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A growing body of research shows that healthy
watersheds are a vital component of a well-
functioning water supply infrastructure system.
When green infrastructure is used to complement,
substitute, or safeguard traditional gray infrastructure,
it can achieve optimal service delivery and save water
suppliers (and water customers) money (Browder et

al. 2019). The strategic protection, management, and
restoration of natural systems within watersheds (often
referred to as green infrastructure) can, for example,

better moderate sediment and nutrient fluxes and
improve downstream water quality, thereby helping
water suppliers meet water quality standards
(McDonald et al. 2016; Neary et al. 2009);

lower costs for water suppliers compared to gray
infrastructure options (Talberth et al. 2013a) and
recover investment costs (Kroeger et al. 2017; Ozment
et al. 2018);

help mitigate the impacts of climate change and
natural hazards (e.g., droughts and floods) to avoid
service disruptions and failures (American Forests
2003; EEA 2015); and

generate numerous co-benefits for local communities
and society such as recreation, public health
improvement, and carbon sequestration (Abell et al.
2017; Ding et al. 2017).
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Box1 |

The Green-Gray Assessment (GGA) is a six-step
methodology that can be used for investigating and
valuing the costs and benefits of integrating green
(or natural) infrastructure into existing water supply
systems to improve their performance.

Quantifying the costs of green infrastructure
investments in upstream watersheds and benefits
for urban water supply systems can inform important
investment decisions of water suppliers, water
regulators, and land conservation and restoration
organizations.

Before conducting a GGA, one should first understand

local contextual conditions, engage stakeholders, and
ensure the right skill set for the GGA analysis team.
These preassessment steps facilitate data collection
and help ensure that GGA results reach targeted
decision-makers and financiers.

This document provides step-by-step guidance for
how to conduct a GGA, including pre-assessment
steps, and integrates experiences from four GGAs
that examined the return on investment of upstream
forest restoration and conservation for urban water
suppliers in Brazil (Rio de Janeiro, Sdo Paulo, Vitdria)
and Mexico (Monterrey).

Conversely, the cost of not protecting watersheds is very
real: A global study found that land degradation and
development in source watersheds have increased the
cost per unit of water treated for large cities by about 50
percent (McDonald and Shemie 2014).

Cities and infrastructure service providers
seeking to repair, upgrade, or extend water supply
systems should consider green infrastructure

as a water management option. The optimal
solution for providing low-cost, clean water to urban
residents may often require a balance between green

and gray infrastructure. While some cities protect source
watersheds through interventions like forest conservation
and restoration, the case still needs to be examined

for other cities (McDonald and Shemie 2014). Water
suppliers and regulators often lack clear guidance on how
to identify green infrastructure solutions, how to evaluate
their benefits, and how to include green infrastructure

in their financial analyses and broader decision-making
processes. As a result, green infrastructure options often
go overlooked.

There is a clear need for guidance on how to
identify and value green infrastructure solutions
and incorporate them into water suppliers’
decision-making and management processes. This
paper, and complementary financial analyses conducted
by the World Resources Institute (WRI) in Latin America
(Feltran-Barbieri et al. 2018; Morales et al. 2019; Ozment
et al. 2018, 2019), aim to address this need through
practical guidance on how to apply WRI's GGA.

About This Working Paper

The GGA is a six-step process to compare the
costs and/or benefits of green and gray
infrastructure investments (see Figure ES-1). The
GGA can be used to compare any combination of green
and gray (or hybrid) infrastructure investments or
portfolios in terms of net benefits or cost-effectiveness so
that a wise investment decision can be made. The GGA
can be applied to financial analysis for a targeted user like
a water supplier or to economic analysis to examine wider
social costs and benefits.

Building on previous GGA guidance (Talberth et
al. 2013a; Gray et al. 2014), this paper provides
step-by-step guidance, including information and
data needs, types of analysis, data sources, and
recommendations for overcoming data collection
challenges. This paper also discusses preassessment
steps, including how to understand the local context,
engage stakeholders, and develop the right team and skill
set, to set up a GGA analysis for success (see Table ES-1).

The paper draws on experiences and results of
several recent GGA studies (Talberth et al. 2013a;
Talberthet al. 2013b; Kroeger et al. 2017), as well as
new developments in the field based on application
of the GGA to four new case studies in in Latin
America (Table ES-1). While green infrastructure is
applicable to a broad range of infrastructure services,

this guidance document especially highlights application

of the GGA for assessing the costs of integrating green
infrastructure into built water infrastructure systems and
the benefits for water suppliers (particularly water quality
benefits from sediment management)—the focus of the four
recent financial analyses conducted by WRI and partners in
Latin America. (See Table ES-1 for an overview.) Details on
these case studies are available in separate publications and
are useful supplements for this paper (Feltran-Barbieri et
al. 2018; Morales et al. 2019; Ozment et al. 2018, 2019).

2 WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE



Figure ES-1 |

1. Define 2. Specify
investment investment

objective portfolios

3. Model 4. Value costs
environmental and benefits
outcomes

Source: WRI, Based on Talberth et al. 2013a.

Table ES-1 |

STUDY LOCATION WATER MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE

Sediment pollution

Sao Paulo, Brazil (Cantareira Water Supply System) X
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil (Guandu Water System) X
Vitdria, Brazil (Jucu Basin) X

Monterrey, Mexico (San Juan Basin)

Sources: Feltran-Barbieri et al. 2018; Morales et al. 2019; 0zment et al. 2018, 2019.

The audience for this paper includes both

water supply system investors (e.g., water
suppliers, cities, and governments) and those
who typically implement decision support

tools like cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to help or
influence decision-makers in selecting the best
infrastructure investments (e.g., consultants or
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) like land
conservation organizations). Readers will find that
some background in economic and financial analysis of
water infrastructure investments is helpful, as well as an
understanding of forest ecosystem services.

Beyond comparing infrastructure investment
portfolios, there are several other uses of the GGA
framework. The GGA can be used to

provide a consistent framing of costs and benefits to
facilitate easier comparison of green infrastructure
values across study sites and benefits transfer
analysis;

Water quantity

Aquifer recharge Flood control

X

standardize consideration of green infrastructure in
water suppliers’ existing decision support tools;

facilitate critiques of financial and economic analyses
of infrastructure investment decisions that do not
properly consider green infrastructure investments;

identify data collection needs to plan for the robust
monitoring and evaluation of green infrastructure
investments (that can later support a GGA); and

better design green infrastructure interventions to
address needs and concerns of relevant stakeholders,
like would-be investors.
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The GGA was originally developed by WRI in 2013 with
the motivation that infrastructure investors needed

a consistent and robust way to incorporate green
infrastructure into decision-making processes (Talberth
et al. 2013a; Gartner et al. 2013). The GGA is a six-step
methodology rooted in traditional financial and economic
investment theory and decision support tools like CBA
that enables easy comparison of green, gray, and hybrid
infrastructure investment portfolios. Steps follow those
traditionally found in CBA or cost-effectiveness analysis
(CEA) for infrastructure decision-making.

