 (Aguas-
calientes, Baja California, Baja California Sur, Chihuahua,
Jalisco, Puebla, Quintana Roo, State of Mexico, Tlaxcala,
Veracruz, Yucatan and Zacatecas).? These changes are
broadly explained by three trends. The first is a weakening
of institutional checks and balances to state governments
with a contraction of the civic space. The second is a dete-
rioration in criminal justice systems. The third is the lack of
progress in anti-corruption efforts.

1 Scores are rounded to two decimal places.

A. Weakening of institutional checks and balances and
contraction of civic space.

The results of this edition show a deterioration of the
checks and balances to the state executive powers. The
score for Factor 1: Constrains on Government Powers
decreased in 17 states (Aguascalientes, Baja California,
Coahuila, Colima, Hidalgo, Jalisco, Mexico City, Morelos,
Nayarit, Oaxaca, Quintana Roo, San Luis Potosi, Sinaloa,
Sonora, State of Mexico, Tabasco, and Zacatecas) and had
no changes in 9 (Baja California Sur, Campeche, Chiapas,
Guanajuato, Guerrero, Michoacan, Nuevo Ledn, Pue-

bla, and Tlaxcala). These decreases are explained by two
trends. The first is the weakening of the local legislatures
and the judiciaries to act as effective checks and balances
to state government powers (sub-factors 1.1 and 1.2, with
decreases in 23 and 22 states, respectively). The second is
the contraction of civic space, reflected in decreases in 15
states in the indicator that measures the effectiveness of
civil society, political parties, and the press in acting as an
effective check to executive power. In this aspect, 5 states
have no change and 12 increased their score.

B. Deterioration of justice systems

This edition also shows a deterioration in the performan-
ce of the justice systems. In the criminal area, scores for
Factor 8: Criminal Justice decreased in 14 states (Aguas-
calientes, Campeche, Chihuahua, Colima, Coahuila, State
of Mexico, Guerrero, Hidalgo, Morelos, Nayarit, Puebla,
San Luis Potosi, Sonora, and Tabasco), had no changes

in 10 (Chiapas, Mexico City, Guanajuato, Michoacan,
Nuevo Ledn, Oaxaca, Quintana Roo, Tamaulipas, Yucatan,
and Zacatecas), and increased in 8 (Baja California, Baja
California Sur, Durango, Jalisco, Queretaro, Sinaloa, Tlax-
cala, and Veracruz). These results are like the previous
edition, in which 16 states decreased their score. Of the
14 states that decreased this year, six decreased in the
previous edition.

The indicators with decreases in most states were (a) the
guarantee of victims’ rights (sub-factor 8.3, with decreases
in 21 states), (b) adherence to due process (sub-factor 8.4,
with decreases in 19 states); and (c) the impartiality, inde-
pendence, and absence of corruption in the criminal justi-
ce system (sub-factor 8.5, with decreases in 18 states).

The effectiveness of the investigations by the police and
the Prosecutor’s Office (Ministerio Publico) continues to

2 Check the methodology section for details on the measurement and calculation of score changes.
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be the greatest challenge in Criminal Justice (sub-factor
8.1, with decreases in 18 states and had already decrea-
sed in 15), with all states having their lowest scores in this
aspect of Factor 8. This is largely due to the ‘dark figure’, or
the number of crimes that are not reported or recorded by
the police. INEGI estimates this figure at 93.3% nationally,
according to the National Survey on Victimization and
Perception of Public Security (ENVIPE) 2021.

In the civil and administrative area, Factor 7: Civil Justice
decreased in 18 states (Campeche, Chiapas, Mexico City,
Colima, Durango, State of Mexico, Guerrero, Hidalgo,
Jalisco, Michoacan, Morelos, Oaxaca, Puebla, San Luis
Potosi, Sonora, Tamaulipas, Veracruz, and Yucatan). In this
area, the indicator with more decreases is sub-factor 7.6,
which measures whether the civil justice system is timely,
which decreased in 18 states (Baja California, Campeche,
Chiapas, Mexico City, Durango, State of Mexico, Guerre-
ro, Hidalgo, Jalisco, Michoacan, Morelos, Oaxaca, Puebla,
Querétaro, Sinaloa, Tamaulipas, Veracruz, and Yucatan). On
the other hand, alternative dispute resolution mechanisms
continue to be an attractive alternative to improve access
to justice. Within Factor 7, the scores of sub-factor 7.8 are
the highest in most states.

C. Stagnation in the fight against corruption

As in previous years, this edition of the Index shows

a lack of progress in Factor 2: Absence of Corruption,

with decreases in 16 states (Baja California Sur, Campe-
che, Chihuahua, Colima, Guerrero, Hidalgo, Michoacan,
Morelos, Nayarit, Oaxaca, Quintana Roo, San Luis Potosi,
State of Mexico, Tabasco, Tamaulipas, and Yucatan), and
no changes in 11 (Aguascalientes, Baja California, Chiapas,
Coahuila, Guanajuato, Jalisco, Mexico City, Puebla, Sina-
loa, Sonora, and Tlaxcala). The aspects with most decrea-
ses were absence of corruption in the judiciary (sub-factor
2.2, with decreases in 21 states), absence of corruption in
the security and law enforcement systems (sub-factor 2.3,
with decreases in 17 states) and absence of corruption in
the state executive branch (sub-factor 2.1, with decreases
in 17 states and no changes in 6).

D. Security

Finally, data from the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
2021-2022 show that, even though the country still faces
a severe security crisis, there has been slight progress.
Factor 5 scores increased in 19 states (Aguascalientes,
Baja California, Guanajuato, Guerrero, Jalisco, Mexico City,
Michoacan, Morelos, Nuevo Ledn, Oaxaca, Puebla, Queré-
taro, Quintana Roo, Sinaloa, State of Mexico, Tamaulipas,
Tlaxcala, Veracruz, and Zacatecas), with perceptions of
security (sub-factor 5.3) increasing in 24 states.
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What is the Rule of Law
and How is it Measured?

What is the Rule of Law?

The rule of law is a principle of governance in which the
government as well as private actors are accountable
under the law and the laws are clear, publicized, stable,
and just, applied evenly, and protect fundamental rights.
The rule of law is a guiding principle that connects au-
thorities and citizens through the establishment of rights,
obligations, and constraints in order for people to live in
harmony, access better opportunities, participate in the
decisions made by their communities, and enjoy a safe
life and property. The rule of law is one of the pillars for
societies to promote equality of opportunities, sustainable
development, effective democracy, and peace.

The rule of law is an essential element of sustainable
development and was recognized by the international
community and made part of Goal 16 of the 2030 Agenda
for Sustainable Development, approved by the United
Nations (UN) General Assembly in 2015. Goal 16 aims to
promote fair, peaceful, and inclusive societies, and target
16.3 specifically invites countries to “promote the rule

of law at the national and international levels and ensure
equal access to justice for all.”

How is the Rule of Law Measured? Conceptual Framework
of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index

The rule of law as a concept is notoriously difficult to
define and measure. The Mexico States Rule of Law Index
2021-2022 approaches this challenge by building a series
of indicators that capture multiple outcomes of the rule
of law in everyday life, defined using the four universal
principles highlighted in Box 2.

Box 2. Four Universal Principles of the Rule of Law

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index uses a conceptual
framework and methodology that are very similar to
those used by WJP around the world, but has adapted the
concepts, surveys, and third-party sources to the Mexican
context in order to provide a comprehensive summary of
the rule of law situation in each of the states and respond
to the national reality, availability of data, institutional
architecture, and competencies of the different levels of
government. The Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-
2022 is comprised of 42 sub-factors, which are organized
in eight factors: Constraints on Government Powers,
Absence of Corruption, Open Government, Fundamental
Rights, Order and Security, Regulatory Enforcement, Civil
Justice, and Criminal Justice. The conceptual framework
connecting these indicators is based on two main princi-
ples regarding the relationship between the government
and the citizens. First, the law imposes limits on the
exercise of power by the state and its agents, as well as by
individuals and private entities. This is measured in fac-
tors 1, 2, 3, and 4. Second, the state limits the actions of
members of society and fulfills its basic duties towards its
population so that the public interest is served, people are
protected from violence, and all members of society have
access to dispute resolution and grievance mechanisms.
This is measured in factors 5, 6, 7, and 8.

The WJP uses a working definition of the rule of law based on four universal principles, derived from internationally accepted
standards. The rule of law is a system where the following four universal principles are upheld:

1. Accountability: The government as well as private actors are
accountable under the law.

2. Just Laws: The laws are clear, publicized, stable, and just; are
applied evenly; and protect fundamental rights, including
the security of persons and property and certain core human
rights.

3. Just Process: The processes by which the laws are enacted,
administered, and enforced are accessible, fair, and efficient.

4. Accessible & Impartial Dispute Resolution: Justice is delivered
timely by competent, ethical, and independent representatives
and neutrals who are accessible, have adequate resources, and
reflect the makeup of the communities they serve.

3 UN, A/RES/70/1, Resolution approved by the General Meeting on September 25th, 2015: Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development. October 21st, 2015, pp. 2. Available from: un.org/es/comun/docs/?symbol=A/RES/70/1.

4 Refer to the Methodology section for detailed information on the differences between the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 and the global

WJP Rule of Law Index.

5 Each of the 42 sub-factors are written as a statement that reflects concrete aspects of the rule of law and that fulfill certain characteristics, such as
providing a clear interpretation of the concept for measurement, measuring progress towards a specific goal of the rule of law, providing a balanced
measurement of each concept, and being sensitive to changes over time [Vera Institute of Justice (2003), Measuring Progress toward Safety and Justice:
A Global Guide to the Design of Performance Indicators across the Justice Sector].

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



Factors and Sub-Factors of the
Mexico States Rule of Law Index®

Factor 1.
Constraints on Government Powers: Factor 1 measures the
extent to which those who govern are bound by law. It
comprises the means, both constitutional and institutio-
nal, by which the powers of the government, mayors, and
other authorities in the state’s executive branch are
limited and held accountable under the law for their
actions. This factor also considers the role played by the
non-governmental checks on the government’s power,
such as the press, civil society organizations, and political
parties. Specifically, the factor is comprised of the
following six sub-factors:

1.1 Government powers are effectively limited
by the local legislature
Measures whether local legislative bodies have the
ability in practice to exercise effective checks on and
oversight of the government. It also measures whether
legislators in the opposition can express their opinions
against government policies without fear of retaliation.

1.2 Government powers are effectively limited
by the local judiciary
Measures whether the judiciary has the independence
and the ability in practice to exercise effective checks
on the state government and whether authorities
comply with the decisions of courts.

1.3 Government powers are effectively limited
by independent auditing and review
Measures whether comptrollers or auditors, as well as
human rights ombudsman agencies, have sufficient
independence and the ability to exercise effective
checks on and oversight of the state government and
apply penalties in practice.

1.4 State government officials are penalized when they abuse
their powers or fail to comply with regulations
Measures whether government officials who abuse
their powers or fail to comply with regulations are
punished in practice. It considers officials in the
executive, legislative and judicial branches, as well as
police officers.

1.5 State government powers are subject to non-governmen-
tal checks from civil society, political parties and the press
Measures whether journalists, civil society organiza-
tions, political parties, activists and individuals are
free to report and comment on government policies
without fear of retaliation. It also measures whether
people can speak freely and protest peacefully against

the government or whether they can present petitions
to the government.

1.6 Elections are free, clean and transparent
Measures the integrity of the electoral process, inclu-
ding access to the ballot, the absence of intimidation,
and public scrutiny of election results.

& Factor 2.

Absence of Corruption: This factor measures absence of
corruption, defined as the use of public power to obtain
private benefits in the local executive branch, the judi-
ciary, the legislature, and the safety and law enforcement
systems. This factor considers three types of corruption:
bribery, improper influence, and misappropriation of
public funds and is divided in four sub-factors.

2.1 Government officials in the state executive branch
do not commit acts of corruption
Measures the integrity of officials in the state executi-
ve branch through the absence of bribery, informal
payments and other inducements in the delivery of
public services, and the enforcement of regulations. It
also measures the transparency of bidding processes
and whether the government officials refrain from
embezzling public funds.

2.2 Government officials in the judicial branch do not use
public office for private gain
Measures whether judges and judicial officials refrain
from soliciting and accepting bribes to perform duties or
expedite processes, and whether the judiciary and judi-
cial rulings are free of improper influence by the govern-
ment, private interests, and criminal organizations.

2.3 Government officials in the safety and law enforcement
systems do not use public office for private gain
Measures whether police officers and criminal inves-
tigators refrain from soliciting and accepting bribes,
and whether they are free from improper influence by
private interests or criminal organizations. It also mea-
sures the absence of corruption in the army and navy.

2.4 Government officials in the legislative branch
do not use public office for private gain
Measures whether members of the legislature refrain
from soliciting or accepting bribes or other induce-
ments in exchange for political favors or favorable
votes on legislation.

6 For more information regarding each factor and sub-factor in the global WJP Rule of Law Index, visit the website worldjusticeproject.org.

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



[§ Factor 3.

Open Government: Factor 3 measures the openness of go-
vernment, defined by the extent to which the government
shares information, empowers people with tools to hold

it accountable, and fosters citizen participation in policy
decision-making. In other words, it measures whether ci-
tizens can know about the actions of the government and
whether they can influence the decision-making process.
The factor presents information from the Open Gover-
nment Metric, developed by the National Institute of
Access to Information (INAI) and the Center for Economic
Research and Teaching (CIDE), which uses an extremely
robust conceptual framework and methodology and is
transparent and public. The Open Government Metric in-
corporates two fundamental aspects of open government:
citizen participation (3.1) and transparency (3.2).

3.1 Civic participation in decision-making
Measures whether citizens can effectively participate
in the public policy process.

3.2 The right to public information is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether citizens have access to public
information and open data, including availability of
information (active transparency) and the response to
requests for information (passive transparency). It also
measures how feasible it is for citizens to obtain public
information in a prompt and complete manner.

11 Factor 4.

Fundamental Rights: Factor 4 measures the effective
protection of human rights, recognizing that a gover-
nance system that does not guarantee the fundamental
rights established by international law is not a rule of law
system. This factor focuses on civil and individual rights
established under the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, which are most closely related to the rule of law
(first-generation rights), leaving aside the second- and
third-generation rights (economic, social, and solidarity
rights), which are measured, directly or indirectly, by other
metrics. Currently, in Mexico there is no adequate data
to measure sub-factor 4.2 on a state level, and it cannot
be properly quantified through surveys. Therefore, it has
been left as an empty value that has no effect on scores.

4.1 Equal treatment and absence of discrimination
Measures whether, in practice, people are free from discri-
mination, which is understood as a distinction, exclusion,
restriction, or preference based on socio-economic status,
gender, race, ethnicity, religion, national origin, sexual
orientation, gender identity, disability, or educational level,
with respect to public services or everyday experiences.

4.2 The right to life and security of the person
is effectively guaranteed
Measures the absence of extrajudicial executions,
forced disappearances, and whether political dissidents
or activists are subjected to unjustified detentions,
threats, abusive treatment, or violence.

4.3 Due process of the law and rights of the accused
are effectively guaranteed
Measures respect for investigation rules and due
process. It measures whether the basic rights of crimi-
nal suspects are respected, including the presumption
of innocence, the freedom from arbitrary arrest and
unreasonable pre-trial detention, the right not to be
tortured, to have a fair and public trial before an
independent, competent, and impartial court, and the
right to adequate legal assistance. In addition, it mea-
sures whether the principle of equality is respected in
the criminal process.

4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression is effectively
guaranteed
Measures whether journalists, civil society organiza-
tions, political parties, and individuals are free to report
and comment on government policies without fear of
retaliation. The sub-factor also measures whether
people may speak freely and protest peacefully against
the government and whether they may present
petitions to the government.

4.5 Freedom of belief and religion is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether people can worship and conduct
religious practices freely and publicly, without fear of
retaliation.

4.6 The right to privacy is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether the police or other government
officials spy on activists and the opposition on by inter-
cepting electronic communications, and whether they
conduct physical searches without warrants.

4.7 Freedom of assembly and association
is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether people can freely attend peaceful
protests, community meetings, sign petitions, and join
political organizations without fear of retaliation.

4.8 Fundamental labor rights are effectively guaranteed
Measures the effective enforcement of fundamental
labor rights, including the right to social security, safety
and health conditions at work, freedom of association
and the right to collective bargaining, the absence of
discrimination with respect to employment, and the
freedom from forced labor and child labor.
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B Factor5.

Order & Security: Factor 5 measures whether the state
effectively guarantees the safety of people and property.
Security is one of the defining aspects of any society with
rule of law and is a fundamental function of the state.

It is also a precondition for the realization of rights and

freedoms that the rule of law seeks to advance. This factor
does not include crimes such as drug trafficking, organized

crime, money laundering, theft of fuel, and human traffic-
king, among others, because these crimes are not suitable
for measurement through surveys and there is currently
no consistent, uniform, high-quality data for them in the
country. The violence caused by organized crime is indi-
rectly captured by the number of homicides and percep-
tions of security.

5.1 Absence of homicidess
Measures the homicide rate for every 100,000 people
as an approximation of peace by recognizing that the
state is responsible for protecting people’s lives.

5.2 Absence of crime
Measures the absence of crimes that directly affect
people and homes. It incorporates measurements of
the incidence and prevalence of crimes.

5.3 Perception of security
Measures whether people feel safe and secure in their
state and in spaces such as their homes, work, streets,
schools, markets, parks, malls, banks, ATMs, public
transport, cars, and roads. It also measures the
perception of security of businesses in the state.

Factor 6.
Regulatory Enforcement: Factor 6 measures the extent to
which regulations are enforced fairly and effectively. Fac-
tor 6 does not assess which activities a government choo-
ses to regulate, nor does it consider how much regulation
of a particular activity is appropriate. Rather, it examines
how regulations are implemented and enforced in aspects
such as public health, workplace safety, environmental
protection, and commercial activities.

6.1 Government regulations are effectively enforced
Measures whether government regulations such as
labor, environmental, commercial, and public health
are effectively enforced and whether authorities
investigate and penalize those that don’'t comply with
regulations.

6.2 Government regulations are applied and enforced wi-
thout corruption
Measures whether the enforcement of regulations and
processes such as payments are subject to corruption
and improper influences.

6.3 Administrative proceedings are conducted effectively
and efficiently
Measures whether administrative procedures are
conducted effectively, efficiently, and without
unreasonable delay.

6.4 Due process is respected in administrative proceedings
Measures whether due process of the law is respected
in administrative proceedings.

6.5 The state government does not expropriate without
lawful process and adequate compensation
Measures whether the government respects the
property rights of people and corporations, refrains
from the illegal expropriation of private property, and
provides adequate compensation when property is
legally expropriated without delays. This sub-factor
considers direct and indirect expropriation and also
measures the respect of intellectual property.

Il Factor 7.

Civil Justice: Factor 7 measures whether people can resolve
their grievances peacefully and effectively through the
civil justice system. To guarantee access to civil justice,
people need to know and trust the formal mechanisms

to resolve legal problems (7.1), that there is availability

of adequate and affordable counsel (7.2), and that civil
justice does not impose barriers through expenses or bu-
reaucratic processes (7.3). The effective application of civil
justice also requires that the system is impartial, indepen-
dent, and free of corruption and undue influences (7.4);
that respects due process (7.5); with procedures that are
performed in a timely matter and without unreasonable
delay (7.6); and judicial resolutions that are applied effec-
tively (7.7). Lastly, this factor measures the accessibility,
impartiality, and effectiveness of mediation and arbitration
systems that allow dispute resolution (7.8).

7.1 People know their rights and trust civil justice institutions
Measures whether people are aware of their rights,
know what to do and where to go when faced with a
civil legal problem, and whether they trust the formal
mechanisms to solve disputes. It also includes a
measurement of the difficulties faced by people due
to lack of information.

7.2 People have access to information and affordable quality
legal counsel when facing legal problems or disputes
Measures whether people have access to adequate,
affordable, and quality legal counsel when facing civil and
labor legal problems, including free legal assistance if they
lack the means to pay for it.

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



7.3 People can resolve their legal problems easily and
without high costs or bureaucratic procedures
Measures whether people can access the civil justice
system without facing high costs or problems caused
by the complexity of requirements and procedures.

7.4 The civil justice system is impartial, independent,
and free of corruption
Measures whether the civil justice system is free of
discrimination, corruption, and improper influences.
The sub-factor includes measurements on the use of
bribery to rush processes or favor a particular party, as
well as the use of improper influence in the designation
and promotion of court personnel. It also quantifies
whether judges solve cases independently and
objectively.

7.5 The civil justice system guarantees a quality process
Measures whether the civil justice system respects
due process and guarantees quality processes and
resolutions. It also includes variables regarding the
adequate education and professionalization of
mediators and judges.

7.6 The civil justice system is not subject to
unreasonable delay
Measures whether civil justice proceedings are
conducted in a timely manner and without
unreasonable delay during the resolution of disputes.

7.7 Resolutions of civil and administrative courts
are effectively enforced
Measures whether the civil justice system effectively
solves disputes and if civil justice decisions are
effectively and efficiently enforced.

7.8 Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms are accessible,
impartial and effective
Measures whether alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms are accessible, efficient, enforceable,
timely, and free of corruption.

Factor 8.
Criminal Justice: Factor 8 evaluates the effectiveness and
quality of the criminal justice system. An effective criminal
justice system is a key aspect of the rule of law, as it
constitutes the conventional mechanism to redress
grievances. A quality criminal justice system must respect
the rights of victims and the accused. Therefore a
comprehensive assessment of the criminal justice system
must take into consideration the actions of all participants
in the system, including the police, lawyers, legal counsels
for victims, prosecutors, judges, and prison personnel.

8.1 The police and the public ministry investigate
crimes effectively
Measures whether the justice system is effective at
solving crimes and respecting due process. It includes
structural variables such as resources, equipment and
technology, sufficiency of personnel, training, and
education of agents in charge of the investigation of
crimes, the sufficiency of crime information systems,
and indicators of outcomes regarding the effectiveness
of investigations.

8.2 The criminal adjudication system is timely and effective
Measures whether the criminal adjudication system
is timely and effective, including whether it can solve
cases effectively and without unreasonable delays.

8.3 Victim’s rights are effectively guaranteed
Measures whether the criminal justice system respects
victims' rights. It includes medical and psychological
assistance, legal counsel, restitution, protection, and the
effectiveness of alternative mechanisms to solve
disputes in criminal matters.

8.4 Due process of the law for the accused is effectively
guaranteed
Measures whether due process of the law is respected,
including the presumption of innocence, the principle
of equality in the criminal process, absence of discri-
mi-nation, the treatment received by detained people,
the right to an adequate defense, and the right to a
public trial before a competent and impartial judge.

8.5 Criminal justice system is impartial, independent,
and free of corruption
Measures whether the police and criminal judges are
impartial, independent, and free of corruption and
improper influence. The sub-factor includes measure-
ments of the use of bribery and the improper influence
of political powers, economic powers, and organized
crime to favor a party in the criminal process. It also
includes measurements for the use of bribery and
improper influence in the recruiting and promotion
processes.

8.6 The prison system guarantees the safety and rights
of detained people
Measures whether the prison system guarantees con-
ditions of safety and order and respects the rights of
the detained. It also measures the absence of corrup-
tion and the effectiveness of the prison system in redu-
cing recidivism.
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Sources of information

The indicators presented in the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 measure the ad-
herence to the rule of law through 42 sub-factors that reflect the experiences and percep-

tions of people in Mexico’s 32 states.

The Index uses three different sources of information:

i) a General Population Poll (GPP), ii) Qualified Respon-
dents’ Questionnaires (QRQs) for experts and attorneys
who practice in each of the 32 states, and iii) official
statistics and databases compiled by other institutions (or
third-party sources). The use of three sources allows WJP
to measure the rule of law from different complementary
perspectives, use a large number of questions, and use the
best sources for measurement of the different concepts,
which reduces the bias that could come from a single
method of data collection.

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index is the result of a long
process of development, validation, and consultation. The
surveys, designed by the WJP, are the result of a compre-
hensive consultation with academia and experts and of
feedback from different forums and meetings. Third-party
sources were selected by the WJP team after reviewing
over 30 databases and surveys. The indicators were built
following strict methodological criteria, reviewed for their
conceptual consistency, validated using other metrics and
indices, and subjected to a sensitivity analysis to gua-
rantee their reliability. The objective of this Index is to pro-
vide reliable information that can be compared over time
and used for public policy design in Mexico.

1. General Population Poll

The general population poll for the Mexico States Rule of
Law Index 2021-2022 was administered to a representa-
tive sample of 400 adults in each state, yielding a total of
12,800 surveyed individuals. The GPP was applied in a
coordinated manner by six leading public opinion compa-
nies in Mexico from September to October 2021.

The GPP was designed by WJP and includes questions
regarding the perception and experience of issues such as
funda-mental rights, civic participation, knowledge of the
law, discrimination, contact with police and armed forces,
corruption, safety, institutional performance, ordinary
justice, and elections. The interviews were conducted
face-to-face using tablets and smartphones. In order to
guarantee the quality of the information, traditional in-situ
supervision techniques were applied by the field person-
nel and remote supervision techniques were applied in
real time by the survey monitoring company.

2. Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaires

WJP designed four Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaires
(QRQs), aimed at attorneys specialized in: i) civil, adminis—-
trative, and commercial law; ii) criminal law; and iii) labor
law; as well as health personnel specialized in iv) public
health. The QRQs include questions regarding the per-
ception of the performance of state authorities, focused
specifically on the performance of justice authorities in
the specialized fields of each surveyed individual. WJP co-
llected more than 20,000 attorney and specialist contacts
across the entire country and invited them to respond the
questionnaires. Finally, WJP administered the online sur-
veys from October 2021 and January 2022 and obtained
2,196 complete surveys.

Box 3. Citizens hearing citizens: experiences during fieldwork

The WJP works with leading polling companies in Mexico to apply the General Population Poll to 12,800 respondents throughout
the country. This is an exercise of citizens listening to other citizens, in which translation services or interpreters were used when
necessary. Pollsters sought to generate empathy and gain people’s trust to ask about potentially sensitive issues and were exposed
to situations of insecurity and violence, such as threats and robbery, but managed to capture the perception and experience of the

general population in Mexico about rule of law matters.

The survey companies that worked with WJP for the Mexico States Rule of Law Index were:

1. Data Opinién Publica y Mercados: Coordination and monitoring
of fieldwork.

2. BGC: Fieldwork in Chiapas, Guerrero, Mexico City, Nuevo Ledn,
Oaxaca, Tabasco,Tamaulipas, Tlaxcala, and Zacatecas.

3. Buendia & Marquez: Fieldwork in Baja California, Baja California
Sur, Chihuahua, Coahuila, San Luis Potosi, Sinaloa, and Sonora.

4. Ipsos: Fieldwork in Aguascalientes, Campeche, Colima,
Durango, Guanajuato, Jalisco, Nayarit, and Veracruz.

5. Olivares Plata Consultores: Fieldwork in Michoacan, Morelos,
Querétaro, and State of Mexico.

6. Pulso Mercadolégico: Fieldwork in Hidalgo, Puebla,
Quintana Roo, and Yucatan.
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3. Third-party sources

The WJP compiled administrative information and state
representative surveys about rule of law topics to com-
plement the WJP's other sources of information. The WJP
used five criteria to select and include the data. The data
had to be: i) conceptually valid, ii) timely, iii) disaggregated
by state, iv) representative at the state level, and v) compi-
led using a transparent and robust methodology.

In total, 56 variables from 12 third-party sources were

included in the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022:

administrative records of murder rates by the National
Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI), the National
Survey on Victimization and Perception of Public Safety
(ENVIPE) by INEGI, the National Survey of Population De-
prived of Liberty (ENPOL) by INEGI, the National Survey
on the Dynamics of Relationships in Homes (ENDIREH)
by INEGI, the National Survey of Occupation and Emplo-
yment (ENOE) by INEGI, the Na-tional Survey on Gover-
nment Impact and Quality (ENCIG) by INEGI, the National
Survey on Discrimination (ENADIS) by the National Coun-
cil to Prevent Discrimination (CONAPRED) and INEGI, the
National Survey on Victimization of Companies (ENVE)

by INEGI, the record of murdered journalists (Article 19),
INAI and CIDE Open Government Metric, the database
of the National Diagnosis of Prison Supervision (DNSP)
by the National Commission on Human Rights (CNDH),
and prison statistics journals taken by the Secretariat of
Security and Citizen Protection (SSPC).”

7 Refer to the Methodology section to find more details about third-party sources.
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State Profiles
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How to

read

the State Profiles

The state profiles show scores for each of the factors and sub-factors in the Mexico States
Rule of Law Index 2021-2022. Scores range from O to 1, where 1 indicates the highest
adherence to the rule of law. Each profile consists of four sections, outlined below.

g Section 1 oy

mmSection 2 g

m Section 3 g

Section 1

Displays the state’s overall score for the Mexico
States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022, the state’s
ranking, and a map that shows where the state
is located. It also includes the change of score
and position of the state with respect to the
previous edition of the Index, as well as arrows
indicating the direction of the change.

Section 2

Displays the state’s individual factor scores for
the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022
and compares the state’s ranking to other sta-

tes. It also includes arrows indicating changes

in the scores of the factors with respect to the
previous edition of the Index.

Section 3

Displays the state’s scores for each of the eight
factors of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
2021-2022. The center of the circle represents
the lowest score (0) and the outside of the
circle represents the highest score (1). The color
area shows the state’s scores, while the black
dotted line shows the average score for the 32
states.

Section 4

Presents the state’s disaggregated scores for
each of the 42 sub-factors of the Mexico States
Rule of Law Index 2021-2022. The black line
shows the average score for the 32 states.
Sub-factor 4.2 is not included in the measure-
ment because there are no current systema-
tized records to measure the concept in the
country. Refer to the Methodology section for
more details.
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Aguascalientes

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Baja California

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Baja California Sur

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022
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Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_ll Il Government Powers 0.44 10/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 0.36 15/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.47 21/32
09/32 0.00 -1v
& & Fundamental
£ i 0.52 06/32
G Order & Security 0.60 04/32
Regulatory 0.39 08/32
Enforcement
511 Civil Justice 0.36 16/32
Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.39 08/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fh i e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
1.1 N 051 4.1 NI 0.44 7.1 I 0.33
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 0.47 4.2 - 7.2 I 0.38
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 W | 0.25 43 0.44 s legal counsclal in civil justice 050
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 L . ’
Affordable civil justice without
44 I - 0.61 bureaucratic processes
14 _ I o 0.35 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.45
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 078 Impartial and independent civil
15 _I- 0.61 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 0.40
4.6 I | 0.36 Quality civil justice
1.6 I 0.46 Right to privacy 7.6 0.29
Elections comply with the law 47 N 0.63 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 0.36
6 4.8 N 0.36 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 0.39
2.1 [ 0.36 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security gb
22— 045 st
——— ! 5.1 [ 0.42 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
2.3 [ | 0.28 8.1 [ 0.21
~ n ool i : 5.2 I . 0.75 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 W 096
24 0.35 5.3 _I- 0.63 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 e 0.50
I:I Rights of victims
Open G " Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 0.44
pen Government Due process of law
6.1 N 040 o p— a5
31 I | 0.30 Efficient regulatory enforcement ' N . . :
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I 0.44 justice free of corruption
3.2 0.64 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 I 0.50
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63 I 037 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 NN 0.33
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 I 0.40
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Campeche

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022
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Factor Score Score Rank
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Chiapas

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Chihuahua

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Ciudad de México

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Coahuila

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Colima

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Durango

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Estado de México

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0,36 4 Constraints on
_ | il Government Powers 0.39 26/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 030  31/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.49 15/32
28/32 0.00
& & Fundamental
£ i 045 25/32
G Order & Security 0.26 31/32
Regulatory 0.37 17/32
Enforcement
S]3 cwitustice 035  18/32
“ Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.30 28/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fh i e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
1.1 [ | 038 41 NN | 0.36 7.1 I | 027
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 [ 0.46 4.2 - 72 I | 0.34
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 0.28 43 I | 0.35 s legal counsclail in civil justice o2
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 I . . ’
Affordable civil justice without
44 N | 0.47 bureaucratic processes
14 _I L 039 Freedom of opinion 7.4 I 0.41
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 I 0.76 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.47 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 || 0.43
46 1 | 0.32 Quality civil justice
1.6 I | 0.33 Right to privacy 76 0.31
Elections comply with the law 47 I | 0.54 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 0.34
6 4.8 0.31 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 0.42
21 .| 0.28 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security éb
22 — 041 st
A | 5.1 I | 0.25 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides 81 I | 0.16
23 F 'I'I 0.22 5.2 [ [ 0.21 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 W 021
24 0.28 5.3 _ I 0.31 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ | 0.37
I:I Rights of victims
Open G " Regulatory Enforcement 84 Immmmmwm | 0.35
pen Government Due process of law
6.1 | 033 o5 pum— 099
3.1 0.35 Efficient regulatory enforcement ' . . . :
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I | 0.35 justice free of corruption
3.2 0.62 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 I | 0.31
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63 I 0.49 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 6.4 NN 0.33
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 0.37
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Guanajuato

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.46 a Constraints on
_Il Il Government Powers 0.48 03/32
0.0 1.0 ®  Absence of
a Corruption 043 03/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank
|:I Open Government** 0.66 01/32 * %
03/32 0.01 4 4 .
& & Fundamental
" Rights 0.48 17/32
G Order & Security  0.32 23/32 A
Regulatory 049  01/32
Enforcement
T3 civitsustice 045  01/32
f Key
gb Criminal Justice 041 06/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
" ° o
h i iy
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
1.1 0.44 4.1 0.44 7.1 | 0.34
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1.2 0.58 4.2 - 72 . 0.48
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 0.34 43 I 0.43 s legal counsrl in civil justice oo
Independent auditing Due process of law : _- — . .
Affordable civil justice without
4.4 _|| 0.54 bureaucratic processes
14 IEEESSE 0.45 Freedom of opinion 74 0.50
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _I 076 Impartial and independent civil
15 _“ 0.54 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.45
4.6 N | 0.33 Quality civil justice
1.6 _l. 0.53 Right to privacy 7.6 _l. 0.37
Elections comply with the law 4.7 I 0.59 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 N 0.42
6 48 I | 0.29 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.55
2.1 - 0.47 E Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security g@
2.2 [ : - :
— | 0.52 51 M | 0.08 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary .
Absence of homicides
2.3 [ 0.37 8.1 mn 0.26
I police/military : 5.2 I | 0.54 Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
8.2 [N 0.37
2.4 e 0.35 5.3 _ I 0.34 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [N 048
I:I Rights of victims
Oen G - Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ 0.43
pen Lovernmen Due process of law
e °% 55 mm— 042
3.1 I 0.59 Efficient regulatory enforcement : n 5 s :
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
¢.2 0.74 justice free of corruption
3.2 I 0.73 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 e 0.49
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63— 042 humanighs
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 6.4 I 045
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 I 0.46
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Guerrero

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0,34 & Constraints on
_ I Il Government Powers 0.39 24/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 6O Corruption 031 28/32
Overall Rank Change i Change in rank
veral an ange In score iange In rani I:I Open Govemment** 0.35 32/32 %
32/32 -0.01 v
& Fundamental
| | i 041 30/32
b orderssecrity 035 2032 A
Regulatory 0.32 29/32
Enforcement
418 civilustice 030  31/32
Key
‘ (ﬁﬁO Criminal Justice 0.31 27/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
] 1"t e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
1.1 [ 042 41 N | 0.32 71 I | 0.24
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 0.47 4.2 - 72 I | 0.27
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 | 0.23 43 I | 0.38 s legal counsrl in civil justice 020
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 L . ’
Affordable civil justice without
44 IS | 0.45 bureaucratic processes
14 _I L 039 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.34
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 I 076 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.45 . - : justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.29
4.6 A [ 0.24 Quality civil justice
1.6 S | 0.36 Right to privacy 76 0.23
Elections comply with the law 47 I | 0.55 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 I | 0.28
6 48 I | 0.20 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 045
2.1 e | 0.28 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security éb
22 s 0.36 - .
——— I 51 W | 0.08 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
2.3 [ | 0.31 81 W | 0.15
~ ool i : 5.2 I 0.58 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 I | 020
24 0.29 5.3 _ | 0.38 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
83 [mmmmmm | 0.36
I:I Rights of victims
Open G " Regulatory Enforcement 84 I | 0.38
pen Government Due process of law
o1 I 0% 55— 036
31 . [ 0.20 Efficient regulatory enforcement ' N " . ’
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
.2 I | 0.39 justice free of corruption
32 S | 0.50 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 [ | 0.35
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
o3 I | 0.28 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 N | 025
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 0.36
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Hidalgo

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.42 a Constraints on
_I Il Government Powers 0.42 14/32
0.0 1.0 & Absence of
e Corruption 0.35 16/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank *%
I:' Open Government** 0.54 06/32 * %
14/32 -0.02 v 3 v
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" Rights 0.49 15/32
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AD criminaustice 035 18/32 W Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
] it &
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1.2 047 4.2 - 7.2 I | 0.37
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13 0.30 43 I 0.44 s legal counsial in civil justice 02
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14 I 0.39 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.47
Sanctions for official misconduct Impartial and independent civil
15 0.53 4.5 _ | 0.72 justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.40
4.6 N 0.42 Quality civil justice
Elections comply with the law 4.7 I | 0.54 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 0.36
6 48 R 0.39 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.44
2.1 [ 0.33 E Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security gb
22 [ 0.45 - :
In the judicia | 5.1 [N 0.33 Criminal Justice
) Y Absence of homicides 81 W 0.19
28 o e mitary 052 52 075 Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
8.2 [ | 0.31
24 0.31 5.3 _l 0.43 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 | 0.42
I:l Rights of victims
. Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ 0.44
Open Government Due process of law
6.1 I 0.35
31 I 0.43 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 [ | 0.36
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I | 0.37 justice free of corruption
32 I 0.64 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 | 0.41
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Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 N | 0.25
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 I 0.39
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 | 41



Jalisco

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.38 @ Constraints on
_ | Il Government Powers 0.42 15/32
& Absence of
0.0 10 (5 Corruption 0.32 27/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank
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24/32 0.00 4 .
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---------- Average
‘ ° o
& i4 i
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Independent auditing Due process of law 3 L . ’
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14 _ I o 0.36 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.38
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15 0.52 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.32
4.6 I | 0.36 Quality civil justice
1.6 I 0.50 Right to privacy 76 0.22
Elections comply with the law 4.7 057 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 M | 0.30
6 48 1 | 0.28 Effective enforcement of civil
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75 I | 0.44
2.1 [ | 0.33 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security gb
2.2 . ; - .
L | 0.6 510 1l | 0.17 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
25 m— | 027 51 NN o
o police/military : 5.2 I [ 0.38 Effective criminal investigations
Ab f cri
sence of crime 52 I | 0.25
24 0.31 5.3 _I 0.43 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ 0.45
I:I Rights of victims
Oven G - Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ | 0.39
pen Lovernmen Due process of law
3 6.1 034 o5 p— 020
1 0.35 Efficient regulatory enforcement ' n . . :
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o2 I | 0.34 justice free of corruption
3.2 I 0.61 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 e 0.48
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63 I | 0.31 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 I 0.33
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 I 0.38
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Michoacan

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.40 & Constraints on
_| il Government Powers 0.40 21/32
0.0 1.0 #  Absence of
6 Corruption 0.34 19/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank *%
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18/32 -0.01 v 1 a
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Key
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---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
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13 | 0.25 43 I 0.42 s legal counstlal in civil justice oat
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44 S | 0.46 bureaucratic processes
14 IS 0.38 Freedom of opinion 74 0.44
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _| 077 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.46 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.39
4.6 I 0.40 Quality civil justice
Elections comply with the law 47 I 0.59 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 033
6 48 | 0.30 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 043
2.1 [ 0.34 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security gb
22 . : - :
— [ 0.43 51 | 0.08 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary .
Absence of homicides s1 0.20
28 ety 00 5 NN s Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
82 [y | 0.29
24 0.29 5.3 _ I 0.39 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ | 0.40
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o Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ 0.42
Open Government
| 0.33 Due process of law
6.1 I .
: I :
31 I | 0.31 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 n . I s 0.36
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procedures
Average
6.5 0.32
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Morelos

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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31/32 -0.02 v -1v
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| v 044 26/32
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---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
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Affordable civil justice without
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46 I | 0.30 Quality civil justice
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Elections comply with the law 47 I | 053 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 N | 0.28
6 4.8 0.33 Effective enforcement of civil
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7.8 I 045
21 e | 0.28 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
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22 . 0.38 - .
——— ! 51 I | 0.08 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
23 mm | 0.25 8.1 [ | 0.18
~ n ool i : 5.2 I | 0.38 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 W | 006
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In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
83 [ | 0.35
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Open G " Regulatory Enforcement 84 Immmmmwm | 0.35
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6.5 0.30
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Nayarit

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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Affordable civil justice without
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14 IS 0.38 Freedom of opinion 7.4 I | 0.41
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _| 075 Impartial and independent civil
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Average
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Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Nuevo Ledn

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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P I 0.53 5.1 [ | 0.25 Criminal Justice
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Oaxaca

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
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procedures
Average
6.5 0.31
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Puebla

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0,37 4 Constraints on
_ | il Government Powers 0.38 27/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 033 24/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.51 10/32
27/32 0.00 1 a
& & Fundamental
| v 041 31/32
G Order & Security 0.32 25/32
Regulatory 0.39 09/32
Enforcement
S]3 cwitustice 033  26/32
*® ©
gb Criminal Justice 0.27 32/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 I | 034 41 N | 0.35 7.1 I 0.31
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 I | 0.39 4.2 - 72 I | 0.37
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 0.27 43 N | 032 s legal counsclal in civil justice .
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 - L . ’
Affordable civil justice without
44 N | 0.48 bureaucratic processes
14 _I o 0.40 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.36
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 I 076 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.48 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.34
46 I | 0.22 Quality civil justice
1.6 I | 0.43 Right to privacy 76 0.25
Elections comply with the law 47 I | 053 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 I | 0.27
6 48 I | 0.20 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.48
2.1 e 0.40 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security éb
22 s 0.35 - .
A | 5.1 I | 0.25 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
23 mm | 0.26 81 [ | 0.16
ool " : 5.2 I | 0.42 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 | 099
24 0.30 5.3 _ I 0.28 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
83 [ | 0.36
I:I Rights of victims
Open G " Regulatory Enforcement 84 I | 0.32
pen Government o1 _| 0.35 Due process of law
31 I 0.43 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 _ . . 0.29
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
.2 0.67 justice free of corruption
3.2 I | 0.58 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 | 0.29
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
3 I | 0.35 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 6.4 N | 0.29
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 0.27
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Querétaro