While informed by several recent studies (Talberth et

al. 2013a; Talberth et al. 2013b; Kroeger et al. 2017),

this paper highlights lessons learned from four financial
analyses conducted by WRI and partners in Brazil

(Sao Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, and Vitéria) and Mexico
(Monterrey) (see Table 1A—1D for an overview of these
four studies). Partners of these GGAs included the FEMSA
Foundation, The Nature Conservancy, the International
Union for Conservation of Nature, Instituto BioAtlantica,
the Boticario Group Foundation, and the Natural Capital
Project. Each study posed the following research question:

Figure1 |

What are the costs of integrating green infrastructure
into existing or planned water systems, compared to the
benefits for water suppliers? Each study compared the
costs of investing and maintaining green infrastructure or
green-gray hybrid portfolios in upstream watersheds to
the benefits or avoided costs for water suppliers (namely,
the water utilities) in the metropolitan area.

The experience of conducting these analyses highlighted
that three preassessment steps are also important for
setting up a GGA for success: understanding the local
context, engaging key stakeholders, and ensuring the right
skill set on the analysis team. These preassessments and
the six analysis steps are summarized in Figure 1.

Organization of This Paper

This paper walks the reader through the three
preassessment steps and the six main GGA steps,
providing an overview of information and data needs as
well as outputs. Information and data needs are framed as
questions or tasks that need to be answered by the analysis
team. The paper concludes by providing recommendations
on how to present results to key stakeholders and
alternative uses of the GGA framework beyond conducting
an economic or financial analysis.

1. Define 2. Specify
investment
portfolios

investment

objective

Source: WRI, Based on Talberth et al. 2013a.

3. Model 4, Value costs
environmental and benefits
outcomes

5. Conduct
economic or
financial
analysis
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Before undertaking a GGA, steps to facilitate scoping the
research context, collecting data, and communicating
results include understanding the local context, engaging
the right stakeholders, and ensuring the right skill set on
the team. Figure 2 provides an overview of these steps,
including information and data needs and outputs.

Collecting data on key contextual conditions prior to the
analysis can save time down the road and ensure that

the GGA research question is properly scoped for target
decision-makers. The output of this scoping should be
consolidated documentation of each of the contextual
conditions described below that clarifies the GGA research
question and analysis parameters.

Current and future water supply system

Understanding current and planned infrastructure
components of the target water supply system helps to
define the study area for analysis and may reveal water
management challenges like sediment pollution or
flooding that green infrastructure solutions could address,
which could be the focus for the GGA.

Information and data needs:

Describe the current water infrastructure supply
system(s) and its (their) components (e.g., reservoirs,
dams, aquifers, water treatment plants, pipelines).

Are there any planned infrastructure investments,
and if so what are the related timelines for
implementation?

Who are the owners and operators of current and
planned water infrastructure?

What are the underlying drivers for future water
infrastructure investments (e.g., regulatory

requirements)?
Figure 2 |
Preassessment
Step
Information and - Current and future water supply - Investors - Environmental economics
data needs system - Land conservation and restoration - Biophysical modeling/forest
- Water governance structure suppliers hydrology
- Watershed conditions and land - Coordinators - Local expertise
uses - Approving bodies - Water supply system expertise
- Water management challenges - Intermediaries - Strategy, management, and
- Green infrastructure programs ~Technical experts communications
- Ecosystem valuation efforts - Public outreach groups - Financing expertise
- Existing data observation and - Project beneficiaries
modeling efforts.
Outputs - Scoping of research question and - Stakeholder map - Specification of analysis team
analysis parameters - Stakeholder engagement strategy
Source: WRI.
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Water governance structure

The legal and institutional elements that govern a water
supply system define the political boundaries of a GGA,
which may affect the selection of the study area, as well
as key stakeholders and decision-makers to influence.
Understanding local water governance also helps spot
conflicts of interest among stakeholders and determine
the legal feasibility of green infrastructure interventions.

Information and data needs:

Describe the water-related regulatory boundaries.

What are the approving and regulatory agencies and
their roles in the water supply system?

What are the legal limitations regarding green and
gray infrastructure activities in the area?

Watershed conditions and land uses

Source watershed conditions and land uses for a water
supply system refer to historical, current, and projected
land uses and ecosystem types and services. Using this
information on trends in land uses and threats to natural

areas (e.g., agricultural development, urban development)

can inform which types of green infrastructure
investments are relevant for the study area.

Table 1A |

Information and data needs:

Provide spatial maps of historic and current land
cover for source watersheds.

Describe any land-use planning and forecasting efforts
and their associated spatial maps.

Water management challenges

Analyst(s) must first understand the water management
challenges that confront water suppliers, such as

aging infrastructure, upstream land degradation, or
growing water demand in order to develop possible
green infrastructure solutions and investment objectives
(i.e., the challenges that green infrastructure can address
and the types of green infrastructure that make the

most sense).

Information and data needs:

Provide an overview of each water management
challenge, including how long each challenge has
been an issue and efforts to address each challenge.

STEP1 Investment objective

Green infrastructure portfolio

Biophysical outcomes

Sensitivity analysis parameters

Time horizon 30 years

Sediment reduction to avoid dredging, turbidity treatment, and wear and tear

Targeted reforestation*: 3,000 ha

Sediment yield to reservoirs reduced by 33%; Turbidity reduced by 32%

Green Infrastructure cost US$32 Million
Benefits (avoided costs) US$781 Million
ROI 13%
Financial performance NPV US$2 Million
Payback 26 years
Discount rate 8.5%

= Discount rate: 5-12%

= Sediment retention (95% confidence): -12% to +11% reduction
= Green infrastructure costs: -63% lower to +5% higher

= Opportunity costs do apply to protected areas

Notes: * Target green infrastructure options were defined by local stakeholders based on existing conservation plans and feasibility.

Source: a. Feltran Barbieri et al. 2018.
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Table 1B |

Table 1C |

Investment objective
Green-grey infrastructure portfolio
Time horizon
Biophysical outcomes
Green Infrastructure cost
Benefits (avoided costs)
ROI
Financial performance NPV
Payback
Discount rate

Sensitivity analysis parameters

Sediment reduction to avoid turbidity treatment and wear and tear

Targeted reforestation: 1,200 ha; plus, installation of a new water storage reservoir

20 years

Sediment yield to reservoirs reduced by 9%; Turbidity reduced by 43%

US$9 Million
US$23 Million
40%

US$2.5 Million
15 years

8.5%

= Discount rate: 5-12%
= Reforestation total of 3,000 ha
= Green Infrastructure costs higher

STEP1

Investment objective

Green infrastructure portfolio
Time horizon

Biophysical outcomes

Green Infrastructure cost

Benefits (avoided costs)

Financial performance ROl
NPV
Payback

Discount rate

Sensitivity analysis parameters

Sediment reduction to avoid dredging,
turbidity treatment, and wear and tear

Targeted reforestation*: 4,000 ha
30 years

Sediment yield to reservoirs reduced by
36%; Turbidity reduced by 50%

US$37 Million
US$106 Million
28%

US$4.6 Million
23 years

9%

= Discount rate: 5-12%

= Sediment retention (95% confidence):
20% to 43% reduction

= Green infrastructure costs: -51% lower
to +35% higher

= Opportunity costs do apply to protected

areas

Notes: * Target green infrastructure options were defined by local stakeholders based on existing conservation plans and feasibility.
Sources: b. 0zment et al. 2019 (note: preliminary results subject to change); c. 0zment et al. 2018.