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.49 & Constraints on
_|. il Government Powers 051 02/32
0.0 1.0 #  Absence of
6 Corruption 0.49 01/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank *%
I:I Open Government** 0.49 16/32 * %
01/32 0.02 4 2 a
& @ Fundamental
" Rights 0.57 01/32
kg orderssecuity 046  14/32 A
Regulatory 047  02/32
Enforcement
818 civitsustice 040  09/32
f Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.51 01/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
il 1" e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 . 048 4.1 NI 0.45 71 N 0.39
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
12 e 0.53 4.2 - 72 N 047
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 o3 43 I 053 . peammmy S 06
Independent auditing Due process of law ’ - . ’
Affordable civil justice without
4.4 = 0.62 bureaucratic processes
14 IS 0.4 Freedom of opinion 74 0.47
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _| 075 Impartial and independent civil
15 _I- 0.62 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 0.37
4.6 N 0.57 Quality civil justice
Elections comply with the law 47 0.65 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 I 0.38
6 4.8 0.43 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.47
2.1 . 0.48 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security gb
22 . : - :
Err— N 050  Criminal Justice
) v Absence of homicides
2.3 [ — 0.60 8.1 N[ 0.30
I police/military : 5.2 I [ 0.42 Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
8.2 [ 0.46
2.4 0.35 5.3 _Il 0.48 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [N 0.48
|] Rights of victims
" Regulatory Enforcement g4 [mmem 0.53
Open Government Due process of law
sy %7 55— 057
3.1 0.40 Efficient regulatory enforcement : n . s .
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
6.2 0.68 justice free of corruption
3.2 I | 0.57 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 | 0.70
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
6.3 I 0.38 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 N 0.43
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 N 043
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Quintana Roo

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.36

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_ | Il Government Powers 0.35 32/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 031 29/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.52 08/32
30/32 0.00
& & Fundamental
| i 044 29/32
G Order & Security 0.26 29/32
Regulatory 0.33 28/32
Enforcement
S]3 cwitustice 033  25/32
f Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.31 26/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 [ | 034 41 I | 0.35 71 I | 0.25
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
12 I | 0.37 4.2 - 72 I | 0.32
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 | 0.23 43 I | 037 s legal counsclal in civil justice 02
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 - L . )
Affordable civil justice without
44 IS | 0.46 bureaucratic processes
14 _ I o 0.36 Freedom of opinion 7.4 I | 0.40
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 I | 074 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.46 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 1 | 0.32
4.6 N | 0.35 Quality civil justice
1.6 _ I 0.33 Right to privacy 7.6 _l 0.30
Elections comply with the law 47 N | 0.56 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 7.7 I 0.37
6 48 1 | 0.24 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 041
2.1 e | 0.31 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security éb
22 . 0.39 - .
——— ! 51 I | 0.08 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
23 mm | 0.25 8.1 [N | 0.17
ool " : 5.2 I | 0.38 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 W | 006
24 0.27 5.3 _ I 0.32 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
83 I | 0.37
I:I Rights of victims
Open G - Regulatory Enforcement 84 [ | 0.37
pen Lovernmen o1 _ | 032 Due process of law
3.1 0.40 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 _ . I . 0.31
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I | 0.41 justice free of corruption
3.2 I 0.64 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 [ 0.42
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
3 I | 0.32 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 NN | 025
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 0.35
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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San Luis Potosi

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.38 & Constraints on
_ | il Government Powers 041 16/32
0.0 1.0 #  Absence of
6 Corruption 0.33 23/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank *%
I:I Open Government** 0.47 22/32
21/32 -0.02 v -1v
& @ Fundamental
" Rights 0.47 19/32
G Order & Security 0.33 21/32
Regulatory 0.36 19/32
Enforcement
t 511 Civil Justice 0.37 12/32
Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.34 23/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 040 4.1 N | 0.37 7.1 0.33
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
12 0.47 4.2 - 7.2 I | 0.36
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 0.26 43 I 0.43 s legal counstlalﬁ1 civil justice 00
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 I - . ’
Affordable civil justice without
— 4.4 0.53 bureaucratic processes
14 . I . 0.37 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.44
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _ | 073 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.53 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.36
4.6 0.37 Quality civil justice
1.6 NN 0.44 Right to privacy 76 0.33
Elections comply with the law 47 0.60 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 0.36
6 48 I | 0.28 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 0.42
21 [ | 0.28 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security gb
22 . : - :
— | 0.44 51 I | 0.25 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary .
Absence of homicides
23 [ | 0.29 8.1 | 0.19
I police/military : 5.2 I [ 0.38 Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
82 [ | 0.27
24 0.30 5.3 _ I 0.37 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ | 0.41
|] Rights of victims
o Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ 0.43
Open Government Due process of law
6.1 [N 034 45 0.32
3.1 0.35 Efficient regulatory enforcement : n . s .
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
.2 IS | 0.28 justice free of corruption
3.2 I | 0.58 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 | 0.40
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
6.3 I 0.45 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 RN 0.37
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 0.34
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Sinaloa

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.46

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_ll Il Government Powers 0.45 09/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 040  06/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.55 05/32
05/32 0.01 » 7 a
& & Fundamental
| i 0.5 03/32
G Order & Security 0.51 10/32
Regulatory 0.38 11/32
\ Enforcement
S]3 cwitustice 038  11/32
Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.44 02/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 040 41 NN 0.47 7.1 I 0.36
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 - 0.56 4.2 - 72 N 0.46
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 I 03¢ 43 053 . pemmy OIS 04
Independent auditing Due process of law : . . ’
Affordable civil justice without
4.4 N 0.53 bureaucratic processes
14 _I o 0.38 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.44
Sanctions for official misconduct g ' 0.79 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.53 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 1 | 0.35
4.6 _l- 0.57 Quality civil justice
1.6 I 0.47 Right to privacy 76 A 0.28
Elections comply with the law 4.7 0.61 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 0.36
6 4.8 N 0.38 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 043
2.1 | 0.34 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security gb
2.2 . 0.50 - .
A = 50 Il | 0.17 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides s1 0.22
2.3 HII 0.41 5.2 I 0.83 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 I 048
24 0.36 5.3 _I- 0.52 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ 0.47
I:I Rights of victims
Open G " Regulatory Enforcement 84 Immmm 0.53
pen Government Due process of law
6.1 0.36
3.1 0.38 . 8.5 047
Efficient regulatory enforcement N " .
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I | 0.36 justice free of corruption
3.2 . 071 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 [ 0.45
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63— 039 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 I 0.34
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 NN 044
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Sonora

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.38

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_ | Il Government Powers 041 19/32
0.0 1.0 #  Absence of
6 Corruption 0.35 18/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank *%
I:I Open Government** 0.52 09/32
22/32 -0.03 v -8 v
& @ Fundamental
" Rights 0.44 27/32
G Order & Security 0.29 27/32
Regulatory 034  25/32
Enforcement
511 Civil Justice 0.37 13/32
Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.34 21/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fil £ ] e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 I | 037 41 I 0.43 7.1 I | 027
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
12 [ | 045 4.2 - 7.2 I | 0.35
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* iAcc?ss to inflqrmat.ilo.n and affordable
egal counsel in civil justice
1.3 . 43 I 0.37
I 0.33 | 73— 033
Independent auditing Due process of law .
Affordable civil justice without
44 I [ 0.39 bureaucratic processes
14 I 0.40 Freedom of opinion 74 0.44
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _| 076 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.39 Freedom of relizion . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks g 7.5 0.38
4.6 N I 0.22 Quality civil justice
Elections comply with the law 47 I 0.58 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 I 038
6 48 N 0.35 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.49
21 [ | 0.29 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch Order & S ity gb
rder & Securi
22 . : - :
In the judicia | o 51 Il I 0.08 Criminal Justice
) v Absence of homicides
2.3 [ 0.35 8.1 [ 0.25
I police/military : 5.2 I [ 0.38 Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
8.2 [ | 0.31
2.4 0.32 5.3 _ I 0.41 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ 0.44
|] Rights of victims
o Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ | 0.37
Open Government Due process of law
oL e % a5 mm— 039
3.1 0.39 Efficient regulatory enforcement : n . s .
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
.2 | 0.26 justice free of corruption
3.2 0.64 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 | 0.31
Right to information of corruption ﬁafe pris_o?ltsystems that respect
6.3 NN 043 uman rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 I 0.34
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 0.33
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Tabasco

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.37

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_ | Il Government Powers 0.39 25/32
#  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 033  22/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.48 18/32
26/32 -0.02 v 3v
& & Fundamental
| i 049 14/32
G Order & Security 0.25 32/32
Regulatory 030  30/32
Enforcement
S]3 cwitustice 035  19/32
Key
L2 g gb Criminal Justice 0.37 15/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fh i e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 041 41 NN 0.40 7.1 I 0.32
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 I | 045 4.2 - 7.2 I | 0.37
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 W | 0.24 43 I 043 s legal counsclal in civil justice 02
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 - L . )
Affordable civil justice without
4.4 N 0.52 bureaucratic processes
14 _ I o 0.34 Freedom of opinion 7.4 I | 0.42
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 I 075 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.52 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.39
46 NN 044 Quality civil justice
1.6 IS | 0.36 Right to privacy 76 A | 0.27
Elections comply with the law 47 057 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 I | 0.27
6 4.8 0.33 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.48
21 [ | 0.29 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security gb
22— 042 st
A | 50 Il | 0.17 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides s1 0.23
2.3 H" 0.36 5.2 I [ 0.29 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 I 025
24 0.27 5.3 _ I 0.28 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 | 0.42
I:I Rights of victims
Open G - Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ 0.43
pen Lovernmen 61 _ | 0.29 Due process of law
31 I | 0.31 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 N " | . 0.39
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I | 0.34 justice free of corruption
3.2 0.64 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 [ | 0.38
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63 I | 0.33 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 6.4 - | 0.22
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 0.33
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.

54 | Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



Tamaulipas

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022 Factor Score Score Rank Trend
0.42 a Constraints on
_l Il Government Powers 0.43 12/32
0.0 1.0 @ Absence of
a Corruption 0.38 08/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank
[I Open Government** 0.47 20/32
15/32 0.01 4 3 a4
& & Fundamental
" Rights 0.50 13/32
G Order & Security 0.49 13/32
) Regulatory 0.40 06/32
I Enforcement
413 cwitustice 034  24/32
Key
gb Criminal Justice ~ 0.37 16/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
& 4 ;L
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
1.1 0.40 41 I 0.48 71 I | 0.25
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
12 [ | 045 42 - 72 I | 0.31
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 0.30 43 I 0.46 s legal counstlal in civil justice 02
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 L . .
Affordable civil justice without
— 44 I | 0.50 bureaucratic processes
14 . Il . 0.45 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.45
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 _|| 078 Impartial and independent civil
15 0.50 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 7.5 0.33
4.6 N | 0.35 Quality civil justice
1.6 NN 0.46 Right to privacy 76 0.28
Elections comply with the law 4.7 I 0.58 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 0.34
6 48 N 0.36 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.48
2.1 e 0.42 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security gb
22 : - :
A | 044 A B 0.17 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary .
Absence of homicides 81 W 0.20
28 e e iy 034 52 I o Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
8.2 [ | 0.31
2.4 0.34 5.3 _I 0.42 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ 0.46
|] Rights of victims
. Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 N 0.46
Open Government
Due process of law
6.1 . 7 55— 038
3.1 I | 0.33 Efficient regulatory enforcement : n 5 s .
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
¢.2 I 0.62 justice free of corruption
3.2 I 0.60 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 [ | 0.40
- - . of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
Right to information 63 | 029 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 6.4 NI 0.36
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 0.37
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Tlaxcala

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.40

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_l Il Government Powers 0.46 07/32
®  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 032  25/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.39 29/32
19/32 0.00 5 a
& & Fundamental
£ i 0.51 11/32
G Order & Security 0.43 16/32
Regulatory 0.36 18/32
Enforcement
S]3 cwitustice 035  22/32
VA Key
Cgb Criminal Justice 0.36 17/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fh th o
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
1.1 N 051 41 NN | 0.36 71 I | 027
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 0.48 4.2 - 72 I | 0.32
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
13 W | 0.26 43 I | 0.40 s legal counsclal in civil justice 023
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 . L . ’
Affordable civil justice without
44 I - 0.61 bureaucratic processes
14 0.41 >
. S Freedom of opinion 7.4 I | 0.40
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 078 Impartial and independent civil
15 _I- 0.61 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 1 | 0.36
4.6 _l- 0.51 Quality civil justice
1.6 NN 0.50 Right to privacy 7.6 I 0.32
Elections comply with the law 4.7 0.61 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
. Freedom of association 77 R 0.40
6 48 1 | 0.28 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.47
2.1 [ | 0.31 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security éb
22 — 041 st
——— ! 5.1 [ 0.42 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary -
Absence of homicides
2.3 [ | 0.29 8.1 | 0.20
~ n ool i : 52 I | 0.50 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 W | 097
24 0.29 5.3 _ I 0.37 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ | 0.38
I:I Rights of victims
Open G - Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ | 0.40
pen Lovernmen 61 _ | 0.28 Due process of law
31 . | 0.28 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 _ I . 0.34
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I | 0.36 justice free of corruption
32 I 0.50 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 e 0.55
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63 I | 0.31 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 NN 041
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 N 0.45
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Veracruz

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.38

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_ | I Government Powers 0.36 31/32
0.0 1.0 #  Absence of
6 Corruption 0.34 20/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank *%
I:I Open Government** 0.46 25/32
23/32 0.00 2 a
& @ Fundamental
" Rights 0.39 32/32
G Order & Security 0.53 08/32
Regulatory 0.38 16/32
Enforcement
_ S]% civitsustice 028  32/32 w
Key
gb Criminal Justice 0.29 30/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
fh i e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 I | 032 41 N | 0.33 7.1 I | 0.27
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
12 I | 0.38 4.2 - 72 I | 0.30
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* iAcc?ss to inflormatilon and affordable
in Gl vt
13 0.28 43 | 0.30 s ega counstle in civil justice oas
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 . L . :
Affordable civil justice without
44 I [ 0.39 bureaucratic processes
14 _I o 0.39 Freedom of opinion 74 I | 0.35
Sanctions for official misconduct Impartial and independent civil
15 0.39 4.5 _ | 0.73 justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 I | 0.33
4.6 N I 0.22 Quality civil justice
1.6 _ I 0.39 Right to privacy 7.6 - | 0.20
Elections comply with the law 47 S | 0.51 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 | 0.21
6 48 I | 0.22 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I | 041
2.1 [ 0.38 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch .
Order & Security gb
22 . : - :
— | 0.37 5.1 R 0.33 Criminal Justice
In the judiciary .
Absence of homicides 81 I | 017
28 ety 028 52 I o5 Effective criminal investigations
Absence of crime
82 mmmwm | 0.21
24 0.31 5.3 _ I 0.35 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ | 0.40
|] Rights of victims
o Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [mmmmm I 0.30
Open Government | 0.32 Due process of law
6.1 I .
3.1 [N 0.34 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 _ . I A 0:30
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 0.59 justice free of corruption
3.2 I | 0.57 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 I | 0.38
Right to information of corruption ﬁafe pris_o?ltsystems that respect
6.3 I 0.39 uman rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 N | 0.30
Score by factor Due process in administrative
procedures
Average
6.5 0.28
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Yucatan

Scores range from O to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.47

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

D

Trend

_l. Il Government Powers 0.47 05/32
®  Absence of
0.0 1.0 O Corruption 039  07/32
Overall Rank Change in score Change in rank I:I Open Government™ 0.44 28/32
02/32 0.00
& & Fundamental
£ i 0.51 09/32
G Order & Security 0.82 01/32
Regulatory 0.38 15/32
Enforcement
, S]3 cwitustice 035  20/32
' Key
Cgb Criminal Justice 0.42 03/32 Score by factor
---------- Average
‘ ° o
il £ ] e
Constraints on Government Powers Fundamental Rights Civil Justice
11 [ 043 41 NN 0.41 7.1 0.34
Limits by the legislature Absence of discrimination People know their rights
1.2 [ 0.51 4.2 - 72 I 0.38
Limits by the judiciary Right to life and security* Access to information and affordable
1.3 0.31 43 043 s legal counsclal in civil justice 023
Independent auditing Due process of law 3 . . . ’
Affordable civil justice without
44 N 0.57 bureaucratic processes
14 _Il L 044 Freedom of opinion 7.4 0.44
Sanctions for official misconduct 45 I 077 Impartial and independent civil
15 _|l 0.57 . - . justice free of corruption
Non-governmental checks Freedom of religion 75 0.37
4.6 _l. 0.46 Quality civil justice
1.6 I 0.54 Right to privacy 76 A | 0.27
Elections comply with the law 47 I 0.61 No unreasonable delay in civil justice
- Freedom of association 77 I | 0.30
6 4.8 N 0.36 Effective enforcement of civil
Absence of Corruption Labor rights decisions
7.8 I 0.46
2.1 [ 0.37 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
In the executive branch 3
Order & Security éb
22— 047 st
o 51 EEEEENENNNNNN 052  Criminal Justice
In the judiciary _
Absence of homicides 81 0.22
2.3 HII 0.39 5.2 I 0.88 Effective criminal investigations
n police/military Absence of crime 82 I 041
24 0.34 5.3 _I_ 0.68 Effective and efficient criminal
In the legislature Perception of safety adjudication
8.3 [ 0.46
I:I Rights of victims
Open G - Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 [ 0.43
pen Lovernmen o1 _ | 032 Due process of law
31 I 0.31 Efficient regulatory enforcement 8.5 N " I. . 0.44
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
o2 I 0.42 justice free of corruption
3.2 I | 0.57 Regulatory enforcement free 8.6 I 0.56
Right to information of corruption Safe prison systems that respect
63 I 038 human rights
Efficient administrative procedures
Key 64 | 0.35
Score by factor Due process in administrative
Average procedures
6.5 N 0.42
Property rights

*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Zacatecas

Scores range from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating the strongest adherence to the rule of law

Overall Score 2021-2022

0.45

Factor Score Score Rank

Constraints on

Trend

_ll Il Government Powers 0.43 11/32
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0.0 1.0 O Corruption 045  02/32
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08/32 0.00 2v
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2.1 [~ 0.44 G Accessible, impartial, and prompt ADRs
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Order & Security gb
22 : - :
— [ 0.58 51 M | 0.08 Criminal Justice
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Absence of homicides 81 W 0.22
23 e 046 52 NN s Effective criminal investigations
In police/military Absence of crime
8.2 [ 0.41
2.4 0.31 5.3 _ I 0.34 Effective and efficient criminal
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8.3 [ 0.45
|] Rights of victims
. Regulatory Enforcement 8.4 e 0.47
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Due process of law
et °% g5 mmm— 052
3.1 0.37 Efficient regulatory enforcement : n 5 s .
Civic participation Impartial and independent criminal
¢.2 I 0.66 justice free of corruption
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*Refer to the methodology section to know more details about sub-factor 4.2.
**Refer to the methodology section to know more about the measurement and estimation of changes of Factor 3.
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Methodology

The indicators presented in the Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 are organized

into eight factors and 42 sub-factors.

These indicators are formed with three sources of
information: i) the General Population Poll (GPP), ii)
Qualified Respondents Questionnaires (QRQs) for attorneys
who practice law in each of the 32 states, and iii) official
statistics and databases compiled by other institutions (or
third-party sources). The scores presented in each of the
state profiles are calculated using the following procedure:

1. Conceptual Framework and Surveys

- The WJP developed the conceptual framework and
surveys to quantify the rule of law based on the
framework developed for the global Index and adapted
it to the subnational Mexican context.

- The WJP team designed five surveys based on the sur-
veys developed for the global Rule of Law Index: the GPP
and the four QRQs for professionals specialized in civil,
administrative, or commercial law; criminal law; labor law;
and public health. The WJP adapted the surveys to reflect
the institutional architecture in Mexico, competencies of
the different government levels, and availability of data.
The five surveys benefited from exhaustive consultation
with academia and experts.

2. Data Collection
-General Population Poll (GPP):

The WJP contracted with five leading opinion polling
companies to administer the GPP and a sixth to coordi-
nate and supervise the fieldwork. The survey used in this
edition was administered from September to

October of 2021. The WJP developed the methodologi-
cal frame-work with the survey companies and selected
the target population, sample frame, sample selection
process, geographic coverage, and size of the sample.

The survey was administered to a representative sample
of 400 people in every state, for a total of 12,800 sur-
veyed individuals. The sample was probabilistic, stratified,
cluster, multistage, and proportional to the size of the
target population. The sampling frame was the Popula-
tion and Housing Census 2020 (INEGI). In the first stage,
40 Primary Sampling Units (PSU) systematically and with
probability proportional to the size of the target popula-
tion for each state. The basic geostatistical areas (AGEB)
in urban and rural areas were selected, using quotas of
sex and age. In the second stage, blocks or clusters of
homes were selected using simple random sampling. In
urban areas, three blocks or clusters of households were
selected; in rural areas, clusters of households con-
centrated in communities selected by the sample were
identified. These places were the starting point for the
selection of households. In the third stage, homes were
selected using systematic methods based on the number
of homes visible on each block. Finally, in the last stage,

the person to be interviewed was selected based on
gender and age quotas from adults who live in the
country and who permanently live in the home where
the survey took place. The GPP has a 95% confidence
level and a margin of error of +/- 0.61% at the national
level and +/- 4.9% at the state level.