Increase seasonal water flows

Targeted reforestation*: 4,000 ha
30 years

Total annual water flow impacted
+/-0.2%; Impact seasonal water
yield +1% to +1.2%

US$37 million
Not valued

Financial analysis not possible due
to lack of scientific data and
modeling efforts

= Fog capture vs. no fog capture
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Table 1D |

STEP1 Investment objective

Green infrastructure portfolio

Time horizon

Biophysical outcomes
Green Infrastructure cost

Benefits (avoided costs)

Financial performance ROl

NPV

Payback

Discount rate

Sensitivity analysis parameters

Sources: d. Morales et al. 2019; e. internal technical note (unpublished).
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Aquifer recharge®

Revegetation, improved forest management,
and forest conservation

30 years

Not modeled
Not valued

Not valued

Afinancial analysis to inform investments
was not possible due to lack of scientific data.
Outputs include a financial tool and technical
note to evaluate financial performance of
green infrastructure for aquifer recharge. The
tool allows users to vary the parameters listed
in the sensitivity analysis row.

10%

= Discount rate

= Infiltration parameters

= Management and conservation costs

= Annual precipitation

= Sequencing of green infrastructure
components

= Prioritization for each green infrastructure
component

= Target area

Flood risk mitigation®

Not identified

30 years

Not modeled
Not valued

Not valued

Afinancial analysis to inform
investments was not possible due
to lack of scientific data. The output
for this environmental outcome
includes a white paper on how

to estimate flood risk mitigation
benefits.

10%
= Not identified



Green infrastructure investment programs and
planning efforts

There may already be ongoing efforts to invest in and plan
for green infrastructure that can be used to inform a GGA.
Perhaps green infrastructure portfolios have already been
modeled, but no economic or financial analysis has been
conducted. This can help the analyst(s) determine the
degree to which new green infrastructure portfolios should
be developed and whether new prioritization efforts will
be needed.

Information and data needs:

Describe any existing or planned green infrastructure
projects, their objectives, and scale of funding.

Describe any green infrastructure portfolios and
rationale.

Provide a projected timeline of activities.

Ecosystem valuation efforts

Increasingly, green infrastructure projects are
implemented by multisector partnerships that co-invest
in green infrastructure to achieve multiple benefits.
Reviewing existing literature on various ecosystem
service values can provide context on who the range

of beneficiaries of green infrastructure could be and
determine if any co-benefits should be valued in the GGA.

Information and data needs:

Describe any relevant ecosystem service valuation
studies from the targeted area and areas with similar
climate and vegetation conditions.

Existing data observation and modeling efforts

Multiple biophysical models exist to understand how land-
use change can affect provision of water-related benefits
like sediment reduction and increased water supply. It is
useful to research whether any models have been applied
to the water supply system and source watersheds in case
these efforts can be leveraged or improved upon.

Information and data needs:

List and describe relevant biophysical modeling efforts

Stakeholder buy-in is critical not only for supporting

data collection and verification, but also for ensuring that
results reach decision-makers and motivate stakeholders
to invest in and implement green infrastructure solutions.

The outputs of this step should be a stakeholder map

and a stakeholder engagement strategy. Stakeholder
mapping helps identify those who should be engaged
throughout the GGA process. Ozment et al. (2016)
provide an overview of key stakeholders important

for establishing watershed investment programs that
address forest management for drinking water: investors
(both project beneficiaries like landowners and financial
institutions), land conservation and restoration suppliers,
coordinators, approving bodies, intermediaries between
investors and landowners, technical experts, and public
outreach groups. It is critically important to engage the
water supplier or utility from the outset to increase their
confidence with the analysis results and hence increase the
adoption of results into decision-making processes.

A stakeholder engagement strategy details which
stakeholders to engage when, how, and why. Stakeholders
should be engaged regularly throughout the analysis

to verify and critique results and ensure buy-in of the
analysis. Early engagement of stakeholders is also
important for developing a communications strategy

for sharing results and understanding what type of
messaging works best for different decision-makers
(Waite et al. 2014). The last section of this paper provides
recommendations on presenting results for different
audiences.

WORKING PAPER | August2019 ' 9



The skill set needed for the GGA team will depend on local
contextual conditions and willingness of stakeholders to
participate. The output for this step is having an analyst or
analysis team with the right skill set to conduct a GGA. In
general, having the following roles or capacities is highly
recommended (and one person may fill several roles):

Environmental economics: Expertise in ecosystem
service valuation, CBA and CEA, and sensitivity
analysis, as well as familiarity with green and gray
infrastructure costs and benefits.

Biophysical modeling/forest hydrology expertise:
Technical expertise in using results from biophysical
models and forest hydrology literature and in
interpreting biophysical outcomes and uncertainties.
Someone may be needed to conduct or update a
geospatial analysis or biophysical modeling exercise.

Local expertise and knowledge: Capacity and
connections to collect local data and meet with key
stakeholders for understanding the local context,
building trusting relationships to speed up data
collection and verification, and sharing results.

Water supply system expertise: Technical expertise to
understand the relationship of forest investments,
water outcomes, and impacts on water suppliers.

An expert from the local utility or someone with
engineering or other technical knowledge can fill this
role.

Strategy, management, and communications: Capacity
to manage multiple team members’ roles, convene
stakeholders, and lead communication efforts for
ensuring that the analysis is decision-relevant (e.g.,
timely and delivered to the right people by the right
messenger).

Financing expertise: Green infrastructure financing
expertise to help in identifying and developing finance
strategies to actually implement green infrastructure
solutions.
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Step 1 specifies the investment objective to frame the
analysis—that is, it identifies what the water supplier aims
to achieve through their investment. Step 1 also frames
the geographic and conceptual boundaries of the study
area. The outputs of this step include a clear articulation
of the research question and main analysis parameters,
specification of the analysis type (i.e., financial vs.
economic) and decision support tool, and a study area
land-use map and description. Figure 3 provides an
overview of these outputs and information and data needs.

What are the investment objective(s) and
environmental outcome(s)?

Water suppliers typically invest in new infrastructure for
one or more of the following reasons (based on Talberth et
al. 2013a); to

Mitigate disaster risk (e.g., from flooding or drought
events);

Meet planning objectives (e.g., cost containment/
reduction, extending the useful life of existing
infrastructure);

Meet a regulatory compliance need; or

Meet the water needs of a growing or changing urban
population.