The interviews were conducted face-to-face in house-
holds, with a structured questionnaire using tablets or
smartphones. The survey was programmed in the Survey-
ToGo (STG) application. Before conducting fieldwork, the
pollsters completed a training program, and the survey
companies performed a pilot exercise. In order to guaran-
tee the quality of the information, traditional in-situ
supervision techniques were applied by field personnel,
and remote supervision was applied in real time to
validate the interviews through the STG console.

-Qualified Respondent Questionnaires:

The WJP collected more than 20,000 records from
attorneys specialized in civil, commercial, administrative,
criminal, and labor matters across the entire country, as
well as professionals specialized in public health, from all
over the country using phone books in over 100 cities,
websites, databases from Centro de Estudios para la
Ensefianza y el Aprendizaje del Derecho, A.C. (CEEAD),
and references from other specialists in our network. In
addition, the WJP mapped more than 71 associations,
bars, foundations, and networks of lawyers and experts
of the health sector, as well as civil society organizations
throughout the country, in order to invite more special-
ists to collaborate in the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
2021-2022. After establishing contacts and extending
invitations, the support of 14 of these was obtained,
with presence in different states and with different areas
of expertise. These allies provided contact information
of their members or dissemination of the project, which
helped to increase the scope and diversification of the
specialists’ profiles.

The WJP programmed the surveys using an online
platform and invited the specialists to participate. Data
was collected using Alchemer. The WJP administered the
online survey between October 6, 2021, and January 4,
2022, and kept constant communication with the
respondents to increase response rates. The WJP
obtained 2,196 effective complete interviews: 35% were
lawyers specialized in civil, administrative, or commercial
law, 30% were lawyers specialized in criminal law, 19%
were lawyers specialized in labor law, and 16% were
public health experts.

-Third-party sources:

The third-party sources strengthen the Mexico States Rule
of Law Index 2021-2022 by providing specialized informa-
tion on the situation of the country on issues related to
the rule of law. The WJP used five criteria to select and
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include third-party sources. The data had to be: i)
conceptually valid, ii) timely, iii) disaggregated by state,
iv) representative at the state level, and v) compiled
using a transparent and robust methodology. The WJP
includes third-party sources in its most recent ver-
sion. However, due to restrictions from the COVID-19
pandemic, some of these sources were not updated.
The WJP included 12 third-party sources, which were
published before February 28, 2022: >

- National Survey on Discrimination (ENADIS) 2017
- INEGI

- National Survey of Population Deprived of Liberty
(ENPOL) 2021 - INEGI

- National Survey on Government Impact and Quality
(ENCIG) 2019 - INEGI

- National Survey on the Dynamics of Relationships
in Homes (ENDIREH) 2016 - INEGI

- National Survey on Victimization and Perception
of Public (ENVIPE) 2021 - INEGI

- National Survey on Victimization of Companies
(ENVE) 2021 - INEGI

- National Survey of Occupation and Employment
(ENOE) 2021-iv = INEGI

- Records of murder rates 2020 - INEGI
- Records of murdered journalists = Article 19

- National Diagnosis of Prison Supervision (DNSP) 2020
- National Commission on Human Rights (CNDH)

- Open Government Metric 2021 - INAly CIDE

- Prison Statistics Journals 2021
- Secretariat of Security and Citizen Protection (SSPC)

3. Data Cleaning and Score Computation

Once collected, the WJP carefully cleaned and pro-
cessed the data. Any incomplete answers and answers
with atypical values detected through the Z-score
method (X+/-2SD) were excluded. Then, the WJP
calculated the scores for every state (disaggregated
into eight factors and 42 sub-factors), according to
the following steps: i) First, the responses to each

of the interviews completed in the general popula-
tion survey, qualified respondent questionnaires, and
third-party sources were codified to produce numerical
values ranging from O to 1, where O represents lower
adherence to the rule of law and 1 represents higher
adherence to the rule of law. ii) Then, average scores

were calculated for every state to produce statistical
data for each question. iii) Intervals were created for
categorical variables so that the transformed variables
were located between O and 1. The categorical vari-
ables are the records of murdered journalists (Article
19), incidence and perception of corruption by the
ENCIG (INEGI), prevalence of violence against women
by the ENDIREH (INEGI), discrimination experiences
by the ENADIS (INEGI), mistreatment in arrest and
detention in the Prosecutor’s Office by the ENPOL
(INEGI), child labor by the ENOE (INEGI), deaths by
murders (INEGI), crime prevalence and incidence in the
ENVIPE (INEGI), and the National Diagnosis of Prison
Supervision (CNDH). For the rest of the variables, WJP
decided not to normalize the variables and instead use
the original measurement scale where, for each ques-
tion, O represents the total absence of rule of law and 1
rep-resents the ideal rule of law. This was to facilitate
comparisons over time and to prevent the transmission
of erroneous messages suggesting that leading states
in the country had reached perfection in the rule of
law. iv) Next, scores of the categories in the sub-fac-
tors were calculated and used to calculate sub-factor
scores. Sub-factor scores were then aggregated using
simple averages to produce the factor scores.® v) Lastly,
the scores of the factors were combined to produce a
state score, and the final rankings were calculated.

4. Validation and Visualization of Data

- The data was validated through comparisons with
over 20 quantitative and qualitative indicators pro-
duced by other organizations to identify possible mis-
takes and inconsistencies and through trends present-
ed in the news media and qualitative reports. The WJP
also validated the final results with a diverse group of
experts from a variety of fields.

- Lastly, the data was organized into tables and graphs
in the state profiles in order to facilitate the data’s pre-
sentation and interpretation.

5. Tracking Changes Over Time

This year’s report includes a measure to illustrate
whether the rule of law in a state, as measured
through the factors of the WJP Rule of Law Index,
changed since the previous year. This measure is
presented in the form of arrows and represents a
summary of rigorous statistical testing, based on
bootstrapping procedures, to generate 150 samples
of all the variables of the Index in order to estimate
the standard deviations of each of the factors by
state. The upward (or downward) arrow means that
the score of that factor increased (or decreased) more
than 1.96 standard deviations. If there was no statisti-
cally significant change, the arrow is not included.

8 The variable map and the exact formulas used to calculate each score are available at worldjusticeproject.com and worldjusticeproject.mx
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Differences Between WJP’s Global Index
and the Mexico Index

As noted, the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
2020-2021 uses the same conceptual framework and
methodology as WJP’s global Index to quantify the
adherence for the rule of law, with some adaptations
made to reflect the institutional architecture in
Mexico, competences of the different government
levels, and availability of data. Specifically, i) some
sub-factors were modified; ii) surveys were reviewed,
adapted, and expanded to reflect the multiple
situations, manifestations, and problems associated
with the rule of law in Mexico; and iii) 12 third-party
sources were added to capture some concepts
included in the Index in a reliable, systematic, and
precise manner. In total, the Mexico States Rule of Law
Index 2020-2021 was prepared using 607 variables,
while the global Index has 550.

Below is a summary of the main changes, organized
by the factors of the Index. A full map of all the sub-
factors and variables is available at WJP's website.

- Factor 1. Constraints on Government Powers

In the global Rule of Law Index, sub-factor 1.6 refers to
the transition of power according to the law. In Mexico,
the transition of power requires elections that are free
and transparent. Therefore, sub-factor 1.6 has been
retitled “Elections are free, clean, and transparent.”

- Factor 2. Absence of Corruption

Sub-factor 2.3, previously titled “Government officials
in the police and the military do not use public office
for private gain,” was renamed “Government officials
in the safety and law enforcement systems do not use
public office for private gain” to include the absence of
corruption in the Prosecutor’s Office.

- Factor 3. Open Government

The global Index uses four sub-factors: publicized laws
and government data (3.1), right to information (3.2),
civic participation (3.3), and complaint mechanisms
(3.4). The Mexico Index uses only two sub-factors: civic
participation (3.1) and transparency (3.2) and employs
the Open Government Metric 2017 published by the
INAI and CIDE, because it is considered robust and
reliable. This measurement includes an analysis of the
regulations that apply to each required subject, a
review of websites, and a simulated user exercise.

- Factor 5. Order & Security

The global Index uses three sub-factors: crime is effec-
tively controlled (5.1), civil conflict is effectively limited
(5.2), and people do not resort to violence to redress
personal grievances (5.3). In contrast, the Mexico States
Rule of Law Index uses three different sub-factors to
measure Factor 5: absence of homicides (5.1), absence
of crime (5.2), and the perception of safety by people
and companies in the state (5.3). These changes better
reflect the security situation in Mexico by giving more
weight to murders, incorporating data of crime preva-
lence and incidence from INEGI, and including security
perceptions.

- Factor 7. Civil Justice

Factor 7 of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index includes
the same measurements used in the global Index but
redistributes them to give more weight and specific-
ity to the concept of accessibility, which is now split
into sub-factors 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3. The global Index
comprises seven sub-factors to measure civil justice:
people can access and afford civil justice (7.1); civil
justice is free of discrimination (7.2); civil justice is

free of corruption (7.3); civil justice is free of improper
government influence (7.4); civil justice is not subject
to unreasonable delay (7.5); civil justice is effective-

ly enforced (7.6); and alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms are accessible, impartial, and effective
(7.7). By contrast, the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
2018 measures civil justice by taking into consideration
whether people know of and trust the formal mecha-
nisms to solve their legal problems (7.1); whether there
is adequate and affordable legal counsel (7.2); whether
people can easily solve their legal problems without
high costs and bureaucratic processes (7.3); whether
the civil justice system is impartial, independent and
free of corruption (7.4); whether the civil justice sys-
-tem guarantees a quality process (7.5); whether the
civil justice system conducts procedures promptly and
without unreasonable delays (7.6); whether judicial
decisions in civil courts are effectively enforced (7.7);
and whether alternative mechanisms to solve disputes
are accessible, impartial, and timely.

- Factor 8. Criminal Justice

Factor 8 of the global Index comprises seven sub-f
actors: criminal investigation system is effective (8.1),
criminal adjudication system is timely and effective
(8.2), correc-tional system is effective in reducing crim-
inal behavior (8.3), criminal justice system is impartial
(8.4), criminal justice system is free of corruption (8.5),
criminal justice system is free of improper government
influence (8.6), and due process of the law and rights of
the accused (8.7). Factor 8 of the Mexico States Rule of
Law Index incorporates the protection of victims’ rights
and reorganizes the other sub-factors into six sub-
factors: effective criminal investigation (8.1), effective
and efficient criminal adjudication system (8.2), guaran-
tee of the rights of victims (8.3), guarantee of the right
to due process of law for the accused (8.4), impartial
and independent criminal justice free of corruption
(8.5), and the prison system guarantees the safety and
human rights of people deprived of their liberty (8.6).
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The Mexico States Rule of Law Index is an adaptation
of the global Rule of Law Index.

Indicators were adapted to reflect
the distinctive characteristics of
the Mexican context
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Notes on the Mexico States Rule

of Law Index

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 uses a
conceptual framework and methodology similar to those
used by the WJP to measure the adherence to the rule of
law around the world from the citizens' perspective.
However, the conceptual framework and methodology
were adapted to reflect the national context and
institutional architecture of Mexico. Additionally, more
third-party sources were included to measure some
concepts. As a result, the scores in the global Index and
in the Index in Mexico are not comparable. The Mexico
States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 seeks to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of each state in order to
provide useful and timely information to decision-
makers, companies, civil society organizations, academia,
and any person interested in strengthening the rule of law
in Mexico.

The Index, like any other analysis tool, has strengths

and weak-nesses. On one hand, it summarizes complex
information into very few indicators, is robust and
relatively easy to communicate, and allows comparisons
across states and over time. On the other hand, the Index
presents a sim-plified image of reality. It may hide details
that would be obvious when analyzing certain individual
indicators and may lead to simplified interpretations of
data. Likewise, the Index does not establish causality or
contextualize the results. Therefore, it is necessary to use
it with other quantitative and qualitative instruments to
obtain a comprehensive picture of the situation in a state.
Additionally, the scores in the Index may be sensitive to
specific events that took place while the data was
collected or may be subject to measurement errors due to
the limited number of experts interviewed in some states,
which produces less precise estimations. To mitigate this,
WIJP works to continuously expand the network of
experts that contribute to this project with their
knowledge and time.

Lastly, it is worth mentioning that indices and indicators
are subject to possible 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 incorrect policy decisions.

9 Refer to the Methodology section to find more details about
the year of third-party sources.

Other Considerations

Regarding Factor 4.2 (Right to Life and Security),

Mexico currently lacks adequate data to measure sub-
factor 4.2 on a state level, and it cannot be properly
quantified through surveys. Therefore, it has been left as
an empty value that has no effect on scores. Nonetheless,
WIJP recognizes the importance of guaranteeing this right
for the rule of law, so it is working to find sources of infor-
mation that can accurately measure this phenomenon, and
it is there-fore included in the conceptual framework of
the Mexico States Rule of Law Index.

The WJP compiles the latest version of the third-

party sources, which are administrative records and state
representative surveys related to rule of law topics. The
third-party sources that were updated since the

previous edition of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
are: administrative records of murder rates by the National
Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI), the National
Survey of Population Deprived of Liberty (ENPOL) by
INEGI, the National Survey on Victimization and Percep-
tion of Public Safety (ENVIPE) by INEGI, the National
Survey of Occupation and Employment (ENOE) by

INEGI, the record of murdered journalists (Article 19), the
database of the National Diagnosis of Prison Supervision
(DNSP) by the National Commission on Human Rights
(CNDH), and prison statistics journals by the Secretariat of
Security and Citizen Protection (SSPC).

Changes on the methodology of the Open Government
Metric and its implications on comparability.

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index incorporates the

Open Government Metric (OGM) of the INAI/ CIDE as a
third-party source because of its robust methodology and
publicly accessible data. The Open Government Metric in-
corporates two fundamental aspects of open government:
citizen participation (3.1) and transparency (3.2) and is the
most complete and comprehensive measuring tool on the
subject in Mexico.

In line with its objective of providing the best possible
information, the Metric made changes to its methodology
for its 2019 edition. The changes responded, on the one
hand, to the technical recommendations of the practical
community, and on the other, to methodological innova-
tions to obtain the indicators in an automated manner.
However, with these changes and with the information
available, it was not possible to generate an analysis to
measure the effect or magnitude of the changes, affecting
the comparability of the metric over time.
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After a thorough analysis, conversations with the develop-
ers, and a series of comparative exercises, the WJP decid-
ed to prioritize comparability over time to the detriment
of a more accurate measurement of open government

and decided to use the results of the 2017 edition of the
Metric, which were used in the Mexico States Rule of Law
Index 2018, 2019-2020, and 2020-2021.*°

Despite the complications, the Open Government

Metric continues to be the best available tool to know the
situation of the states, for this reason, the WJP worked
together with INAI to promote the development of the
2021 edition of the metric and guarantee comparability
in the Factor 3 scores in subsequent editions.

Scores for Factor 3 and Total Scores, Factor 3

taking into consideration the Open 80'°§gmmem

Government Metric (OGM) of 2017

and 2021. OGM 2017
Aguascalientes 0.43
Baja California 0.41
Baja California Sur 0.35
Campeche 0.37
Chiapas 0.35
Chihuahua 0.38
Mexico City 0.51
Coahuila 0.41
Colima 0.35
Durango 0.38
State of Mexico 0.44
Guanajuato 0.48
Guerrero 0.37
Hidalgo 0.36
Jalisco 0.45
Michoacan 0.41
Morelos 0.38
Nayarit 0.33
Nuevo Leén 0.38
Oaxaca 0.33
Puebla 0.34
Querétaro 0.27
Quintana Roo 0.4
San Luis Potosi 0.36
Sinaloa 0.42
Sonora 0.42
Tabasco 0.4
Tamaulipas 0.34
Tlaxcala 0.29
Veracruz 0.41
Yucatan 0.38
Zacatecas 0.43
Promedio de los 32 estados 0.38

This edition of the Mexico States Rule of Law Index
updates the data of the Open Government Metric to the
2021 version, which are part of Factor 3: Open Govern-
ment. By including them, the results for this factor and
the total score are not strictly comparable with the past
editions. To stabilize the variation in the data and be able
to make valid comparisons of the general score across
time, the Mexico States Rule of Law 2021-2022 was also
calculated with the data from the 2017 version. This sta-
bilized score is used to calculate changes between years.
Any comparison over time should use these stabilized
estimates.

Factor 3

Change
Open Total Total 2020-2021 —
Government Score Score 2021-2022
OGM 2021 OGM 2017 OGM 2021 OMG 2017
0.57 0.44 0.46 0
0.55 0.39 0.41 0
0.47 0.43 0.44 0
0.45 0.42 0.43 -0.02
0.39 0.37 0.38 -0.01
0.53 0.41 0.42 0
0.55 0.35 0.36 -0.01
0.49 0.43 0.44 -0.02
0.48 0.39 0.4 -0.02
0.5 0.44 0.45 0.01
0.49 0.36 0.36 0
0.66 0.44 0.46 0.01
0.35 0.35 0.34 -0.01
0.54 0.4 0.42 -0.02
0.48 0.37 0.38 0
0.46 0.39 0.4 -0.01
0.46 0.34 0.35 -0.02
0.49 0.4 0.42 -0.02
0.44 0.44 0.45 0.01
0.37 0.38 0.39 -0.01
0.51 0.35 0.37 0
0.49 0.46 0.49 0.02
0.52 0.34 0.36 0
0.47 0.37 0.38 -0.02
0.55 0.44 0.46 0.01
0.52 0.37 0.38 -0.03
0.48 0.36 0.37 -0.02
0.47 0.41 0.42 0.01
0.39 0.38 0.4 0
0.46 0.37 0.38 0
0.44 0.47 0.47 0
0.5 0.44 0.45 0
0.48 0.4 0.41

10 The score of Querétaro in the Open Government Metric of 2017 is not strictly comparable with the rest of the country’s states, because, during its
preparation, the National Transparency Platform (essential for making public information requests) presented technical problems. Consequently, some of

the results of the state are the product of an imputation.
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Contributing experts

The Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022 was made possible by the generous contributions
of academics and practitioners who contributed their time and expertise by answering the
surveys sent by the WJP. The names of those experts wishing to be acknowledged individually
are listed in the following pages. This report was also made possible by the work of the survey
companies who conducted fieldwork and administered the General Population Poll and by the
thousands of individuals who responded to the survey in the 32 states of the country.
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Iberoamericana

Guadalupe Gonzalez
Mora

Medrano & Wala
Solutions and
Consulting

Guadalupe Martinez
Valdés

Universidad Nacional
Autdénoma de México

Gustavo Gonzalez
Leyva

Gustavo Padilla
Urrutia
Cervantes Abogados

Haydeé Magdalena
Garcia Cortés
Hospital Juérez de
México

Héctor Alberto Pérez
Rivera

Asociacion por

una Cultura de los
Derechos Humanos

Héctor Yanez
Narvaez

Bello, Gallardo,
Bonequi y Garcia, S.C.

Hermann
Muggenburg Rosa
Man Abogados, S.C.

Hugo Alejandro
Concha Cantu
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

lice Garcia
Sédmano Abogados,
S.C.

Isaac Jacobo Nufez
Saavedra

Instituto Nacional de
Ciencias Médicas y
Nutricién “Salvador
Zubiran”

Isis Lizbeth
Hernandez Pichardo

Cavazos Flores, S.C.

Israel Carrillo Roman

Ivan Luis Roberto

Oropeza Sanchez
Ivan Pita
Tavares & Tavares
Law Firm

J. G. Agustin Ortega
Téllez

Garza Tello - Clyde &
Co.

Jaime Alberto Valdez
Ramirez

Valdez & Herndndez
Asociados

Jared Asael Rivas
Izguerra

Barra Nacional de
Abogados

Javier Jiménez G.

Javier Villanueva
Iglesias

Villanueva lglesias vy
Asociados, S.C.

Jazmin Labra Montes
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Jests Manuel
Soledad Terrazas
Soledad & Carrasco,
S.C.

Jesus Ramirez
Olvera

Roes Abogados y
Consultores, S.C.

Jorge Adrian Ortiz
Armenta
Pharmalaw, S. C.

Jorge Alberto Lara
Rivera

Universidad Nacional
Auténoma de México

Jorge Herrera
Palafox

Jorge Ivan Navarro
Govea

Alpha Bis Estudio
Legal

Jorge Segura Chavez
Suinaga y Suinaga
Abogados

José Antonio Garibay
de la Cruz

José Damian Cadena
Fiscal

Servicios de Salud
Publica de Ciudad de
México

José Lopez Chavez
Lopez Chavez,
Castillo y Abogados
Asociados, S.C.

José Luis Castellon
Sosa

José Luis Gabriel
Contreras Aguirre

José Oropeza Garcia
Garcia Herrera,
Valdez & Asociados

José Ramén Cossio
Barragan
CC &S, S.C.

Jose Sagredo

Juan Carlos Gamez
Sagrero
JCGamez. Abogados

Juan Carlos Garcia
Jiménez

Juan Carlos lzaza

Juan Carlos Quintero
Rico
QRS Consultores

Juan Enrique Arguijo
Sverdrup
Lexcorp-Abogados

Juan Manuel
Alejandro Ramirez
Ibarra

Rl Abogados, S.C.
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Juan Manuel Pérez

Palomares

Colegio Nacional de
Abogados Penalistas,
A. C.

Juan Rivas

Juan Sergio Aarén
Campos Reynoso
Colegio Nacional de
Victimologiay Cien-
cias Juridico Penales,
A.C.

Juana Isabel Vazquez
Torres

Ramos Vazquez y
Asociados

Julidan Rocha Landero
Jurola, S.C.

Julio César Ponce
Quitzaman
Universidad Nacional
Autdénoma de México

Julio Eduardo Peters
Krayem

Alvarez, Cantén y
Peters, Abogados

Karla Maria Mejiz
Saldaia
IURA Abogados

Karla Michel Salas
Ramirez

Leninn Escudero Irra
Escudero Irra &
Asociados, S.C.

Leonardo de Jesus
Baez Fuente
ABL Abogados, S.C.

Leonardo Vega
Rangel

Barra Mexicana, Cole-
gio de Abogados, A.C.

Liesel Oberarzbacher
Instituto Tecnolodgico
Autdnomo de México

Linda Zehila Leén
Mendiola

Barra Mexicana, Cole-
gio de Abogados, A.C.

Luis Aroche Alquicira
Guerra Gonzalez y
Asociados, S.C.

Luis Arturo Calvo
Hernandez
Juridico Calvo y
Asociados

Luis Bernardo Franco
Sanchez

Bueno, Acevedo y
Castillo, S.C.

Luis Erick Emmanuel
Cruz Ramirez
Federacion Juridica
Mexicana, S.C.

Luis Javier Calderén
Rivera

Acierta, Solucion de
Controversias, S.C.

Luis Madrigal
Pereyra

Madrigal y Madrigal,
S.C.

Luis Ricardo Sanchez
Ramos

Bufete Sanchez
Ramos, S.C.

Luis Rodrigo Saldana
Arellano

Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Luis Rodrigo Vargas
Gil

Grupo Vonwolf de
México

Manuel Alejandro
Martinez Arroyo
Martinez Arroyo
Consultores

Manuel Diaz Rojas
de Silva

Universidad Nacional
Autdonoma de México

Manuel Romero
Madrid

Romero y Asociados,
Prevencién y Solu-
ciones Juridicas, S.C.

Mara Socorro
Rebollo Carrillo
Universidad Nacional
Autdénoma de México

Marco A. Zavaleta
Guerra
GLZ Abogados

Margarita G. Kliinder
Cardoso Varela.
Bufete Juridico

Maria del Carmen
Davila Rico
Dévila & Asociados

Maria Elisa Franco
Martin del Campo
Universidad Nacional
Autdénoma de México

Maria Esther Estrada
Marquez

Maria Fernanda
Cobo Armijo
Universidad
Iberoamericana

Maria Fernanda
Téllez Giron Garcia
Universidad Nacional
Autdénoma de México

Maria Guadalupe
Alvarado Watla
Centro de Formacion
para el Derecho,
WAME

Maria Teresa Cruz
Abrego

Cruz Abrego Consor-
cio Juridico, S.C

Maria Teresa Orozco
Escobedo

Barra Nacional de
Abogados; Coalicion
contra la Trata de
Personas en América
y el Caribe, A.C.

Maricruz Berenice
Diaz Flores

Mario Francisco
Espinosa Jiménez
Espinosa y Asociados

Martinez Lopezy
Asociados, S.C.

Mauricio Reséndiz
Zamudio

Max Jalife Bochi
Instituto Ingenes

Michel Rubén
Hernandez Tafoya
Observatel, A.C.

Miguel Angel Fitta
Zavala

Miguel Angel
Hernandez de Alba
Herndndez de Alba
GPO Abogados

Miguel Angel
Ramirez Garcia
Insigne Colegio Supe-
rior de Certificacion,
S.C.

Miguel Angel Silverio
Santiago

Miguel Gallardo
Guerra

BGBG - Bello,
Gallardo, Bonequi y
Garcia, S.C.

Moisés Alejandro
Castro Pizana
Bufete Castro Pizana

Moisés Noriega
CFE Calificados

Moénica Campos
Lozada

Cabrera Campos y
Asociados. Consul-
tores Juridicos S.C.

Montse Rubio

Nancy Estephanie
Valdez Hinojosa

Nayely Alvarez
Najera

Norma Cecilia
Montes Lira

Norma Leticia
Quinonez Galvan
Bufete Sanchez
Ramos, S.C.

Octavio Cantén J.
Alvarez, Canton Y%
Peters, Abogados

Oscar Alberto
Bojorge Garcia
MGGL Abogados

Oscar de los Reyes
Heredia

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Oscar Hernandez
Sanchez

Consultoria Ejecutiva
Juridica

Pascual Virgilio
Universidad
Tepantlato

Paulina Ojesto
Martinez Manzur

Pedro Ayala Espinosa
Alpha Bis Estudio
Legal

Perla Dalia Arreola
Carbajal
EC Rubio

Rafael Castro Cortes
Castro Sadnchez
Abogados, S.C.

Raul Alberto Trejo
Sciandra

Sciandra & Rios
Cabrera, Abogados
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Raul Torres Jiménez
Universidad Nacional
Auténoma de México

Raymundo Canales
de la Fuente
Colegio de Bioética,
A.C.

René Ortega Silva
Universidad
Panamericana

Ricardo Corona Real
Koalsulting

Ricardo Martin
Gonzalez

Martin, Isla &
Pickering Abogados

Ricardo Miiidn Reyes
Bufete Juridico
Pericial Minon

Roberto Martinez
Ramirez

Rodolfo Aceves
Jiménez

Rodrigo Aguilar
Arceo

Sédmano Abogados,
S.C.

Rodrigo D Vivar
Campos G.

De Liux Abogados,
S.C.

Rodrigo Garcia
Torres Trueba
Fragomen

Rodrigo Josué
Gazcon Quintana
Guerra Gonzélez y
Asociados, S.C.

Rodrigo Navarro
Castellanos

De la Peza y Matuk
Abogados

Rolando Cabrera
Lépez

Cabrera Campos y
Asociados. Consul-
tores Juridicos, S.C.

Rosalinda Penélope
Pimentel Bermudez
Mujeres en Resisten-
cia Alternativa MX

Ruth Sarai Aldana
Vergara

Salomén Borbén

Salvador Hernandez
Chavez
Solucion Legal México

Santiago Rodriguez
Santoyo

Rodriguez y
Asociados

Sasha Alcérreca
Universidad
Tecnoldgica de México

Sergio Aarén Bernal
Lépez
A.PT. Abogados, S.C.

Sergio Artemio
Guillermo Valentin
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Sergio Fabela
Pomposo
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Sergio Ismael Roman
Hernandez
Claustro Juridico

Sergio Santiago
Pedro

Universidad
Tecnoldgica de México

Silverio Sandate
Morales
VWYS

Sonia Rios Celiseo
Universidad Tec
Milenio

Stepfanie Castro
Rodriguez

Castro & Rodriguez,
Asesoria Juridica y
Consultoria

Tania M. Cruz Leal

Valentin Valladares
Vazquez

Victor Alonso del
Pozo Rodriguez
Comisién Mexicana
de Defensay Promo-
cion de los Derechos
Humanos, A.C.

Victor Hugo Aguilar
Juarez

Aguilar & Asociados
Legal Advice

Victor Manuel
Palacios Hidalgo
Palacios, Certucha y
Asociados

Violeta Martinez
Garcia
Dev-Project
Internacional

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Alberto Lara
Fernandez
Alfer Abogados, S.C.

Alejandro Garza
Aviles

Anayansin Adame
Olmedo

Carlos Alberto
Balderas Alvarez
Instituto de la
Defensoria Publica del
Estado de Coahuila

Carlos Castro
Delta Abogados

Carlos Ernesto
Martinez Robledo

Claudia Janette
Carrillo Mendoza
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Coahuila

Esmeralda Leija
Casas

Florentino Cepeda
Muioz

Gerardo Garza
Valdés

Molina Vélez & Garza
Valdés Abogados

Grace M Fernandez
Moran

Buscando
Desaparecidos
México, BUSCAME

Héctor Fernando
Sanchez Gonzalez
Sanchez & Rodriguez
Abogados

Ibett Estrada Gazga
Irene Spigno
Academia
Interamericana de
Derechos Humanos

Javier Eduardo
Roque Valdés
RV'y Asociados

Jesus Rivellino
Monarrez Corrales

Jorge Antonio Lépez
Alonso

ALC Asesoria Legal
Corporativa, S.C.

Jorge Guadalupe
Prieto Fierro

José Luis Valdés
Rivera

Academia
Interamericana de
Derechos Humanos

Juan Enrique
Martinez Requenes
Centro para los
Derechos Humanos
Fray Juan de Larios

Juan Francisco Reyes
Robledo

Academia
Interamericana de
Derechos Humanos

Karina Isabel Casco
Gallardo
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Coahuila

Luis Alberto Duran
Herrera

Jovenes en Movimien-
to por México, A. C.

Magda Yadira Robles
Garza

Defensoria de los
Derechos Humanos
Universitarios UAdeC

Margarita Guajardo
Fuentes

Universidad Autono-
ma de Coahuila

Miguel Hernandez
Abogados HERAS

Monserrat Davila
Aguilar

Pedro Pablo Gamez
Herrera

Asesores Legales
Laguna, S.C.

Pedro Pablo Gamez
Herrera

Sociedad Civil de
Abogados, Asesores
Legales Laguna

Raul Alejandro
Lazalde Kalinchuk

Ricardo Giovanni
Hernandez Espitia
Universidad Autono-
ma de Coahuila

Roberto Antonio
Gutiérrez Ramirez
Universidad Autono-
ma de Coahuila
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Especialistas
andnimas/os

Colima

Amado Ceballos
Valdovinos
Universidad de
Colima

Angel Gabriel Alexo
Rodriguez

Asesoria Juridica
Personalizada

Angel Gabriel Hilerio
Lépez

Universidad de
Colima

Arianna Sanchez
Espinosa

Carlos Delgado
Amezcua
Universidad de
Colima

Carlos Garibay
Paniagua
Universidad de
Colima

Claudia Josefina
Gutiérrez Martinez
Federacion de Barras,
Colegios, Asocia-
ciones de Abogados y
Abogadas de Colima

David Fajardo Santos
Asesoria Juridica
Integral de Manzanillo

Elias Ortega Baron
Cadproci, S.A. de CV.

Enrique Covarrubias
Moreno

Felipe Acosta Roca
lurisconsultus &
Administratione

Francisco Espinoza
Goémez

Universidad de
Colima

Francisco Israel
Aguilar Campos
IURIS Abogados &
Consultores

Gabriel Ceja Espiritu
Universidad de
Colima

Guillermo Silva
Magana
Universidad de
Colima

Jorge Avila
José Alfonso
Dominguez Garay

José Antonio
Vazquez Espinoza
Universidad de
Colima

Jose Manuel Solis
Pérez
S&R Abogados

Manuel Alejandro
Espinosa Medina

Mayra Jannine
Ramirez Valle

Rosa Edith Sandoval
Chacén

Sandoval Chacén
Abogados

Silvia Verodnica
Bernal Rincén
Bernal & Asociados

Vicente Emanuel
Solano Anguiano

Victor Hugo Manzo
Sanchez

Victor Manuel
Pimentel Rodriguez
Secretaria de Salud

Especialistas
andnimas/os

Durango

Abelardo Camacho
Luis

Universidad Juérez
del Estado de
Durango

Antonio Benjamin
Salinas Ibarra
Abogados Gomez
Palacio

Azucena Martinez
Urbina

Universidad Autono-
ma de Durango

Bertha Gabriela
Ramos Rocha

Claudia Elisa
Martinez Castillo
Universidad Juarez
del Estado de
Durango

Edgar Alan Arroyo
Cisneros
Universidad Juarez
del Estado de
Durango

Eduardo Garcia
Almeda

EGA Asesoria Legal
Especializada

Elda Almodoévar

J. Gabriel Jaramillo
Cruz

Jesus Alberto Frayre
Valles

Universidad Juérez
del Estado de
Durango

Jesus Arturo
Martinez Alvarez
Secretaria de Salud

Joel Ricardo Nevarez
del Rivero
Universidad Juérez
del Estado de
Durango

José Omar Ortega
Soria

Laura Ernestina
Barragan Ledesma
Universidad Juarez
del Estado de
Durango

Liliana Alexander
Anderson

Luis Alberto Zavala
Ramos

Ma. Isabel Ramirez
Velazquez

Manuel Alberto
Betancourt Berumen
Universidad Juérez
del Estado de
Durango

Miguel Angel
Hernandez
Castrellon

Despacho Juridico
Herndndez Castrellon

Roberto Daniel
Cortes Sanchez
Corsa Lagam y Aso-

ciados Abogados, S.C.

Teédulo Pérez
Martinez
Universidad Juérez
del Estado de
Durango

Veroénica Rojas
Portillo

Victor Manuel
Pinedo Ledesma
Pro Defensa del
Ciudadano, A.C.

Especialistas
andnimas/os

State of Mexico

Abraham Jaramillo
Moreno

Adriana Buendia

Tinoco
Universidad Andhuac

Alba Luz Robles
Mendoza
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Alberto Gomez
Miranda
Consultoria Legal A.G.

Alejandra Miranda
Hernandez
Universidad San
Carlos

Alejandro A. Ortiz
Solorio

Accion Educativa en
Diabetes, Obesidad y
Sobrepeso, A.C.

Alejandro Hernandez
Trejo

Colegio de Abogados
del Valle de México,
A. C.

Alfonso Gonzalez
Garzén

Ana Karen de Jesus
Flores

Angela Andrea
Rivera Garay
Universidad Nacional
Auténoma de México

Armando Lépez
Martinez

Lopez vy Lopez,
Abogados

Arturo Rubio
Gutiérrez
Universidad Autono-
ma del Estado de
México

Berenice Garcia
Hernandez

Carlos Arturo Bravo
Rivas
CABRABOGADOS

Carlos Gonzalo
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Blanco Rodriguez
Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

César David
Montoya Solis
Politicas y Estrategias
en Seguridad Nacional

César Ulises Soto
Bretzfelder

Claudia Gonzalez
Jiménez
Universidad Autono-
ma del Estado de
México

Cuauhtémoc
Eduardo Zamarripa
Calderén

David Enrique
Echeverria Mercado
Consultores Juridicos
de México

Diego Adrian
Gallardo Trujillo
D&C Consorcio

Edgar Ramirez
Valdés

Universidad Autono-
ma del Estado de
México

Eduardo Mariano
Eguiarte Eguiarte
AVA Firm, S.C.

Erika Ivonne
Fernandez Cruz

Francisco Javier Diaz
Almazan

Instituto de Amparo y
Derecho Penal

H. Gilmar Hernandez
GC Consultores
Legales

Hugo Ladino

Martinez

Ivan Aldair Mira

Liévanos
Barrister Abogados,
S.C.

Jacqueline Torres
Marroquin

Javier Augusto de
Jesus Contreras
Vazquez

Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Jeanette Bretén
Salinas

Sumando Igualdad,
A.C.

Jesus Sergio Diaz
Almazan
Centurio Bufete
Juridico

Jorge Alberto J.
Zorrilla Rodriguez
Zorrilla-Abogados

Jorge Welsh

Jose Angel Vilchis
Uribe

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Juan Antonio Maruri
Jiménez

Academia de Peritos
en Ciencias Forenses
y Consultoria Técnica
Legal, A.C.

Juan Manuel Grosso
Espinosa

Centro Médico Santa
Teresa

Julian Jesus Gudiio
Galindo

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-

riores de Monterrey

Julieta Mercedes
Zuppa Barajas
Z/B&A Zuppa Barajas
& Abogados

Karime Haua

Navarro
Scientia Nutricion

Laura Concepciéon
Pascual Morales
Universidad Abierta y
a Distancia de México

Leonardo A. Beltran
Baldares
Notaria No. 96

Liliana Padilla Cano

Luis Hernandez
Martinez

Alta Direccion
Juridica

Maria Elena Malvaez
Martinez
lurisdictio Abogados

Maria Elisa Godinez
Necoechea

Maria Gabriela
Castelan Sanchez

Maria Virginia
Aguilar
AB. Abogados

Maricela Medina
Zamudio

Centro Universitario
Los Angeles

Mayra Gallardo
Ramirez

Servicios Legales y
Corporativos México,
S.C.

Miguel Angel
Legorreta Bravo

Miguel Angel Mundo
Sanchez
Mundo & Abogados

Miguel Ramirez
Maldonado

Ruiz, Moncada &
Ramirez Abogados

Moisés Calvo Suarez

Nancy Lara

Hernandez
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Nancy Raquel Rosete
Nunez

Deudos y Defensores
por la Dignidad de
nuestros Desapare-
cidos

Olga Elena Yautentzi
Goémez
Hospital Futura

Pablo Ernesto
Sanvicente Castro
Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Paulina Bustillos
Montemayor
MBS Legal
Consulting, S.C.

Raquel Duran
Valenzuela
MBS Legal
Consulting, S.C.

Renato Manuel
Alcantara Gonzalez
Consorcio Juridico
RAG, S.A. de CV.

Rosalba Martinez
Flores
Martinez & Martinez

Sarah Alejandra
Ortiz Rosales

Sarah Rebeca
Rosales Baca

Accion Educativa en
Diabetes, Obesidad y
Sobrepeso, A.C.

Silvia Isabel Martinez
Chicho

Tania Edith Reyes

Garcia
Meéxico Justo, A.C

Velda Gamez

Instituto Tecnolodgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Vicente Delgado
Goémez

Servicios Legales y
Corporativos México,
S.C.

Viridiana Diaz
Gonzilez

Instituto para la Pro-
fesionalizacion de la
Paz y la Justicia

Yonatan Lendizabal
Linares
lurisdictio Abogados

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Guanajuato
Alan Canedo Garcia

Ana Enriqueta
Bustos Hernandez

Andreina Lizbeth
Campos Alvarado

Antonio Israel
Pacheco Aguilar

Antonio Olguin-
Torres
Universidad de
Guanajuato

Claudia Esther
Romero Rios

Cristébal Victor H.
Olivares Garcia

Daniel Delgado Avila

Daniela Rocio Franco
Gordillo

Diego Leén y Rabago

Universidad de
Guanajuato

Edith Valtierra
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Méndez
Despacho Juridico
Laboral

Emmanuel Briones
Reyes
Baker Tilly México

Fabiola Maldonado
Alcaraz

Faso Abogados, Firma
Legal

Felipe Eduardo
Zarate Lopez
Universidad de Ledn

Francisco Esquivel
Segoviano

Esquivel Consultoria
& Leyes

Gilberto Leén Olvera
Instituto Politécnico
Nacional

Héctor Fuentes
Paramo
Hospital MAC

lvan Omar
Plascencia Navarrete
Asociacion Nacional
de Consejos de Parti-
cipaciéon Ciudadana

José Alfredo
Martinez Reyes
Martinez Reyes
Abogados

José Antonio Veloz
Aranda

Instituto de Seguridad
y Servicios Sociales de
los Trabajadores del
Estado

José Cervantes
Herrera
Universidad de
Guanajuato

José Guadalupe
Martinez Sixtos

José Miguel Cortés

Lara
Cortés, Defensa Legal

Juan Carlos Luna
Pérez

L&R Abogados
Corporativo Laboral

Juan Ignacio Ayala
Padilla

Ayala Padilla. Firma
Legal

Juan René Segura
Ricano
Universidad de
Guanajuato

Juan Tomas Acevedo
Lépez
Acevedo & Herndndez

Julian Beltran
Gonzalez
Asistencia Integral
Juridica

Karla Patricia Loaiza
Paniagua

Katya Morales Prado

Leandro Eduardo
Astrain Banuelos
Universidad de
Guanajuato

Leticia Kraulles
Morales

Luis Eduardo
Vazquez Cardenas
Vazquez Cardenas
Abogados Fiscalistas

Manuel Acosta
Goémez

Essentia lus -
Consultores Juridicos

Manuel Vidaurri
Aréchiga
Universidad de La
Salle Bajio

Miguel Angel Gémez

Gonzalez
Universidad
Iberoamericana

Miriam Susana Téllez
Cabrera
TJCorporativo

Noe Ortiz Rojas
Juridico Orna

Pascual Palomares
Anda
Secretaria de Salud

Raquel Gutiérrez
Marin

Colegio de Psicélogos
de Leodn, A.C.

Raymundo Francisco
Olmedo Rivera
Universidad
Iberoamericana

Roberto Vega
Romero
Clinica Vida

Rubén Ayala Padilla
AP Firma legal

Sergio Arturo
Camarena Lozano

Tobias Garcia Tovar

Especialistas
andénimas/os

Guerrero

Abril Montserrat
Ramirez Vega
Red de Abogadas
Violeta, A.C.

Adolfo Roman
Roman

Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Alberto Gonzalez
Torres

Centro de Derechos
Humanos de la Mon-
tana “Tlachinollan”

Alejandro

Moctezuma Niio
Universidad Loyola
del Pacifico

Aron Diaz Salazar
Centro de Derechos
Humanos de la Mon-
tana “Tlachinollan”

Carlos Ortuiio
Pineda

Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Concepcion Amador
Pérez

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Cristian Ortega
Barrera

Daysi Navez
Gonzalez
Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Ewry Arvid Zarate
Nahén

Consejo de Ciencia,
Tecnologia e Inno-
vacion Guerrero

Gloria Fernandez
Tilapa

Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Jorge Vela C.
Vela & Asociados

Jose Ramon
Gonzalez Chavez
Centro de Estudios
Especializados Con-
sultoria y Educacion

Kenya Hernandez
Vinalay

Universidad Auténo-
ma de Guerrero

Manuel Zurita Allec
Z/GC Abogados

Maria del Rocio

Garcia Sanchez
Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Meridion Estrada
Damian

Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Napoleon Orozco
Bedolla

Centro de Estudios
Juridicos y Policiales
del Valle de Andhuac,
S.C.