Investments are also made to achieve a specific outcome.
Green-Gray Assessment cases are typically restricted to
investments that seek an environmental outcome, and
for water suppliers, these might include reduced water
pollution, aquifer recharge, or flood risk mitigation.
Investors may be interested in one or more outcomes.

An example investment objective might be to reduce

the total volume of sediment (m3) arriving at a water
supply reservoir to extend the useful life of existing
infrastructure in a way that maximizes net benefits.
Specifying the objective in a quantitative way with a clear
metric for the environmental outcome ensures all benefits
and/or costs are accounted for and aids in the selection
of an appropriate decision support tool (e.g., CEA or
CBA). Using the example investment objective above,
stating explicitly that maximizing net benefits is of interest
highlights the need for CBA as opposed to CEA. Also, the



environmental outcome (total volume [m3] of sediment
arriving at the water supply reservoir) is expressed in
terms of a specific metric that is relevant for a water
supplier.

Who are the investor(s)?

Investors are those who may potentially finance or

fund water management activities, including green
infrastructure. Their decision-making criteria should
inform the selection of the appropriate discount rate, time
horizon, and other terms of the analysis (Step 5).

Who are the beneficiaries and payees?

Identifying whose costs and benefits are relevant to the
analysis is of key importance for determining whether

a financial analysis or an economic analysis should be
conducted. Beneficiaries are defined as stakeholders that

Figure 3 |

stand to gain from an infrastructure investment. Payees
are those who may need to be compensated for impacts of
an infrastructure investment.

A financial analysis focuses on how an investment affects
a specific entity or subset of stakeholders like water
suppliers or other project beneficiaries. An economic
analysis focuses on how an investment affects society or
the economy as a whole and, thus, considers a much wider
set of beneficiaries and payees, including those affected by
positive and negative externalities or consequences of an
investment.

What is the appropriate decision support tool?

The choice of investment objective along with the targeted
beneficiaries and payees, should determine the most
suitable decision support tool to use, such as CBA or CEA.

GGA Step

1. Define
IS E

2. Specify
investment

S ortfolios
objective PO

3. Model 4, Value costs
environmental
outcomes

5. Conduct 6. Address risk
economic or and

financial uncertainty
analysis

and benefits

Information and

data needs - Investors

- Beneficiaries & payees
- Decision support tool
- Study area

- Investment objective(s) and environmental outcome(s)

- Clear articulation of key analysis parameters

Outputs

- Study area map description

- Specification of analysis type and decision support tool

Source: WRI.
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For example, if the objective is to meet a regulatory target
at lowest cost, CEA would likely be most appropriate. If
analysts are also interested in understanding benefits,
then CBA is the preferred method as it would compare
the net benefits of different investment portfolios. Multi-
criteria analysis is another tool that can be used where
quantitative data are limited although it is not discussed
in this paper.

What is the study area?

The study area refers to the geographic boundaries

of interest for the GGA. Its limits are set by the water
supply system and its source watersheds. The following
information and data are needed to define the study area:

the water supply system location

the population served by the water supply system

by consumer type (e.g., commercial, residential,
agricultural, industrial—useful for identifying
potential beneficiaries and payees from investments)

source watersheds and their drainage areas

the location of water intake(s) for the water supply
system

the water supply sources (both ground and surface
water) for the water supply system

political boundaries

land use and land cover data, including current and
historic land uses

land ownership data for the source watersheds

local climate and topography data

A current land-use map should be produced at the end of
this exercise with specification of the water supply system
location and intake points (note this may align with Step
3 on biophysical modeling). Other information and data
may be relevant for discussions with stakeholders and for
projecting future land uses (see Step 2).

12 WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

The second step in the GGA is to define the right mix
of potential green and gray infrastructure investment
portfolios to model and compare. This entails defining

a business as usual (BAU) or baseline investment
portfolio (that is, in the absence of the alternative
infrastructure investment portfolio, what happens to
existing or planned infrastructure, land use and land
cover change, and financial conditions?); and

alternative infrastructure investment portfolios: An
alternative portfolio may consist of green only or
green and gray infrastructure components. For green
infrastructure, common components include forest
conservation, restoration, or agricultural or forest best
management practices.

Alternative portfolios must be measured against BAU
conditions to ensure that changes in the investment
objective are related to the alternative infrastructure
investment and not to other causes that would have
happened without the investment.

Figure 4 provides an overview of the information and
data needs and outputs for this step. Major outputs
include spatial maps of the BAU and alternative
infrastructure portfolio land-use conditions, identification
of water supply infrastructure that would be affected

by a change in the environmental outcome and BAU
financial conditions for current or planned water supply
infrastructure, the analysis time horizon, and annual data
on the prioritization and sequencing of green and gray
infrastructure components for each portfolio.

The BAU investment portfolio represents what would
happen in the absence of any new infrastructure
investments. These conditions should be defined in terms
of land use and land cover (LULC) trends, water supply
infrastructure, and associated financial costs. Climate-
change trends could also be addressed in this step or as
part of a sensitivity analysis (Step 6).



How will LULC change in the absence of alternative
infrastructure investments?

Future LULC without alternative investments can be
identified by projecting historic land-use trends (collected
as part of the study area description) or by using more
complicated modeling that takes into account factors like
future land-use policies (see Kroeger et al. 2017). In some
cases where projecting LULC is out of scope, it may be
suitable to assume BAU LULC will not change over the
time horizon.

Figure 4 |

What water supply infrastructure components are
in place or being planned that will be affected by
BAU LULC change and the identified environmental
outcome(s)?

In other words, what impacts to the water supplier would
be avoided by investing in alternative infrastructure? Box
2 provides an example of how to answer this question,
based on Ozment et al. 2018, which assessed the costs and
benefits of investing in green infrastructure for improved
sediment control. Additionally, Table 6 in Step 4 exhibits
the ways that green infrastructure objectives affect water
supply infrastructure.

GGA Step 1. Define

investment
objective

2. Specify
investment

portfolios

3. Model 4, Value costs
environmental
outcomes

6. Address risk
and uncertainty

5. Conduct
economic or
financial
analysis

and benefits

Information and BUSINESS AS USUAL (BAU) PORTFOLIO ALTERNATIVE INFRASTRUCTURE PORTFOLIO(S)
data needs - Future land use and land cover change - Portfolio infrastructure components
- Water supply infrastructure components - Prioritization of components
- Operation and maintenance and capital expenses - Sequencing of components
- Useful life of affected infrastructure - Useful life of each component
- Time horizon of analysis
OUtpms - Spatial map of future BAU land-use conditions
- Specification of affected water supply infrastructure and BAU financial conditions
- Identification of the analysis time horizon
- Spatial maps of alternative investment portfolios
- Identification of the prioritization and sequencing of interventions for each alternative investment portfolio
Source: WRI.
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Box 2 | Identifying Affected Water Supply Infrastructure

Ozment et al. (2018) estimated the return on investment in green infrastructure for the water supplier in Sdo Paulo in terms of reduced sediment pollution. Work-
ing with local stakeholders, the analysis team identified that if sediment loading increased due to continued BAU land-use change, the water supplier's reservoirs
and water treatment plant would be affected through lost reservoir storage capacity and/or the need for dredging and turbidity remediation at the treatment

plant's intake. Figure 1 provides a conceptual diagram for this process.

FIGURE1 | CONCEPTUAL DIAGRAM EXAMPLE FROM SAQ PAULO (OZMENT ET AL. 2018) FOR IDENTIFYING WATER SUPPLY INFRASTRUCTURE
AFFECTED BY GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS (OR LACK THEREOF)

ENVIRONMENTAL
OUTCOME

AFFECTED
INFRASTRUCTURE

HOW IS INFRASTRUCTURE
AFFECTED?

Water supply reservoirs Lost reservoir storage capacity

Sediment control

Water treatment plant

Source: WRI.

What are the operation and maintenance and capital
expenses associated with this affected infrastructure?

Specifying these infrastructure components that

would face challenges can help set the research agenda

on estimating the financial implications of green
infrastructure impacts. Box 2 provides an example:
identifying lost reservoir storage as an infrastructure
impact helps focus the research needs around costs of
reservoir maintenance such as dredging. Identifying
increased turbidity as an infrastructure impact helps focus
research needs on costs such as chemical and labor costs
at the water treatment facility and sludge removal costs.

What is the useful life of affected water supply
infrastructure?

Useful life of infrastructure is defined as the length

of time an infrastructure component can perform its
design function. The useful life of major water supply
infrastructure should help identify the analysis time
horizon (see below). It is also useful for understanding
and estimating (in Step 4) how depreciation rates of
these infrastructure may be affected by a change in the
environmental outcome.

Increased turbidity at intake requiring
additional chemical treatments to
remove total suspended solids

What is the time horizon of the analysis?

The time horizon of the analysis is the period over which
costs and benefits are counted. It should tie to decision-
making processes, which for water suppliers is typically
tied to the useful life of major gray water infrastructure
components. Box 3 provides a summary of some recent
guidance on selecting an appropriate time horizon for
assessing water infrastructure investment options.

Keep in mind, however, that some green infrastructure
components can generate benefits on long time scales
(>30 years). Multiple time periods can be used in a GGA,
and results can be compared, which can highlight the
difference in costs and benefits when accounting for

different time horizons.
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Information and Data Needs—Alternative
Infrastructure Investment Portfolios

An alternative infrastructure investment portfolio

is composed of one or more green infrastructure
components or a hybrid of green and gray infrastructure
components that are intended to address the investment
objective. Portfolios can be differentiated based on the
type of components, the extent or geographic area of each
component, and/or on the sequencing of component
implementation.

The selection of portfolios should present realistic options
for how to achieve the desired investment objective. That
is, the portfolios should consider

relevant regulations that affect land-use planning
(e.g., The Brazilian Forest Code or Law of Native
Vegetation Protection—12.651/12);

current and historical planning for both green and
gray infrastructure; and

environmental and social impact assessments of
possible infrastructure options.

Additionally, portfolios should have buy-in from local
stakeholders and experts to ensure that results will be
decision-relevant. Finally, portfolios should present

a thorough scientific assessment or comparison of
trade-offs.

What are the individual infrastructure components that
constitute the portfolio?

As a first step, it is necessary to identify and define

the specific infrastructure components (e.g., forest
restoration, conservation, best management practices)
that are suitable for the study area. At a minimum,
the portfolio component should include the following
suitability criteria:

The component contributes to achieving the targeted
investment objective.

It is technically feasible to implement the component
based on, for example, available land or willingness of
private landowners to implement it.

Stakeholders support implementation of the
component (ERG 2015).

Box 3 |

Infrastructure investors (e.g, government agencies, develop-
ment banks) and engineering organizations may have their
own guidance for conducting CBA OR CEA to select the best
investment option. For example:

® The European Commission (2014) advises that the time
horizon for investment projects depends on the sector
and internationally accepted practice. The commission
recommends a 30-year time horizon for CBA of water
and wastewater infrastructure projects.

® The American Society of Civil Engineers states
that the average useful life of water treatment
plants (mechanical and electrical) is 15 to 25 years
(EDRG 201).

In Brazil and Mexico, a time frame of 20 to 30 years
has been recommended for major water infrastructure
investments like reservoirs (Sabesp 2011a; CEPEP 2015).

Stakeholders may define infrastructure components

like forest restoration and forest conservation
differently, so it is important to clearly define each green
infrastructure component and the actions required for its
implementation.

How are infrastructure components prioritized?

Prioritization of infrastructure components refers to how
components in a portfolio are planned on a spatial scale
such that location and area can be quantified. Ideally, the
mix of infrastructure components would be prioritized to
maximize benefits and minimize costs given a targeted
investment objective (e.g., a 50 percent reduction in
sedimentation from source watersheds). In practice,
however, green infrastructure components are often
prioritized based on the budget of a green infrastructure
project.

For green infrastructure components, prioritization
requires spatial mapping and optimization to achieve
the greatest environmental outcome, given constraints
like land suitability, water and land-use regulations, and
cost. Spatial modeling software such as InVEST provides
a means of prioritizing the highest impact areas to target
green infrastructure strategies, though other approaches
also exist.
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The output of this exercise should be a spatial map of

the alternative infrastructure portfolio and quantitative
information on the area of green infrastructure
component. There may also be special considerations for
prioritization of green infrastructure, such as the need to
incorporate redundancy (e.g., planting additional acres of
forest in case of fire) (Talberth et al. 2013a).

If prioritization efforts for alternative infrastructure
portfolios have already been conducted, the analysis

team should work with stakeholders to understand

their underlying assumptions and to make sure that
prioritization efforts are still agreed upon. If prioritization
efforts have not yet been established, it is necessary to
work with relevant stakeholders to develop a strategy.

What is the sequencing of implementation for each
component in the portfolio?

Sequencing refers to the order and timing of implementing
specific infrastructure components. Infrastructure
components may be installed over multiple years due to
budget, staffing, and landowner participation constraints,
as well as biological and physical considerations like

Table 2 |

establishing certain plantings before another round

of plantings is possible. Likewise, sequencing green
infrastructure should account for natural systems’
seasonal or inter-annual variability, which can affect the
level of benefits provided. Planned sequencing and timing
for infrastructure installations should be discussed with
project developers and other stakeholders, so that they
can be accurately reflected in the cash flow analysis on

a year by year basis.

What is the useful life of each infrastructure
component?

Identifying the useful life of each major infrastructure
component is important for understanding the flow of
costs and benefits and when up-front investment costs
would need to recur. Additionally, understanding the
useful life of these components can help highlight an
alternative time horizon for the analysis. Identifying
the useful life for green infrastructure, however, can be
difficult. Some components, like green infrastructure
for storm water (e.g., bioswales), have specified
lifetimes, while others, like forest conservation through
conservation easements, last for centuries and depend
on landowner behavior.