Oscar Ricardo Morell
Brena

Perla Maldonado
Rodriguez

Foro Guerrerense de
Abogados, A.C.

Reyes Navarrete
Mirandelli
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Guerrero

Rocio Ramirez
Jiménez

Consejo de Cien-
cia, Tecnologia e
Innovacion Guerrero

Salvador Muioz
Barrios

Universidad Autono-
ma de Guerrero

Samuel Ramirez
Ocampo

Silvia Peralta Garcia
Universidad
Hipdcrates

Teodomira Rosales
Sierra

Centro Regional de
Defensa de Derechos
Humanos José Ma.
Morelos y Pavon, A.C.

Verdénica Mayren
Rodriguez Herrera
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Guerrero
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Especialistas
andnimas/os

Hidalgo

Alfonso Herrera
Roldan
Descorp Abogados

Cecilia Sanchez
Moreno
Universidad Autdono-
ma del Estado de
Hidalgo

Daniela Catalina
Cerén Cabaias
Despacho JCCC
Asesoria Juridica,
Abogados Especial-
istas

Delmmy Guadalupe
Cruz Fernandez
El Reportero

Efrain Magueyal
Baxcajay
MS Abogados

Emmanuel G. Rosales
Guerrero
GMT Abogados, S.C.

Francisco Gibran
Aguilar Cerén
A&P Abogados y
Asociados

Genaro Juarez
Cortés
Firma Juridica Diaz

Gloria Lizette
Bustillos Vargas

Javier David Ortiz
Mendoza

Javier Diez Garcia
Universidad Nacional
Auténoma de México

Jesus Carlos
Ruvalcaba Ledezma
Universidad Autdono-
ma del Estado de
Hidalgo

Jorge Javier Soto
Hernandez
Descorp Abogados

Jorge Raull Adame
Judrez
Adame y Asociados

José Francisco Diaz
Cravioto
Firma Juridica Diaz

José Maria
Hernandez
Villalpando
Universidad Autono-
ma del Estado de
Hidalgo

Juan Carlos Cerén
Cabanas

JCCC Asesoria Juridi-
ca Especializada

Juan Manuel Cerezo
Samperio

Juan Manuel
Martinez Islas
Asesores Empresa-
riales & Litigio Laboral

Juan Manuel Ruiz
Alvarado
Ciencias Forenses
México

Juan Salgado

Luis Manuel Ruiz
Velazco
Ciencias Forenses
México

Luis Martin Bernal
Lechuga
Universidad Autono-
ma del Estado de
Hidalgo

Ma. Luisa Sanchez
Padilla

Universidad Autono-
ma del Estado de
Hidalgo

Manuel Jorge
Carredn Perea
Instituto de Estudios
del Proceso Penal
Acusatorio

Maria de la Luz
Ramirez Quiroz

Maria Fabiola
Barbosa Garcia

Maribel Gémez
Alonso

Michelle Alarcén
Ortiz

Grupo Hidalguense de
Desarrollo, S. A de CV.

Oscar Mora
Patricia Rivero Ayala

Rebeca Guzman
Saldana

Universidad Auténo-
ma del Estado de
Hidalgo

Roberto Wesley
Zapata Duran

Red de Investigacion
Internacional ludicium

Rubicely Yarabith
Mera Santiago
Federacion Mexicana
de Abogados

Saul Judrez Cortés

Victor Manuel Lépez
Cerén

Colegio de Abogados
del Distrito Judicial de
Actopan, A.C.

Especialistas
anénimas/os

Jalisco

Adrian Davalos
Alvarez
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Aldo Eliseo Sanchez
Pérez

Alejandro Bolaios
Munoz

Instituto de Seguridad
y Servicios Sociales de
los Trabajadores del
Estado

Alejandro Gerardo
Robles Villasenor
Universidad Marista
de Guadalajara

Alexis Alan Ramirez
Garcia
Secretaria de Salud

Alfredo Sanchez
Ortiz
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Alma Jéssica
Velazquez Gallardo
Universidad de
Guadalajara; Centro
Universitario de la
Ciénega

Alma Rosa Hinojosa
Chavolla
Vila Abogados

Alonso Gonzalez-
Villalobos

Alvaro Martin Alba
Gonzalez Luna
Barragan del Rio
Abogados, S.C.

Amado Sahagtn Diez
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Angela Garcia Reyes
Centro de

Justicia paralaPazyel
Desarrollo, A.C.

Anna Karolina
Chimiak

Centro de

Justicia parala Pazyel
Desarrollo, A.C.

Antonio Jiménez
Diaz

Universidad de
Guadalajara

Anuar S. Garcia
Gutiérrez
México SOS

Arturo Orduia
Padilla
Notaria Publica No. 1

Ary Alejandro Ramos
Plascencia

Destra Corporativo
Juridico

Ary Josué Ruiz
Alcaraz
Lepanto Abogados

Axel Francisco
Orozco Torres
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Carlos Alberto
Aguirre Pelayo
Katz & Gudino
Abogados

Carlos C. Gutiérrez
del Valle

Carlos Moisés
Espinoza Ramos

Carlos Noel Reynoso
MMGS Abogados

Carmen M.

Daniel Salvador
Alcala Ortiz

Deborah Castaiieda
Sello Rojo

Denisse Montiel
Flores

Centro de

Justicia parala Paz vy el
Desarrollo, A.C.

Edgar Daniel Castillo
Ortega

Correduria Publica
No. 78

Eduardo Barajas
Langurén
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



Emmanuel Ibarra
Castillo

Ramos, Ripoll y Schus-
ter Abogados, S.C.

Enrique Gutierrez
Arévalo

Felipe de Jesus
Villasefor Novoa
Cisneros Sénchez y
Abogados, S.C.

Fernando Alejandro
Molina Sanchez
Ochoa Cuétaray
Asociados, S.C.

Fernando Flores de
Leén
Flores Abogados

Francisco Gerardo
Padilla Padilla

Francisco Javier
Camacho Murillo

Francisco Javier Silva
Castaiieda

Silva, Arana &
Asociados, S.C.

Francisco José
Rodriguez Nepote
Corona & Nepote

Francisco Mauricio
Cortés Gutiérrez

Francisco Orozco
Rubio

Colegio de Abogados
de Jalisco

Grehe Velazquez
Novelo

Escuela Libre de
Derecho

Guadalupe Chavero
Reyes
Centro Universitario
UTEG

Guadalupe Flores
RAF vy Asociados

Gustavo Lozano
Moreno
Proyecto Negociazen

Héctor Esteban
Valadez Villanueva

lisse Carolina Torres
Ortega

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Occidente

Irving Armando
Campos Avalos
Lepanto Abogados

Jaime Alejandro
Olveda Garcia
Olveda Garcia
Abogados

Jerry Luis Coats Cruz
Coats Consultores y
Abogados

Jests Ramén Garcia
Figueroa

Instituto Tecnologico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Occidente

Jorge Abraham Soto
Monterde

Soto Monterde y
Asociados

Jorge Emilio
Hernandez Blum
H.B. Abogados

Jorge Garcia
Dominguez

Centro Mexicano de
Justicia Alternativa

José Alfredo
Plascencia Garcia
Universidad de
Guadalajara

José Antonio
Martinez Badillo
RIG Abogados

José Antonio Pena
Universidad de
Guadalajara

José Cruz Guzman
Diaz

Observatorio
Ciudadano de Cultura
de la Legalidad y de

la Paz

José Haro Fernandez

José Juan Quilantan
Cabrera

Nuevo Hospital Civil
de Guadalajara “Dr.
Juan I. Menchaca”

José Luis de Jesus
Valtierra Valencia
Valtierra & Asociados

José Luis de la Mora
Galvez

Universidad de
Guadalajara

José Luis Valtierra
Pena
Valtierra & Asociados

Joseph Olid

Juan Daniel Lugo
Valadez

Ferro & Méndez
Abogados

Juan Ignacio
Manjarrez Sandoval

Juan Manuel Vargas
Goémez

BRAB Firma de
Abogados

Juan Paulo Garcia de
Alba Zepeda

OPD Hospital Civil de
Guadalajara

Juana Maria Teresa
Fernandez Becerra

Karla Arlae Rojas
Quezada

MSN Consultores,
S.C.

Leonardo Tabares
Gutiérrez

CJP Despacho
Juridico

Lidia Celia Enciso
Plascencia

Luis Javier Reynoso
Zepeda
MMGSPA Abogados

Luz Maria Pineda
Gutiérrez
EKILIVRIO Servicios
Profesionales, S.C.

Magdiel Gomez
Muiiiz
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Marcela Cecilia
Rivera Basulto
Instituto Tecnolégico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Marco Antonio
Cervera Delgadillo
Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Occidente

Maria del Carmen
Cortés Lépez
Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Maria del Rosario
Quirarte Plazola
Plataforma de Mu-
jeres Abolicionistas

Maribel Sanchez
Tirzo

Mario Fernandez
Gonzalez

Fernandez & Castillo
Abogados

Martha Elizabeth
Ibarra Navarrete
Ibarra Navarrete.
Kublich. Rincén, S.C.

Martin Eduardo
Pérez Cazares
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Marysol del Rio
Gonzalez

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Occidente

Miguel Angel
Arévalo Ramirez
RM Proactive Law

Miguel Ernesto
Gonzalez Castaneda
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Omar Osiris Mata
Morales

Mata Morales Aboga-
dos y Asociados, S.C.

Omar Sandoval
Ortega

Mendoza & Sandoval
Abogados

Oscar Eduardo
Arenas Huerta
Becktrop

Pedro Elizalde
Monteagudo
Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Rafael Ochoa
Cuétara

Ochoa Cuétaray
Asociados, S.C.

Ramiro Abarca
Urquiza
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Ramon Gerardo
Navejas Padilla
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Ramaén Olivares
Chavez

Raul Godoy Berrueta
Universidad Marista
de Guadalajara

Ricardo Campirano
CRC Abogados
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Ricardo Navarro
Ramos

Universidad de Gua-
dalajara; CUNORTE

Ricardo Tostado
Padilla

Tostado Padillay
Asociados, S.C.

Rodrigo Cano
Guzman
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Rubén Alonso de la
Peinia Nava
Despacho Juridico de
la Pena y Asociados

Rubén Ortega
Montes
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Salvador Amezcua
Romero

Sandra Lourdes
Quifiones
Dominguez
Comité de América
Latina y el Caribe
para la Defensa de
los Derechos de las
Mujeres

Sergio Daniel Larios
Ramos

Larios vy Flores
Abogados

Sergio Rodolfo
Chavez Pérez
AS Integra

Sofia Velazquez
Davila

Red de Abogadas
Violeta, A.C.

Soyla H. Le6n Tovar
Universidad
Panamericana

Thais Carolina Béjar
Talavera
Vila Abogados

Tlacael Jiménez
Briseno
Universidad de
Guadalajara

Vanessa Rubio
Escudero

Clinica Vascular de
Guadalajara

Victor Hugo Gaytan
Lomeli

Wendy Nallely
Gomez Gonzalez

Yesica Cecilia Aguilar
Michel Aguilary
Asociados, S.C.

Yessica Santana
Méndez

Yurixhi Gallardo
Martinez
Universidad
Panamericana

Especialistas
andnimas/os

Michoacan

Adolfo Alfredo
Medina Olivos
Universidad
Contemporanea de las
Américas

Ana Cristina
Ferreyra Ferreyra
Universidad Latina de
América

Beatriz Torres
Jiménez

Carlos Gustavo
Cortés Guerra

Carlos Torres Vega
Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

Cesar Andrei
Villagémez Villalon
Crea Consultores

Christian Omar
Segura Alanis
ETH Despacho
Juridico

Claudia Verduzco
Moreno

Observatorio
Regional Zamora, A.C.

David Viveros
Vazquez

Viveros Vazquez &
Asociados

Edgar Domingo
Bravo Garcia

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Elsa Lopez Pérez
Universidad Montrer

Francisco Fabian
Sanchez

Huerta & Fabian
Abogados

Francisco Ramos
Quiroz

Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

Francisco Sanchez
Chanona

Graciela Villasenor
Ferreyra

J. Jesus Salgado
Hernandez
Universidad Vasco de
Quiroga, A.C.

Janeth Dessire
Vidales Esquivel
Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

Jesus Eduardo
Sanchez Flores

Jorge Alberto
Zamacona Madrigal

Jorge Alejandro
Molina Lazaro
Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

Jose Becerril Leal
Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

Jose Luis Cerano
Fuentes

José Luis Ortiz
Coronado
Ortiz & Ortiz
Abogados

Jose Luis Villicana
Hernandez
Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

José Rodriguez
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Durango

Laura Leticia Padilla
Gil

Universidad Michoa-
cana de San Nicolas
de Hidalgo

Lorena Lundez
Andrade

Asociacion Nacional
de Capacitadores del
Sistema Penal Acusa-
torio

Luis Fernando
Gomez Zamora
BRL

Luis Fernando Victor
Garcia

Victor Garcia & Aso-
ciados, Business Legal
Services

Manuel Antonio
Ledn Lépez

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Marco Antonio
Huape Arreola

Maria Alejandra
Mier Benitez
Servicios de Salud de
Michoacén

Maria de los Angeles
Fuentes Chagolla
Jurisdiccion Sanitaria
No. 1 Morelia

Maria Guadalupe
Tapia Chavez
Secretaria de Salud

Marina Beatriz
Sanchez Flores

Octavio de Jesus
Contreras Rico
Universidad Marista
Valladolid

Oscar Nuiez Chavez
Comisién Estatal de
Derechos Humanos
de Michoacan

Roselia Castro
Madrigal

Tayde Gonzalez Arias
Universidad Inter-
cultural Indigena de
Michoacén

Ulianova Yuvany
Castro Madrigal

Ulises Nicolas
Carmona Garcia

Victor Hugo Tapia
Rodriguez

Especialistas
andnimas/os

Morelos

Adriana Lisbeth
Lucas de Jesus

Berenice Alvarez
Brenda Denisse

Renteria Cervantes
Colectivo Algaraza
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Christian Benitez
Nunez

Universidad La Salle
México

Crhistian Rodrigo
Nava Cruz

Firma de Abogados
Nava

Damian Arizmendi
Echegaray
Universidad
Auténoma del Estado
de Morelos

David Martinez
Duncker R.
Universidad
Auténoma del Estado
de Morelos

David Salgado
Miranda

Fidel L. Giménez
Valdés

Escuela Libre de
Derecho

Francisco Alejandro
Pifnera Santos
SEJUPRO | Morelos

Gabriela Lizbeth
Hidalgo Colin

Ismael Onofre
Javier Carrasco Solis
Instituto de Justicia
Procesal Penal, A.C.

Jazmin Martinez
Benitez

Joaquin Sedano
Tapia

Colegio Morelense
de Académicos de
Derecho

José Jesus Mendoza
Hernandez
Corporativo Juridico
“Mendoza Piliado y
Asociados”

Jose Luis Penaloza

José Victor Panama
Tirado

Josué Mesraim
Davila Soto
Universidad
Autdnoma del Estado
de Morelos

Ladislao Adrian
Reyes Barragan
Universidad
Autdnoma del Estado
de Morelos

Liliana K. Valencia
Estaion

Universidad
Auténoma del Estado
de Morelos

Luis Vicente Garcia
Ayala

Abogados Asociados
Morelos

Mactzil Teresa
Sanchez Garcia
Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Mario Salvador
Sanchez Dominguez
Instituto Nacional de
Salud Publica

Oscar Javier Apaez
Pineda
Universidad La Salle
México

Pedro Antonio Reyes
Florentino
Universidad
Auténoma del Estado
de Morelos

Pedro Pérez Esquivel
Universidad del Valle

de México

Raymundo Gil
Rendén

Roberto Coranguez
CEA

Rosalva Cruz Nazario

Sergio David Robles
Sandoval

Instituto de Seguridad
y Servicios Sociales de
los Trabajadores del
Estado

Victoria Alva Lugo
Universidad La Salle

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Nayarit

Abel Gémez
Gutiérrez
Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Adolfo Javier
Romero Garibay
Universidad de la
Salud

Aldo Rafael Medina
Garcia

Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Carlos Alberto Prieto
Godoy

Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Carlos Cervantes
Servicios de Salud de
Navyarit

Carlos H. Ornelas
Gonzalez

|IUS Corporativo
Juridico Especializado

Carlos Rodriguez
Robles
UNIVER; UNIVAM

David Osiris Pacheco
Nunez

Eduardo Ramirez
Roque

Servicios Legales
Colm, S.C.

Emiliano Zapata
Sandoval Blasco
Despacho Abogado
Emiliano Zapata

Francisco Javier
Rivas Sandoval
Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Gilberto Miramontes
Correa

MB Servicios Legales
y de Correduria, S.C.

Hugo Armando
Palafox Ramirez
UNIVER

Jesica Marlene
Cortés Espitia
Universidad Nacional
Autonoma de México

José Antonio Serrano
Moran

Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

José Francisco
Gonzalez Arce
JOFRAGO Abogados
y Contadores Asocia-
dos

José Guadalupe
Plascencia Ortiz
Plascencia &
Abogados

Juan Miguel Salcedo
Rosales

Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Juan Silvestre Peina
Garcia

Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Karina Cancino
Conlextos MX

Martha Karina
Jalomo Ortiz
Servicios de Salud de
Navarit

Melina Edith

Miramontes Barajas
MB Servicios Legales
y de Correduria, S.C.

Miriam Rosario
Munguia Viera
Servicios de salud de
Navarit

Naghive Hurtado
Espinosa

Nashely Nayar
Guevara Cruz
Servicios de Salud de
Navarit

Pamela Lili
Fernandez Reyes
Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit;
AMECIP

Ricardo Jaime
Lozada

Universidad Vizcaya
de las Américas

Rogelio Alberto
Fernandez Arguelles
Universidad
Auténoma de Navarit

Verodnica Cruz Garcia
Sociedad Nayarita de
Salud Publica

Victor Valencia
VC Consultores

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Nuevo Ledén

Abelardo Gonzalez
Duque

Universidad Metro-
politana de Monterrey

Adrian Ricardo
Flores Lozano
Queda Claro

Alma Eugenia Garza
Oliva

Mediacion y Juridico
Familiar Génesis
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Andrea Rodriguez
Zavala
Universidad
Regiomontana

Angel Gabriel

Carrillo Ojeda
Facultad Libre

de Derecho de
Monterrey

Arturo Azuara Flores
Universidad de
Monterrey

Carlos Brehm
Santamarina + Steta

Carlos Lugo
TROUPE Litigation
Practice

Carlos Omar Garcia
Charvel

Garcia Garza Charvel
& Asociados, S.C.

Carlos Tijerina
Instituto Tecnologico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Cesar Ruiz
Castellanos
Seguimiento, Enlace,
Control, Adminis-
tracion y Asesoria
Legal, S.C.

Cristian Castafio
Contreras

Centro de Estudios
Estratégicos y de
Gobierno

Cristina Vizcaino
Lahud

Angeles Abogados
Firma Legal, S.C.

Cynthia Yesenia
Martinez Martinez

Daniel Alberto Garza
de la Vega
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Dariela Guadalupe
Cervantes Arriaga
Despacho Juridico
Ramiro Cruz Carrillo

David Moreno Garcia
Universidad Autono-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Diana Rocio
Gonzalez Vazquez
Colegio de Peritos del
Norte, A.C.

Eduardo Valdés
Carmona

Asociacion de Psicdélo-
gos de Nuevo Ledn

Elsa G. Ramirez
Martinez
Enrique Franco Adaya

Erick Alberto Durand
de Sanjuan
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Gabriel Alejandro
Goémez Bello
Defensa Penal
Eficiente

Gabriel Farah
Instituto Tecnologico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Gabriel Zubietay
Landa Corona
Zubieta & Landa,
Elizondo Abogados

Georgina Mayela
Nuanez Rocha
Universidad Autono-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Gerardo Guzman
Plata

Instituto de Cultura
Juridica

Guadalupe Rivas
Martinez
Universidad Regio-
montana

Guillermina Juarez V
Universidad Autono-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Héctor S. Maldonado
Pérez

Isaid F. Rayon
Martinez
Consorcio Empresa-
rial & de Servicios

I1za Maria Sanchez
Siller

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Javier E. Ntnez
Garza

Nunez & Montemayor
Abogados Asociados

Javier Pérez-Rolén
Universidad de
Monterrey

Javier Seplulveda
Ponce

Universidad Autono-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Jessica Citlalli Diaz
Rodriguez

Jesus Alberto
Rodriguez Gonzalez
Martinez Arrieta,
Abogados

Jose Manuel Reta
Ramos
Reta & Abogados

José Roberto Salinas
Padilla

Salinas Padilla, Roman
Avila & Asociados,
Firma Legal, S.C.

Josemaria Urrutia
Garcia

Urrutia + Angeles
Abogados

Juan Carlos Cabrera
Betancourt

Juan Guillermo Avila
Sarabia
Avila, Lozano vy Rodal

Juan Ubaldo Lépez
Sanchez

Navarro & Lopez
Abogados

Laura Olazaran
OH Legal MX

Leopoldo Angeles
Gonzalez

Angeles Abogados
Firma Legal, S.C.

Luis Alberto Valencia
Puente

Solidaridad en el
Exodo, A.C.

Luis Campacos

Luis Eduardo Zavala
de Alba

Casa Monarca.
Ayuda Humanitaria al
Migrante, A.B.P.

Luis Fernando
Gonzalez Chapa
Zarate Abogados

Ma. del Carmen
Montemayor
Jauregui
Universidad Autono-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Maria Antonieta
Silva Herrera
Universidad
Regiomontana

Maria del Carmen
Gonzalez Guajardo
de Villarreal
Corporacion Juridica,
S.C.

Maria Romero
Mario Ozziel Reyna
Guajardo

Legal Enterprise Firm

Marlon Omar Lépez
Zapata

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-

riores de Monterrey

Miguel Angel Valdés
Alvarado

Valdés- Alvarado
Firma Legal

Pedro Cesar Cantu
Martinez
Universidad Autono-
ma de Nuevo Ledn

Rafael Alday
Gonzalez

Vazquez Tercero &
Zepeda

René Montemayor
Hospital Muguerza

Sergio Garcia Garza
Garcia Garza Charvel
y Asociados, S.C.

Vibiana Agramont
Lazareno

Instituto Tecnolodgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Oaxaca

Aldair de Jesus Cruz
Martinez

Alvaro Lopez Pérez
ALH & Asociados

Ana Laura Ruiz Peina
Araceli Diaz
Luna del Sur

Betzabé Ramirez
Vasquez

Benemérita Universi-
dad de Oaxaca

Carlos Alberto
Hampshire Andrade
Seguridad & Logistica
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Carmelo Santos
Martinez
Universidad Autono-
ma Benito Juarez de
Oaxaca

Deyanira Aquino
Campos
MUACO, A.C.

Eliseo Martin Lépez
Medina

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Elizabeth Garcia
Rodriguez
Academia Mexica de
Derecho Fiscal

Erick Azamar Cruz
Servicios de Salud de
Oaxaca

Erika Manzano
Flores

Héctor Sibaja Ochoa
SO&A:; Universidad
Regional del Sureste

Hugo Francisco
Dehesa Sanchez

Irais Rivera Marquez

Itzel Lopez
Hernandez
Despacho Diaz &
Hernandez

Jorge Eduardo
Franco Jiménez
Juridico Corporativo
Franco, S.C.

Jorge Enrique
Caballero Hernandez
Asociaciéon de
Medicina Integrada
del Adulto, A.C.

Jorge Luis Gémez
Villar Ruiz

Despacho Juridico del
Villar

José Mathus Cruz

Juan Carlos de la
Rosa Gutiérrez

Juan Carlos Morales
Lépez

Karina del
Ruby Delgadillo
Hernandez

ED Abogados vy
Asociados

Maria del Carmen
Avendano Rito
Instituto Tecnoldgico
del Valle de Etla

Master Erika Lili Diaz
Cruz
Luna del Sur, A.C.

Miqueas Bautista
Arce

Nalyn Lizeth
Rodriguez Brindis
Hospital de la Nifez
Oaxaquena

Pedro Martinez
Rosas

Ricardo Carrillo
Médico Quirurgica
Huatulco

Samantha Salazar
Diego

Despacho Abrego &
Diego

Victor Medina
Avendano

Yesica Azucena Dias
Cruz
Luna del Sur, A.C.

Especialistas
andnimas/os

Puebla

Alejandro Pérez
Marin

Comision de Busque-
da de Personas del
Estado de Puebla

Alexandro Sin
Stamatiades
Sobrado, Juarez &
Stamatiades

Andrea Priede
Iglesias
Priede & Asociados

Angel Orlando Flores
Alvarado

Angel Ovidio Diaz
Flores

Aniceto Peralta
Garcia

SIA Consultores en
Psicologia & Derecho

Arturo Garcia
Villasefior
Instituto Arthil

Beatriz Garcia
Solano

Benemérita Univer-
sidad Autébnoma de
Puebla

Berenice Méndez
Vazquez
ISU Universidad

Carlos Raul Ramirez
Brito

Volkswagen Financial
Services México

Carmina Parada
Aguilar

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Christian Jaramillo
Ruanova
Loyal Abogados

Cuitldhuac Guillermo
Beristain Zuniga
Ariza y Asociados

Daniel Alejandro
Barradas de Ita
RTYDC

Domingo Bautista
Ruiz

Edgar Alejandro
Garcia Martinez

Edgardo Gonzalez
Arellano

Corporativo de Servi-
cios Administrativos
y Juridicos Integrales
de Puebla

Eduardo Arturo
Ponce Martinez
Ponce Martinez
Abogados

Efrain Reyes Sanchez
RSA Corporativo
Juridico

Elizabeth Dominguez
Gonzalez

Benemérita Univer-
sidad Auténoma de
Puebla

Estefania Lozano
Rojas

Rivadeneyra, Trevifio
y de Campo, S.C.

F. Francisco Morales
y Rivera

Colegio del Centro
Oriente CIENMEX,
S.C.

Fabiola Morales
Serrano

Mendoza Morales y
Asociados

Fausto Fernandez
Ruiz

Universidad de las
Américas Puebla

Felipe de Jesus Gil
Cruz
Gil y Solis, Abogados

Felipe Tlatoa Ponce
Fernando Juarez

Hernandez
SJ&S Abogados, S.C.

Gabriela Moreno
Valle Bautista
Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Gina Sanchez Flores
Secretaria de Salud

Giovanni A.
Hernandez Vega
Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Guadalupe Angélica
Juérez Alvarez
Benemérita Univer-
sidad Autdonoma de
Puebla

Guadalupe Ponce

Gustavo Xavier
Pérez Diaz
Consejo Mexica-
no de Geriatria y
Gerontologia

Héctor José Maria
Garza Villalobos
Garza & Serrano
Abogados

Horacio Alberto
Garmendia Salman
Garmendia & Salman
Abogados, S.C.

Inés Laura Lépez
Martinez

Jessica Paola Ortiz
Martinez
DeForest Abogados

Jesus Gonzalez
Sampedro
Rivadeneyra, Trevino
y de Campo, S.C.

Jesus Rojas Lezama

Jorge Madariaga
Granados
Madariaga &
Asociados
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José Alfredo Muioz
Carreto

Benemérita Univer-
sidad Autébnoma de
Puebla

José Alvaro Lépez
Loredo

Hospital Angeles
Puebla

Jose Luis Cervantes
Xochihua

Defensa Juridica
Especializada

Juan Carlos Galindo
Becerra

Julia Carolina
Alvarez Escalona
Universidad
Interamericana para el
Desarrollo

Kevin Toquero
Ramirez
Grupo AMHA

Luz Aurora Sanchez
Zamora
Universidad ISU

Maria Cristina
Jiménez Azcatl
Legis Actio

Maria de Lourdes
Gonzalez Romero
Universidad Popular
Autonoma del Estado
de Puebla

Maria Teresa
Palacios Rucabado
Universidad del Valle
de México

Mauro Garcia Solano
Benemérita Univer-
sidad Autébnoma de
Puebla

Miguel Angel Huesca
Bazan

Centro de Estudios
sobre la Ensenanza

y el Aprendizaje del
Derecho

Miguel Antonio
Candia Delgadillo
Sinergias Integrales,
Abogados

Miluska Orbegoso
Silva

Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Nelly Huerta
Fernandez

Norma Estela
Pimentel Méndez
Barra Mexicana, Cole-
gio de Abogados, A.C.

Rosa Elia Robles
Medina
Benemérita Univer-
sidad Autébnoma de
Puebla

Ruben Blanca Diaz
Red de Abogados
Puebla

Sandra Yolanda
Munoz Doroteo

Sophia Huidobro
Hoffmann
Rivadeneyra, Trevifio
y de Campo, S.C.

Tomas Rojas Romero
Benemérita Univer-
sidad Autébnoma de
Puebla

Viviana Castillo Luna

Wilberg Rogelio
Gerardo Garcia
Heres

DeForest Abogados

Yuteita Valeria
Hoyos Ramos

Red Nacional de Abo-
gadas Indigenas

Especialistas
andnimas/os

Querétaro

Adrian E. Dimas
Bedolla

Alvaro Morales
Avilés
Universidad
Autdénoma de
Querétaro

Ana Patricia Pérez
Reséndiz

Antonio Juan José
Gutiérrez Alvarez
Correduria Publica
No. 6

Benjamin Arias
Pesquera

Bernardo Garcia
Camino
Universidad
Autdnoma de
Querétaro

César Rosendo Soto
Vazquez

Soto & Asociados
Abogados

Danahe Paola
Castarieda Flores
IDPPEQ

Daniel Orozco Gavan
Colegio de Abogados
Penalistas del Estado
de Querétaro

Dante Romero
Turrubiates
Basham, Ringe y
Correa, S.C.

David Cardenas
Espinoza
Cardenas y Asociados

Diego Antonio
Ferrusquia Jiménez
BILAN

Edivar Hurtado
Rangel
VMGE Abogados

Eduardo David
Meunier

Eduardo Figueroa
Flores

Abogados Especializa-
dos Querétaro

Emilio Paulin
Larracoechea
Universidad
Auténoma de
Querétaro

Enrique Pons Franco
Docufy

Filiberto Lépez Diaz
Lopez Diaz &
Asociados

Francisco Javier
Garcia Davalos
Universidad
Auténoma de
Querétaro

Gemma V. Lugo
Perrusquia
Perrusquia &
Asociados

Gerardo E. Ruiz
Espinosa

Ruiz Espinosa
Abogados

Gerardo Lopez
Jiménez
R.G.

Gerson Galicia
Velazquez
Servicios Juridicos
Fiscales

Héctor Lépez Vargas
Bufete Empresarial
Laboral, S.C.

Hilda Romero
Zepeda

Universidad Autono-
ma de Querétaro

Hugo Alejandro
Gerones Reyes
Universidad Anahuac

Israel Anguiano Soto
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Querétaro

Israel Ruiz Saavedra
Hospital General de
Querétaro

J. Esteban Paulin
Posada

Hospital San Jose de
Querétaro, S.A.de CV.

Javier Atzin Vallejo
Rodriguez
DeForest Abogados

Javier Canseco
EC Rubio

Javier Oviedo Puig
Universidad
Autdnoma de
Querétaro

Jesus Garcia
Hernandez
Universidad
Autdnoma de
Querétaro

Jonathan Mondragén
Orozco
Hospital H+

José Alfonso
Rodriguez Sanchez
CJ Abogados, S.C.

José Joaquin Pina
Mondragén

Centro de Ingenieria y
Desarrollo Industrial
(CIDES!)

José Martin
Grimaldo Serrano

José Robles Martinez
Universidad
Auténoma de
Querétaro

Juan Carlos Martinez
Mey
VMGE Abogados

Juan Carlos Villar
Villar & Villar
Abogados, S.C.

Juan Martin
Granados Torres
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Luis Antonio Dimas
Nava
AboCorp

Luis Felipe
Buenrostro Diaz
Buenrostro Abogados

Ma. Consuelo Rosillo
Garfias

Magali Ugalde
Ducoing

Centro Nacional
de Investigacion
Educativa MAVIC

Marco Antonio
Juarez Brito
Hospital H+
Querétaro

Margarita Cruz
Torres

Universidad Autdno-
ma de Querétaro

Maria de la Llata
Simroth

Maria Leticia
Montero
Villar Abogados

Moénica Andrea
Hernandez Martinez
HM Abogados

Oliver Alexei
Martinez Ortega
Bernal Macias &
Martinez Abogados

Omar Vielma Luna
Universidad
Auténoma de
Querétaro

Paulina Alba
Betancourt
AB Consultoria
Juridica

Raul Diaz de Leén
Hauser

RDLegal Querétaro

Ricardo Correa

Ricardo Martinez
Hernandez
ABOGA2

Ricardo Velazquez
Servicios Juridicos
Vedel

Ruben Navarro
Espinosa
Universidad
Cuauhtémoc

Especialistas
andénimas/os

Quintana Roo

Alfredo Pool
Martinez
Abogados Cancun

Alfredo Romo
Contreras y Asociados
| Despacho Juridico

Armando Amador
Cano

Ciruscopica, S. de R.L.
de CV.

Blanca Lilia Morales
Romero

LMR Abogados & Aso-
ciados

Brenda R Govea
Bruno F. Dominguez
Manzi

DG&H

Carlos Augusto
Pereira Quijano
Canna-Lex Abogados

Carlos Ernesto
Santizo Rodas
Despacho Juridico
Santizo

Cindy Guadalupe
Baeza Rosado
Baeza y Asociados

David Jose Lizama
Vado
Lizama y Asociados

Eduardo Velazquez
Carpio

Enrique Reyes
Munguia
RM & Asociados

Eric Miravete Granja
Erick Mis Mondragon

Esau Daniel Alvarado
Vazquez

Despacho Asesoria
Juridica

Fermin Monje
Montiel

Francisco | Colunga
Becerril
Compliance Laboral

Gilberto Esponda D.
IBG Legal

Irma Archundia
Riveros

Colegio Médico de
Quintana Roo

Javier Lozano
Ponzanelli
Nassar, Lozano y
Asociados, S.C.

Jose Luis Leal Suarez
Correduria Publica
No. 6

José Luis Pineda Diaz
Pineda y Asociados

José Puga F.
Arik 7 | Legal & Real
Estate

Juan Manuel
Marzuca Hoyos
Centro Médico de
Chetumal

Juventino Suarez
Alcocer

Asesoria y Represen-
tacion Juridica SL

Karina Jackeline
Pérez Garcia
Secretaria de Salud

Lorena Elizabeth
Rodriguez Toledo

Lucely Tun
Asamblea Nacional
Indigena Plural por la
Autonomia

Luis Felipe Astudillo
Constantino

Segura & Astudillo
Abogados

Maria Valeria
Jiménez Baez
Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Mario Enrique
Herrera Carrasco

Martha Fabiola Lara
Lara

Pablo Fabian
Guadarrama
Gonzalez

Raul Alejandro
Heredia Alba
Heredia & Sdnchez
Abogados

Roberto Aparicio
Moreno
Aparicio Diaz y Nava

Roberto Clemente
Rodriguez
Castellanos

Roberto Fernandez
Castilla
Notaria No. 52

Rocio Gonzalez
Ramirez

Rolando E. Gordillo
My G Abogados

Rosaura Loria Franco
Espinosa & Abogados

Sandra Fuentes
Lunfan

Barra Mexicana, Cole-
gio de Abogados, A.C.

Victor Manuel Rivera
Mellado

Especialistas
anonimas/os

San Luis Potosi

Adriana José Orta
Cardenas
AQO Bufete Juridico

Aldo Medina S.

Alejandro Colunga
Luna

Cinthya Selene Piia
Hernandez
Comisién Estatal de
Derechos Humanos
de San Luis Potosi

Daniel de la Rosa
Mosqueda

Instituto de Seguridad
y Servicios Sociales de
los Trabajadores del
Estado

Daniel Jacobo Marin
Universidad de Jaén

David Velazquez
Blanco

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Fernando Sanchez
Larraga

Universidad Auténo-
ma de San Luis Potosi

Francisco Javier
Gutierrez Robles
M G & C Abogados

Francisco Salazar
Soni

Universidad Autono-
ma de San Luis Potosi
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Gerardo Javier Torres
Judrez

Centro de Asesoria e

Investigacion Juridica

Gerardo Vaqueiro
Duran
WDM Abogados

Guillermo Luévano
Bustamante
Universidad Autdono-
ma de San Luis Potosi

Guillermo Murillo
Carrera

Héctor Omar
Turrubiates Flores
Universidad Autdono-
ma de San Luis Potosi

Hudson R Burr Ortiz

Hugo Cesar Diaz
Camacho

Vazal Corporativo
Juridico

Jaime Arturo
Gutiérrez Barrios

Javier Avila Calvillo
Javier Avila Abogados

Jorge Alejandro
Gonzalez Mitre
Renace Capitulo San
Luis Potosi, A.C.

José Alfonso Castillo
Cabral

José Alfredo Villegas
Galvan

Universidad Autono-
ma de San Luis Potosi

José Antonio Aguilar
Reyes

Bufete de la Garza,
S. C.

José de Jesus Pérez
Martinez

Educacion y Ciudada-
nia, A.C.

José Margarito
Montante Garcia
Corporativo Juridico
Montante

Luis Eduardo Cuellar
Ochoa
Consultoria Cocrea

Luis Gonzalez Lozano
Data Legal Abogados

Miguel Angel
Valenzuela Saldias
Universidad San Pablo

Patricia E. Cossio
Torres

Universidad Autdno-
ma de San Luis Potosi

Patricia Espinosa
Goémez

Bufete de la Garza,
S.C.

Ricardo Preciado

Rodrigo Lopez
Gonzalez

Bufete de la Garza,
S.C.

Sanjuana Guerrero
Reyes

Corporativo MM &
S.R

Violeta Méndezcarlo
Silva

Universidad Autono-
ma de San Luis Potosi

Yesica Yolanda
Rangel Flores
Universidad Autono-
ma de San Luis Potosi

Especialistas
andnimas/os

Sinaloa
Alan Alfonso Pérez

Ramos
MIUAS, A.C.

Ana Luz Ruelas
Monjardin
Universidad
Auténoma de Sinaloa

Carlos Alberto
Inzunza

Carlos Jesus Patifno
Cabanillas

Efrain Vega Pérez
Escuela Libre de
Derecho de Sinaloa

Felipe de Jesus
Peraza Garay
Universidad
Auténoma de Sinaloa

Fernando Almada
Felix

Garcia Félix y
Asociados, S.C.

Fernando Garcia Sais
Notarfa Publica No.
210

Fernando Lépez
Navarro

Universidad Nacional
Autdnoma de México

Francisco Ricardo
Ramirez Lugo
Universidad
Auténoma Indigena
de México

Gerardo Lira Galvez

Heriberto Urias
Sanchez Michel
Citelis - Organizacién
Ramirez

Iris Lydia Ibarra
Ramirez

Jazmin Fabiola
Gonzalez Millan
Despacho Gonzélez
Millan & Asociados

Jesus Angel Heiras
Palazuelos

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Jesus Manuel Lopez
Marroquin
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Occidente

Jesus Manuel Ortiz
Bishop
Bufete Ortiz Andrade

Jose Angel Gil Pineda
Servicios de Salud de
Sinaloa

José Antonio
Quibrera Matienzo
Hospital Pediatrico de
Sinaloa

José Luis Posada
Barboza

Estudio Juridico
Posada

José Miguel Vega
Pereda

Estudios Juridicos del
Pacifico, S.C.

Juan Carlos Bautista
Fernandez
BF Abogados

Ledn Jesus Alvarez
Pimentel

Despacho Abogados
Urbanistas

Luis Alberto Garcia
Medina

Luis Fernando Ortiz
Bishop

Ortiz Bishop y Asocia-
dos, S.C.

Luis Noriega
Ordorica

Federacion de Cole-
gios y Asociaciones de
Abogados de Sinaloa

Luis René Arce

Glierena

Arce y Larrondo
Abogados, S.C.

Maria Guadalupe
Ramirez Zepeda

Mario Alberto Lépez
Osuna
Coppel, S.A. de CV

Olia Acuina
Maldonado
Universidad
Auténoma Indigena
de México

Oscar Félix Chavez
Carrillo
Lexdue

Oscar Fidel Gonzalez
Mendivil

Comisién Estatal de
Atencion Integral a
Victimas

Ury Magid Cortés
Sanchez

Especialistas
andénimas/os

Sonora

A. Carolina Manzo O.
Universidad de
Sonora

Adriel Cérdova
Pimentel

Alberto Robles
Mendoza

Actio Lex Asesoria
Juridica 'y de Negocios

Antonio Madrazo
Murrieta

César Enrique Lendo
Pérez

Lendo Abogados
Tributarios, S.C.

Cristian E. Rodriguez
Valdez

Cruz Rafael Carrillo
Olivas
Ayon y Abogados

Mexico States Rule of Law Index 2021-2022



Cynthia Denisse
Arco Amarillo Lohr
Centro de Andlisis y
Defensa de Derechos,
A.C.

Efrain Martinez
Figueroa

EMF Consultoria
Politica

Fernando Antonio
Eguino Maldonado
Eguino & Ramos
Abogados

Francisco Castro
Berreyez

Banco Mercantil del
Norte, S.A.

Francisco Javier
Martin del Campo de
la Colina

Firma Juridica

Martin del Campo &
Asociados

Gabriel Alonzo
Meléndez Sosa
Secretaria de Salud

Gilberto Ayon Reyes
Ayén y Abogados

Guillermo Rafael
Aceves Tavares
Hospital General del
Estado de Sonora “Dr.
Ernesto Ramos Bours”

Gustavo Miguel
Azcona Arteaga
Universidad de
Sonora

Hugo Alberto Azuara
Trujillo

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Humberto Barredes
Peralta

Barredes Peralta &
Asociados

J. Joaquin Cabrera O.
Tapia Robles Cabrera
y Moreno, S.C.

José Enrique Guerra
Fourcade
GF Abogados

Juan Antonio
Terrazas

PCHTER Abogados,
S.C.