DATA USAGE

Version of model used

Data inputs and assumptions
best available data used?)

Outputs (and units)

For tracing the model's inputs, outputs, strengths, and weaknesses so that results can be verified by others.
For understanding underlying data sources and getting stakeholder input. (Could data sources be improved? Were

For understanding the change in environmental outcomes from baseline conditions due to investment portfolios.

To determine if outputs need to be translated further into impacts on gray infrastructure (i.e., need to convert soil
erosion to sediment yield, and sediment yield to turbidity).

Calibration approach and results
Time step

To verify if the model was calibrated using local data or not, and how well it performs against monitoring data.
For determining whether the model runs results daily, monthly, annually, or if the model is event based. This is

necessary for interpreting results, where costs and benefits are measured annually.

Baseline conditions

Sensitivity analysis results

Model limitations

Source: WRI.
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To ensure that baseline conditions in terms of land use and other factors match with baseline conditions assumed
for the analysis (specified in Step 2).

For conducting a sensitivity analysis (Step 6).

For conducting a sensitivity analysis (Step 6) and reporting on results.



Step 3 aims to show how implementation of each
alternative investment portfolio will change the provision
of environmental outcome(s) compared to BAU and is
specific to green infrastructure components within a
portfolio. The output of this step should be an annual
quantification of the change in environmental outcome
between BAU conditions and the alternative infrastructure
portfolio (see Figure 5). Quantitatively establishing the
relationship between the level of investment in any one
alternative infrastructure portfolio and the investment
objective requires biophysical modeling of scenarios

with acceptable levels of uncertainty. Acceptable levels

of uncertainty can be determined with expert and
stakeholder input.

In situations where there are inadequate resources for
robust biophysical modeling or lack of local studies on the
performance of green infrastructure components, expert
knowledge may be useful for developing rough estimates.
This guidance focuses on the case where biophysical
modeling is available.

Figure 5 |

Information and Data Needs

What is the most appropriate biophysical model,
and what are the required data inputs?

To select a biophysical model for designing and evaluating
alternative infrastructure investment portfolios, it is
important to consider the GGA team’s capacity and
whether the model will be respected and accepted by
decision-makers. A variety of models are available for
estimating hydrologic outcomes; a recent publication by
Bullock and Ding (2018) provides guidance for selecting
the best ecosystem service biophysical model.

In cases where stakeholders have already developed a
model to assess green infrastructure project plans, it

is still important to identify features and limitations of
the model for understanding modeling impacts on GGA
results and for conducting a sensitivity analysis (Step 6),
and discussing GGA results with stakeholders. Table 2
provides an overview of key model features and data to
track. Once a model is selected, it should be run for each
investment portfolio defined in Step 2 to determine the
change in environmental outcome between the beginning

GGA Step 1. Define

investment
objective

2. Specify
investment
portfolios

mental

3. Model
environ-

6. Address risk
and uncertainty

5. Conduct
economic or
financial
analysis

4, Value costs
and benefits

outcomes

Information and
data needs

- Biophysical model

- Annual flow of ecosystem service benefits

Outputs

- Annual change in environmental outcome between BAU and alternative portfolios

Source: WRI.
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and the end of the analysis period. Subsequently, the
portfolios can be compared to arrive at the difference
in environmental outcomes due to investing in the
alternative portfolios.

How do environmental outcomes change over time?

The GGA needs to account for any time lag in benefit
provision on an annual basis. Some types of green
infrastructure, like restored forest, take time to mature
and achieve full functionality or full provision of benefits.
Gray infrastructure components, and some green
infrastructure components like forest conservation
realize full functionality immediately (Kroeger et al.
2017). The sequencing of infrastructure implementation
over multiple years can also create a time lag in benefit
provision.

These time-influenced dynamics can be modeled, and
modeling assumptions likely need to be informed by
available literature, ideally from the study area. In cases
where relevant literature is not available, one may need
to use proxies. In the case of forest restoration as a
means to reduce sedimentation, for example, there may
be insufficient data to understand how forest restoration
results in sedimentation reduction over time as the forest
matures. However, proxies such as forest structure or
canopy density could be used to roughly characterize
sedimentation reduction benefits over time (see Rafael-
Barbieri et al. 2018).

The output of Step 4 is a monetization of the annual
costs of implementing each alternative investment
portfolio and the annual benefits, so that costs and
benefits can be compared in present value terms in Step
5. It is first necessary to identify all relevant cost and
benefit components and their impacts on existing water
infrastructure in the study area (identified in Step 2) and
to select benefit valuation methods. Figure 6 provides an
overview of information and data needs and outputs.

What are the costs of implementing and maintaining
alternative infrastructure investments?

Green and gray infrastructure costs refer to costs
associated with implementing and maintaining the
alternative infrastructure investment portfolio over the
analysis time horizon. While gray infrastructure costs
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are fairly straightforward and typically include up-front
investment and operation and maintenance costs, green
infrastructure costs also include transaction costs and
opportunity costs. Table 3 and the following subsections
provide a definition for each cost component, as well as
example expenses related to green infrastructure.

Rarely are cost data conveniently available in this
categorical format. As a result, it is necessary to work
with the implementing entity of the investment portfolio
to determine how it organizes costs and, from that,
determine costs specific to these four categories. Other
costs, like communications and administrative expenses,
that do not directly relate to the project should be omitted
from the analysis.

Up-front investinent costs

Up-front investment costs include initial capital and
materials expenses and labor costs needed to implement
green infrastructure activities like forest restoration

and conservation. Ideally, unit cost data per expense
($/acre) as well as the useful life of each expense can be
collected. For example, equipment like a tractor may have a
useful life of 20 years, after which it must be replaced. If the
analysis time frame is 30 years, then the GGA would need
to capture when the equipment expense hits. Expenditures
on land acquisition, however, would be a one-time purchase
made at the beginning of the project. Some expenses like
seedlings may be a one-time up-front expense with residual
expenses in later years to cover reseeding.

The best valuation method is using market prices for
these data. Possible data sources for green infrastructure
implementation costs include land conservation and
restoration suppliers. Local, national or even global
datasets and literature may serve as a source of

proxy data.

Recurring operation and maintenance
(O&M) costs

O&M costs include recurring costs to ensure that green
infrastructure components survive over time. Examples
of O&M costs include reseeding, pest control, cleaning of
seedlings, landowner payments, and monitoring systems.
Like up-front investment costs, O&M expenditures should
be captured ideally on a unit cost basis by infrastructure
component. It is important to identify the recurrence of
costs as some green infrastructure activities like fencing
may need to be reinforced every 10 years as opposed to
every year.



Figure 6 |

GGA Step 1. Define 2. Specify 3. Model 4, Value 5. Conduct 6. Address risk
investment investment environmental costs and economic or and uncertainty

objective portfolios outcomes . financial
benefits analysis

Information and - Cost components
data needs - Benefit components
Outputs - Monetization of annual costs and benefits
Source: WRI.
Table 3 |
COST COMPONENT DEFINITION EXAMPLES
Up-front investment Initial project expenditure costs for land and capital Investments in land, seedlings, fencing; capital expenditures on
costs equipment associated with implementing the equipment, materials, and infrastructure; labor costs for implementing
investment portfolio infrastructure
Operation and Costs of labor, equipment, and materials needed to Maintenance of interventions (e.g, follow-up inspections of trees to
maintenance costs ensure that infrastructure investments are maintained  ensure survival; replanting); program payments to landowners

and operating well

Transaction costs Costs associated with the time, effort, and resources to  Design, search, negotiation, approval, monitoring/verification,
search out, initiate, negotiate, and complete a deal and  enforcement, certification, and insurance costs
monitor and enforce that deal

Opportunity costs Forgone value from implementing the investment Next best use of land (e.g., rental price of land)
portfolio

Source: WRI.
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Box 4 |

Transaction costs for green infrastructure initiatives may be
quite high and make up a sizable portion of an implementing
agency's budget. A review of transaction costs of payment

for ecosystem services (PES) programs (Alston et al. 2013) for
different ecosystem services (including biodiversity, carbon,
and water services) across the world found that transaction
costs made up anywhere from 1to 66 percent of the income
generated through the schemes. The highest transaction costs

occurred in projects dealing with pure public goods and in
cases where monitoring and enforcement faced difficulties.
Low transaction costs were associated with projects that

used preexisting institutions, were large-scale, and lacked a
monitoring program. For PES schemes targeting water services
in Mexico and Ecuador, the same study found that transaction
costs varied between 4 and 17 percent.

Transaction costs

Transaction costs are typically more difficult to define
and capture than investment and O&M costs. Generally,
transaction costs for green infrastructure initiatives are
defined as costs associated with the “time, effort, and
resources needed to search out, initiate, negotiate, and
complete a deal [for land conservation or restoration]”
(Lile et al. 1998). These costs are the costs of doing
business or operating a project.

Types of transaction costs may include the time and
money that go toward program design; engaging
landowners; contracting, monitoring, and enforcement;
and certification and insurance. Alston et al. (2013),
Jindal and Kerr (2007), and Milne (2002) provide
detailed descriptions of green infrastructure transaction
cost components.

If a project’s budget does not have specific line items for
transaction costs, transaction costs could be approximated
based on expert consultation.

Opportunity costs

Opportunity costs are defined as forgone value from
implementing the investment portfolio (i.e., watershed
restoration or protection efforts) and reflect what

the landowner is “giving up” (i.e., net revenues from
competing land uses). Because there are several possible
uses for any parcel of land, the opportunity cost is usually
determined by the most common use or, in a more
conservative approach, the most expensive or productive
land-use category.

Opportunity costs should be estimated to approximate

the net value of forgone activities on the land. In the case
where the intervention requires the landowner to give

up use of the land (or all activities), opportunity costs

can be valued using land rental prices, which represent
the income these lands could earn by not restoring

or conserving forestland. Land rental price would be
represented as an annual value as it represents an annual
source of income. Land rental data are frequently available
from agricultural agencies and extension services.

Legal requirements can affect opportunity costs. In
Brazil, for example, the Brazilian Forest Code requires
that some lands be restored and conserved. In this case,
the opportunity costs of restoring these lands could be
considered zero as legally there is no alternative land use
allowed.

What are the benefits of implementing and
maintaining alternative infrastructure investments?

Benefits of proposed alternative infrastructure investment
portfolios fall into two categories: direct benefits and
co-benefits. If conducting a financial analysis, direct
benefits for the specific entity (or entities) are the primary
focus. Co-benefits relate mainly to green infrastructure
and may be included if there is a possibility of multiple
investors co-investing in a project for different benefits or
to make a broader social case for investment. Including
co-benefits (as opposed to only direct benefits) in the
scope of assessment may change the optimal number/
location or priority areas, increase the return on
investment (ROI), and/or increase the sources and

level of investment. Regardless, it is recommended

that co-benefits be described at least qualitatively for a
financial analysis so that stakeholders can take a more
holistic view of investment options and further distinguish
among the green infrastructure portfolios. Additionally,
presenting co-benefits is useful for raising awareness and
engaging additional beneficiaries who may be willing to
pay for these benefits.
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Table 4 |

ENVIRONMENTAL  GRAY OR GREEN DESCRIPTION AVOIDED COSTS ALTERNATIVE COSTS  OTHER VALUATION
OUTCOME INFRASTRUCTURE OF IMPACT (BAU OPTIONS
AFFECTED CONDITIONS)
Reduced erosion Water storage reservoir  Lost reservoir water Avoided reservoir Construction ofanew  Public willingness to
storage capacity management costs reservoir pay to improve water
(e.g., dredging) quality
Hydropower reservoir Lost energy production Avoided costs of lost Costs of supplying
capacity energy generation energy from an

alternative source

Water treatment plant Increase in turbidity at Avoided chemical, Engineering costs of
water intake point labor, and energy water treatment
costs associated with
treating turbidity
Enhanced depreciation of  Avoided cost of Costs of treating water
equipment replacing equipment at a different facility

earlier than the
expected useful life

Improved seasonal ~ Water supply sources Reduced water availability ~ Avoided costs of water  Alternative cost of Public willingness to
water flow (e.g, reservoirs, surface  in times of scarcity transfers supplying water from pay to avoid drought
water sources) other water sources
Improved Aquifers Reduced water availability ~ Avoided costs of water  Alternative cost of Public willingness to
groundwater in times of scarcity transfers supplying water from pay to avoid drought
infiltration surface water sources
Avoided costs of aquifer
over-exploitation Alternative costs of
(e.g, costs of land maintaining aquifer
subsidence or saltwater levels through artificial
intrusion) methods (e.g., water
injection)
Flood risk Water treatment plant, Damage to water Repair costs for Cost of improved levee  Public willingness to
mitigation water distribution infrastructure damages systems downstream;  pay to avoid service
network, drainage and relocation of valuable  disruptions from
collection systems and structures flooding
reservoirs
Lost use of facilities Costs associated with  Costs of having to
and infrastructure (i.e,, service disruption treat water elsewhere
downtime) or install a temporary

treatment measure

Sources: CWC 2016; ERG 2015; Feltran-Barbieri et al. 2018; Kroeger et al. 2017, Monetization Working Group 2015; Morales et al. 2019; Ozment et al. 2018, 2019; Rodriguez-Osuna 2014.
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Direct benefits

Direct benefits refer to those benefits accrued to

the targeted beneficiary/ies due to the change in
environmental outcome. There are several valuation
methods for quantifying impacts on water infrastructure.
The following methods are most common (CWC 2016):

Avoided cost: Reduction in costs relative to the BAU
conditions that would occur because of investment in
a green infrastructure portfolio

Alternative cost: The cost of the least-cost means of
providing at least the same amount of physical benefit

Willingness to pay: the amount the study area
population would be willing to pay for the physical
benefit

Table 4 provides examples of impacts on water systems
(without any new infrastructure investment), categorized
by the four environmental outcomes examined in our case
studies.