Juan Carlos
Gutiérrez Gallegos
Funcionario Estatal

Juan Jose de Jesus
Guzmana Aguirre
Consultoriay Servi-
cios Juridicos Guzmén
& Asociados

Liliana Bernal
Zamora

Regino Abogados,
Abogados Penalistas

Luis Daniel Avila
Gamez

Servicios de Salud de
Sonora

Marco Antonio
Andrade Aguirre

Maria del Rosario
Molina Gonzalez
Universidad de
Sonora

Mario Alberto
Amparano Gaxiola
ACORLEGAL, S.C.

Mario Octavio
Monroy Lépez

Miguel Centeno Silva
Centeno & Copetillo
Abogados

Naitze Daniela
Gonzalez Ramirez
Instituto Tecnoldgico
y de Estudios Supe-
riores de Monterrey

Norma Alicia
Escalante Arias
Universidad de So-
nora

Pablo Martinez
Burrola

Comisién Ejecutiva de
Atencion a Victimas

Perla Karely Castillo
Zapien

Hospital General
Guaymas

Rafael Ramirez
Villaescusa
Universidad de So-
nora

Rene Alejandro Leon
Felix

Universidad de Sono-
ra; Centro Universi-
tario de Sonora

Ricardo Daniel
Alvarez Ojeda
RA Abogados and
Lawyers

Roberto Ariel
Campoy Chayrez
CM Abogados

Rodrigo Daniel
Caballero Valencia
Universidad de So-
nora

Rogelio Reta Ojeda
Victor Corral Torres
Corral Lex e Immobil-
is, S.A.S. de C\V.

Victor S. Pefa
El Colegio de Sonora

Especialistas
andénimas/os

Tabasco

Alberto Javier de la
Cruz Alejandro
Consultores Juridicos
Abogados de Centla

Angel Sebastian
Rodriguez Tosca
Universidad
Autdnoma de Yucatan

Antonio Urbina
Reyes

Defensa Legal
Estratégica

Bernardo Santos
Hernandez
Santos Lopez &
Asociados

Carlos Augusto
Castro Razo
Hospital Star Medica
Ciudad Juéarez

Carlos S. Cadenas de
la Cruz
CSCadenas Abogados

César Antonio Irecta
Najera

El Colegio de la
Frontera Sur

César Augusto
Calderon-Valencia
Hospital Guadalupe

Cindy Fabiola Nicoli
Pérez

Priego Brito
Asociados

Daniel de la Cruz
Cruz

Bufete Juridico de la
Cruz y Asociados

Eder Alberto Pérez
Cupil

Eduardo Luciano
Pérez
BG Asesores

Edwin Antonio
Espinoza Zamudio
Comisién Estatal de
Derechos Humanos
de Tabasco

Elias German
Arzubide Dagdug
Barra Tabasquena de
Abogados, Colegio de
Abogados, A.C.

Elvira Alejandra
Ricardez Lépez

Enrique Alejandro
Becerra Gonzalez
Servicios Legales, A.C.

Enrique Humberto
Ramos Ricardez
Fabian Pérez
Gonzalez

EOG

Fernando Jesus Olan
Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Francisco Javier
Pérez Jiménez

Gonzalo Alberto
Montiel Eslava
Consultorio Juridico
Montiel y Asociados

Jesus Antonio Ramos
Ferrer

Universidad Juarez
Auténoma de Tabasco

Jesus Enrique
Fajardo del Angel
Esmeralda
Consultoria Juridica

Jesus Jiménez
Jiménez

Jorge Arzubide
Dagdug

Jorge Cordova Ortiz

Jorge Vladimir Pons
y Garcia

Unién Internacional
del Notariado

Jose Enrique Reyes
Valdez

Del Rivero Asociados
Corporativo Juridico

José Irvin Madrigal
Mandujano
Despacho Consorcio
Gama, Abogados
Especialistas

José Manuel
Salvador Hernandez
Salvador & Asociados
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Josefina Barojas
Sanchez

Universidad Juérez
Auténoma de Tabasco

Joyce Guadalupe
Monterrosa Vazquez

Lenin Méndez Paz
Universidad Juarez
Auténoma de Tabasco

Lucio Heriberto Sosa
Cerda

Manuel Alejandro
Zurita de la Cruz
Instituto Humanista

Manuel Antonio
Ortiz Pérez

Maria Beatriz Evia
Ramirez

Maria Teresa Chablé
de la Cruz

Centro de Estudios de
Posgrado

Miguel Alberto
Romero Pérez
Romero, Pons y
Asociados S.C.

Narda Beatriz Bernal
Sanchez

Raul Alberto Huerta
Rodriguez

Defensa Juridica
Integral

Rita Manuela Lopez
Cruz

Unidad Médica
Medlenius

Victor Hugo Robles
Calvillo
Secretaria de Salud

Victor Manuel
Barrera Hernandez
Barrera Asesores

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Tamaulipas

Adalberto Guevara
Montemayor
Guevara Montemayor
Abogados

Aldo Antonio
Hernandez Lopez
Servicios Juridicos y
Asesoria Empresarial

Alejandra Rodriguez

Angel Radil Alvarez
Anduiza

Anselmo Hernandez
Cavazos

Universidad del
Atlantico

Arturo Bazaldua
Guardiola

Carlos Alberto
Carreon Gutiérrez
Universidad Autono-
ma de Tamaulipas

Carlos Martin
Lozano Pérez

David H. Gutiérrez
Gonzalez
G.G. & Asociados

Despacho Juridico
Abasolo

Eduardo Marquez
Rubio

Marquez & Asociados
Abogados

Edy lzaguirre Trevino
Universidad Auténo-
ma de Tamaulipas

Ernesto Ledn
Martinez

Eustacio Reyes
Hernandez
Federacion de Aboga-
dos Especialistas en
Juicios Orales

Félix de Jesus
Ramirez Blanco

Fernando del Angel
Enriquez

Del Angel Chavez
Abogados

Francisco Emiliano
Pérez Valladares
Carper & Pérez
Valladares

Héctor A. Lerma Lira
Lerma Lira & Asocia-
dos/Abogados

lvan Karim Rocha
Picazo

Javier Humberto
Torres Hernandez
Instituto Ateneo de
Ciencias Juridicas
Politicas y Administra-
tivas de Cd. Madero

Jesus Alvarado
Martinez
Secretaria de Salud

José Manuel Gémez
Porchini

Juan Carlos
Capistran Rueda

Juan Manuel
Hernandez Garcia
H&H Abogados

Juan Pablo R.
Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Julio César Gonzalez
Marifio

Universidad Autono-
ma de Tamaulipas

Leoncio Lopez
Morales

Servicios de Salud de
Tamaulipas

Luis Heraclio Mar
Lépez

Manuel Barajas
Brambila
Veritas Fiscalis, S.C.

Maribel Leticia
Garcia Barrientos
Centro Universitario
del Noreste

Marissa Tovar
Velazquez

Fundacion Instru-
yendo A México, A.C.

Noé Guerrero
Maldonado
Guerrero Fiscalistas
Asociados

Rey Jests Szymanski
Lépez

Ruben Valle
Chantack

Hospital Angeles
Tampico

Tomas Jesus
Gonzalez Santiago

Yaritza Alejandra
Pérez Velazquez

Yeraldin Ibarra
Martinez

Especialistas
andénimas/os

Tlaxcala

Aldo Eduardo Chavez
Judrez

Angélica Pérez Pérez
Universidad Autono-
ma de Tlaxcala

Antonio Pozos
Decano

Argelia Martinez
Berra

Arturo Hilario
Sanchez George

Citlalli Castillo
Guevara

Universidad
Autdnoma de Tlaxcala

Edgar Salazar Macias
Plazola Salazary
Asociados, Abogados

Edith Emilse Ballinas
Santeliz

Elsa Cordero
Martinez

Fernan Carro Cano
Instituto Mexicano de
Regularizacion

Fernando Mufioz
Diaz
Grupo Integra

Fernando Rodriguez
Millan

Gema L. Galindo
Flores

Universidad
Autdnoma de Tlaxcala

Geovanny Pérez
Lépez

Centro de Estudios vy
Desarrollo Humanista
de Tlaxcala, A.C.

Hidalgo Ballina
Maria Silvia
Secretaria de Salud

Hilda Patricia
Galindo Ramos

Hugo Gaspar Garcia
Dominguez
Planeacion Juridica y
Patrimonial H&G

Ismael Xicohtencatl
Muioz

Corporativo Juridico
Empresarial y Servi-
cios Legales

Joel Angel Jiménez
Marquez
Despacho Juridico
Criminolégico
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José Cruz Omar
Zacatelco Sanchez
Colegio Mexicano de
Psicologia Juridica

y Ciencias Sociales,
A. C.

Marcelino Flores
Rojas

MIGMAR Asesoria
Integral

Miguel Angel Flores
Pluma

MIGMAR Asesoria
Integral

Miguel Angel
Martinez Lima
MarBer Asesores
Juridicos

Mireya Mendieta
Saldaia
CONSTRU Bufete
Juridico, S.C.

Onelia Heredia
Hernandez

Instituto Mexicano del
Seguro Social

Rebeca Sanchez
Arellano

Rocio Ramos
Rodriguez

Especialistas
anonimas/os

Veracruz

Alejandro de Jesus
Meléndez Montes de
Oca

Quorum Corporativo

Andrea Esperanza
Quiroga Rodriguez
Universidad Andhuac
Veracruz

Andrés Espinoza
Barradas

Colegio de Profesio-
nales del Derecho en
Tuxpan

Angel Muiioz
Ocampo

Araceli Reyes Lépez
Universidad
\Veracruzana

Arturo Aguilar Ye
Universidad
Veracruzana

Carlos Ruz Saldivar
Universidad
Veracruzana

Celestino Espinoza
Rivera

Espinoza Rivera
Abogados

David Pérez
Gutierrez
Grupo Baltico

David Robles M.
Justicia Libre y
Necesaria

Diana Belén Sarabia
Martinez

Dulce Maria Cinta
Loaiza

Universidad
Veracruzana

Edit Rodriguez
Romero
Universidad
Veracruzana

Eduardo Andres
Pérez Luna
Corporativo Juridico
Laboral

Eduardo Martinez
Marquez
Soluciones Juridicas
Integrales

Ernesto Levet
Gorozpe
Universidad
Veracruzana

Fabian Pérez
Guzman
Mendoza, Pérez y
Asociados

Fernanda Isabel
Figueroa Cruz

Fernando Guizar
Pérez de Ledn
GPL Asesores

Francisco Antonio
Lépez Garcia
Universidad Villa Rica
de Veracruz

Francisco Enrique
Varela Ramirez
Instituto Nacional
para la Formacién en
Seguridad

Gaudencio Gutiérrez
Alba

Universidad
Veracruzana

Gilberto Arreola
Soto

Graciela del Rocio
Pérez de Ledn Quiroz
Despacho Pérez de
Ledn

Hugo Ponce Figueroa

Jaime Jaramillo
Vazquez

Servicios de Salud de
Veracruz

Javier Salazar
Mendoza
Universidad
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Historical results of the Mexico
States Rule of Law Index

The following tables show the data from the Mexico States Rule of Law Index, from its 2019-
2020, 2020-2021, and 2021-2022 editions, for the 32 states, disaggregated by factor.

2018
Score [l G
Aguascalientes 0.44 0.46 0.41 0.43 0.56 0.46 0.40 0.39 0.43
Baja California 0.43 0.46 0.41 0.41 0.51 0.25 0.49 0.46 0.42
Baja California Sur 0.35 0.31 0.32 0.35 0.48 0.29 0.35 0.34 0.37
Campeche 0.43 0.47 0.38 0.37 0.49 0.53 0.41 0.41 0.36
Chiapas 0.39 0.39 0.32 0.35 0.47 0.59 0.30 0.36 0.35
Chihuahua 0.39 0.41 0.36 0.38 0.52 0.27 0.36 0.37 0.42
Mexico City 0.37 0.40 0.27 0.51 0.51 0.27 0.30 0.35 0.32
Coahuila 0.43 0.36 0.35 0.41 0.48 0.61 0.37 0.44 0.39
Colima 0.39 0.43 0.37 0.35 0.52 0.28 0.40 0.37 0.41
Durango 0.42 0.43 0.32 0.38 0.47 0.59 0.37 0.42 0.36
State of Mexico 0.36 0.37 0.28 0.44 0.45 0.21 0.39 0.37 0.33
Guanajuato 0.41 0.40 0.42 0.48 0.51 0.28 0.38 0.40 0.41
Guerrero 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.37 0.35 0.19 0.29 0.28 0.30
Hidalgo 0.42 0.44 0.38 0.36 0.48 0.57 0.38 0.39 0.38
Jalisco 0.37 0.42 0.31 0.45 0.46 0.29 0.35 0.34 0.33
Michoacan 0.40 0.40 0.35 0.41 0.49 0.39 0.35 0.39 0.39
Morelos 0.37 0.42 0.36 0.38 0.51 0.23 0.27 0.33 0.42
Nayarit 0.37 0.40 0.35 0.33 0.48 0.44 0.28 0.31 0.35
Nuevo Ledn 0.42 0.48 0.39 0.38 0.54 0.39 0.41 0.39 0.36
Oaxaca 0.39 0.44 0.34 0.33 0.49 0.42 0.35 0.33 0.39
Puebla 0.36 0.38 0.33 0.34 0.44 0.37 0.40 0.32 0.31
Querétaro 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.27 0.53 0.51 0.43 0.36 0.46
Quintana Roo 0.36 0.41 0.31 0.40 0.46 0.31 0.37 0.33 0.33
San Luis Potosi 0.39 0.41 0.34 0.36 0.50 0.44 0.34 0.33 0.37
Sinaloa 0.41 0.41 0.35 0.42 0.51 0.42 0.35 0.38 0.41
Sonora 0.36 0.40 0.33 0.42 0.46 0.28 0.24 0.36 0.36
Tabasco 0.38 0.41 0.36 0.40 0.49 0.28 0.34 0.35 0.37
Tamaulipas 0.38 0.37 0.39 0.34 0.45 0.42 0.36 0.37 0.36
Tlaxcala 0.38 0.40 0.33 0.29 0.49 0.49 0.29 0.34 0.38
Veracruz 0.37 0.34 0.31 0.41 0.42 0.47 0.38 0.31 0.30
Yucatan 0.45 0.42 0.38 0.38 0.51 0.77 0.38 0.33 0.42
Zacatecas 0.44 0.43 0.42 0.43 0.51 0.39 0.42 0.46 0.44
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NOTE

Factor 1: Constraints on Government Power G Factor 5: Order and Security
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement
|:I Factor 3: Open Government Factor 7: Civil Justice
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights Factor 8: Criminal Justice
2019-2020
Score [l G

Aguascalientes 0.45 0.46 0.41 0.43 0.53 0.49 0.41 0.41 0.44
Baja California 0.40 0.48 0.38 0.41 0.54 0.19 0.43 0.41 0.37
Baja California Sur 0.39 0.44 0.36 0.35 0.51 0.39 0.38 0.33 0.37
Campeche 0.43 0.46 0.39 0.37 0.49 0.53 0.43 0.41 0.35
Chiapas 0.38 0.39 0.30 0.35 0.46 0.56 0.32 0.32 0.33
Chihuahua 0.40 0.44 0.36 0.38 0.51 0.30 0.39 0.40 0.39
Mexico City 0.36 0.41 0.28 0.51 0.49 0.22 0.32 0.34 0.29
Coahuila 0.43 0.40 0.35 0.41 0.50 0.60 0.38 0.37 0.41
Colima 0.41 0.47 0.41 0.35 0.52 0.29 0.41 0.39 0.40
Durango 0.43 0.43 0.31 0.38 0.51 0.60 0.37 0.42 0.39
State of Mexico 0.36 0.41 0.30 0.44 0.49 0.21 0.37 0.37 0.33
Guanajuato 0.42 0.44 0.43 0.48 0.52 0.21 0.43 0.44 0.44
Guerrero 0.33 0.39 0.30 0.37 0.44 0.23 0.34 0.29 0.29
Hidalgo 0.42 0.45 0.40 0.36 0.51 0.52 0.35 0.36 0.41
Jalisco 0.37 0.43 0.31 0.45 0.48 0.27 0.34 0.32 0.33
Michoacan 0.39 0.41 0.34 0.41 0.47 0.41 0.34 0.33 0.38
Morelos 0.36 0.43 0.33 0.38 0.53 0.19 0.33 0.35 0.34
Nayarit 0.40 0.42 0.38 0.33 0.51 0.45 0.33 0.33 0.41
Nuevo Leén 0.43 0.50 0.40 0.38 0.54 0.39 0.40 0.42 0.39
Oaxaca 0.40 0.44 0.36 0.33 0.49 0.45 0.38 0.34 0.41
Puebla 0.35 0.39 0.32 0.34 0.44 0.25 0.40 0.33 0.29
Querétaro 0.43 0.45 0.45 0.27 0.53 0.41 0.45 0.38 0.47
Quintana Roo 0.35 0.37 0.31 0.40 0.46 0.26 0.34 0.34 0.34
San Luis Potosi 0.38 0.43 0.34 0.36 0.51 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.38
Sinaloa 0.42 0.44 0.39 0.42 0.49 0.39 0.38 0.40 0.45
Sonora 0.38 0.43 0.34 0.42 0.50 0.27 0.32 0.37 0.38
Tabasco 0.37 0.45 0.36 0.40 0.51 0.24 0.31 0.34 0.39
Tamaulipas 0.39 0.40 0.38 0.34 0.48 0.41 0.37 0.33 0.37
Tlaxcala 0.37 0.45 0.32 0.29 0.50 0.36 0.36 0.33 0.35
Veracruz 0.38 0.36 0.35 0.41 0.44 0.48 0.38 0.33 0.30
Yucatan 0.46 0.47 0.40 0.38 0.54 0.73 0.39 0.38 0.39
Zacatecas 0.43 0.46 0.44 0.43 0.51 0.34 0.41 0.40 0.46
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NOTE

Factor 1: Constraints on Government Power G Factor 5: Order and Security
Factor 2: Absence of Corruption Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement
|:I Factor 3: Open Government Factor 7: Civil Justice
Factor 4: Fundamental Rights Factor 8: Criminal Justice
2020-2021
Score [l G

Aguascalientes 0.44 0.48 0.41 0.43 0.52 0.42 0.43 0.40 0.42
Baja California 0.39 0.43 0.37 0.41 0.53 0.23 0.41 0.37 0.38
Baja California Sur 0.43 0.44 0.38 0.35 0.53 0.65 0.40 0.34 0.36
Campeche 0.44 0.42 0.41 0.37 0.48 0.67 0.42 0.41 0.36
Chiapas 0.38 0.37 0.32 0.35 0.44 0.63 0.27 0.34 0.32
Chihuahua 0.41 0.46 0.38 0.38 0.53 0.36 0.35 0.40 0.39
Mexico City 0.36 0.40 0.30 0.51 0.48 0.24 0.32 0.33 0.29
Coahuila 0.45 0.44 0.38 0.41 0.53 0.66 0.43 0.37 0.42
Colima 0.41 0.44 0.39 0.35 0.52 0.33 0.42 0.41 0.39
Durango 0.43 0.44 0.31 0.38 0.48 0.65 0.39 0.42 0.33
State of Mexico 0.36 0.42 0.31 0.44 0.47 0.22 0.37 0.37 0.31
Guanajuato 0.43 0.48 0.43 0.48 0.51 0.22 0.49 0.45 0.41
Guerrero 0.36 0.39 0.33 0.37 0.43 0.31 0.36 0.34 0.34
Hidalgo 0.42 0.45 0.39 0.36 0.51 0.54 0.33 0.37 0.41
Jalisco 0.37 0.43 0.32 0.45 0.49 0.27 0.36 0.34 0.33
Michoacan 0.40 0.40 0.35 0.41 0.47 0.44 0.37 0.39 0.35
Morelos 0.36 0.43 0.33 0.38 0.48 0.23 0.35 0.36 0.33
Nayarit 0.42 0.45 0.40 0.33 0.51 0.60 0.35 0.34 0.39
Nuevo Ledn 0.43 0.51 0.41 0.38 0.56 0.38 0.42 0.42 0.39
Oaxaca 0.39 0.43 0.37 0.33 0.47 0.48 0.36 0.32 0.40
Puebla 0.35 0.38 0.33 0.34 0.43 0.30 0.42 0.34 0.29
Querétaro 0.44 0.48 0.46 0.27 0.56 0.42 0.46 0.39 0.49
Quintana Roo 0.34 0.37 0.33 0.40 0.46 0.24 0.34 0.31 0.31
San Luis Potosi 0.39 0.42 0.35 0.36 0.48 0.42 0.35 0.38 0.36
Sinaloa 0.43 0.49 0.40 0.42 0.53 0.44 0.36 0.38 0.41
Sonora 0.40 0.44 0.35 0.42 0.49 0.39 0.36 0.38 0.38
Tabasco 0.38 0.41 0.36 0.40 0.52 0.27 0.33 0.35 0.39
Tamaulipas 0.40 0.41 0.39 0.34 0.50 0.48 0.38 0.36 0.37
Tlaxcala 0.38 0.46 0.32 0.29 0.53 0.40 0.35 0.33 0.35
Veracruz 0.37 0.34 0.33 0.41 0.41 0.51 0.40 0.32 0.27
Yucatan 0.47 0.46 0.41 0.38 0.51 0.84 0.39 0.38 0.42
Zacatecas 0.44 0.46 0.43 0.43 0.51 0.40 0.46 0.41 0.42
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