Table 5 |

Co-benefits

Co-benefits include additional ecosystem services
provided by watershed restoration activities. To identify
which co-benefits are relevant, first conduct a literature
review specific to the area’s key ecosystems (identified in
Step 2); and second, consult local experts familiar with
the watershed.

For quantification, co-benefits must represent the change
in provision of ecosystem services between BAU and
alternative investment portfolios. As a result, a baseline
and counterfactual trends must be established.

Table 5 provides an overview of potential co-benefits

from watershed restoration. Multiple guidance documents
are available to assist with ecosystem service valuation
(Ding et al. 2017; Markandya 2016). In addition to
environmental impacts, social and economic benefits

can also be considered, but this will require additional
data collection.

ECOSYSTEM SERVICE BENEFIT CATEGORY CO-BENEFITS

Provisioning = Wild foods = Genetic resources
= Timber and other wood fibers = Biochemicals, natural medicines, and
= Non-wood forest products pharmaceuticals
= Biomass fuel

Regulating = Maintenance of air quality = Maintenance of soil quality
= Global climate regulation = Pest mitigation
= Regional/local climate regulation = Pollination
= Water purification = Natural hazard mitigation
= Disease mitigation

Cultural = Recreation and tourism (e.g., hiking, hunting, fishing)
= Amenity

Supporting = Species/ecosystem protection

Sources: Pascual et al. 2010; Waite et al. 2013,
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After valuing each cost and benefit component, the next
step is to compare alternative infrastructure investment

portfolios in present value terms using either CBA or CEA.

Investment portfolios can be compared based on one or
more decision criteria such as net present value (NPV)
or ROL. This allows stakeholders to select the optimal
investment portfolio based on greatest net benefits or
lowest implementation costs. This section provides
guidance on selecting a discount rate and which decision
rule criteria to use to compare costs and/or benefits.

The output from this step includes either a present value
comparison of costs and benefits for CBA or a comparison
of all costs for CEA (see Figure 7).

Information and Data Needs

Select a discount rate

The stream of costs and benefits over the time period
must be discounted to the present value so that they can
be compared (and so that investment portfolios can be

compared). A benchmark discount rate should be used

in Step 5, but additional discount rates may be applied
during Step 6 (sensitivity analysis). The benchmark
discount rate should be selected based on the discount
rate employed by the potential green infrastructure
investor(s), be it water utility, government, impact
investor, development bank, or some combination thereof.

The discount rate should align with the opportunity cost
of capital if the utility is a private entity. If the utility

is publicly owned, one could use the recommended
social discount rate from the federal government or

from financial institutions operating in the region. The
social discount rate reflects how society values time

and is typically applied when considering ecosystem
restoration initiatives (U.S. EPA 2010; Verdone 2015).
Typically, social discount rates for green infrastructure
initiatives will have a lower discount rate (0—4 percent)
than the social discount rates used for public gray water
infrastructure investments (3—15 percent), which reflects
the long-term nature of green infrastructure benefits
(Campos et al. 2015; Verdone 2015). Box 5 provides
additional guidance on selecting a discount rate for water
infrastructure investments based on recent literature.

Figure 7 |
GGA Step 1. Define 2. Specify 3. Model 4. Vialue costs 5. Conduct 6. Address
investment investment environmental and benefits economic or risk and
objective portfolios outcomes . : uncertainty
financial
analysis
Information and - Discount rate
data needs - Decision rule metric
Outputs - Present value net benefits or costs
Source: WRI.
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Box 5 |

Multilateral institutions like the World Bank and Inter-American
Development Bank have traditionally used a constant standard
discount rate (SDR) of between 10 and 12 percent for CBA, but
often without in-depth justification (Campos et al. 2015). Lopez
(2008) provides more detailed guidance and estimates that an
appropriate SDR for the Latin American region is 3-7 percent,
depending on growth expectations for the region (with a
higher discount rate being more applicable to a higher growth
scenario). The paper argues for using a higher discount rate for
analyses using a shorter time horizon, with a 4.4 percent SDR
recommended for a time horizon of 25 years.

For water-specific public and private investment decisions, the
Mexican Federal Government recommends a discount rate of
10 percent (Campos et al. 2015). Spain uses a 4 percent SDR for
water projects (Campos et al. 2015). In Brazil, the water utility,
Sabesp, uses an opportunity cost of capital of around 9 percent
(Sabesp 2011b). Financial experts in Brazil also recommend
accounting for the Brazilian risk premium, which has averaged
2.56+ 0.904 percent per year in the last 10 years according

to the Brazilian Institute for Applied Economic Research

(IPEA 2017).

Select decision rule metrics to compare costs and
benefits

Several metrics can be used to compare present value
costs and benefits (Pearce et al. 2006):

NPV compares the present value of costs to the
present value of benefits. A positive NPV indicates a
net gain for the investor(s).

Cost-benefit ratio divides total present value
benefits by total present value costs. A ratio greater
than one indicates a net gain.

Return on investment measures the gain or loss
of an investment by dividing the net benefits by the
investment costs. This is calculated as a percentage.

Internal Rate of Return estimates the discount
rate at which the NPV is zero. This can be compared
with the social discount rate.

Payback period (years) expresses how long it takes
to recover investment costs.

To determine which metric(s) to use, it is best to
discuss with stakeholders to understand which are most
important for key audiences.

Risk is related to the probability distribution of an
outcome occurring, whereas uncertainty exists when the
probability distribution is unknown (Waite et al. 2014).
Risks to green infrastructure can include fire, drought,
floods, and insect outbreaks (Talberth et al. 2013a). For
uncertainty, three types pertain to green infrastructure
(Polasky and Binder 2012):

Behavioral: Uncertainty about how an investment may
influence human behavior (e.g., how landowners will
respond to a watershed restoration program)

Scientific: Uncertainty about how human actions (i.e.,
restoration activities) will affect ecosystems and their
provision of ecosystem services

Value: Uncertainty about how changes in
environmental outcomes affect human well-being
(i.e., economic and financial values)

Because these sources of risk and uncertainty can have

a high influence on project outcomes, often the results

of a risk and/or sensitivity analysis are more valuable

to stakeholders than a final NPV or ROI value. This

is because a risk or sensitivity analysis helps to better
illuminate the relationships between variables and outputs
and, as a result, helps to indicate where more or better
information would improve decision-making.

The output from this step includes calculation of
the changes in final net benefits and costs based on
adjustments to uncertain variables (see Figure 8).

Information and Data Needs

Select analysis method for addressing risk and
uncertainty

Risk and uncertainty can be addressed through different
types of analysis. Below are two common methods:

Probabilistic or risk analysis: Risk analysis is
appropriate when summary statistics (i.e., probability
distribution) of a variable are known and when a
variable is thought to be highly random. Risk analysis
allows variation of more than one uncertain variable
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at a time. Monte Carlo simulation is a popular time to see how results change. The selection of which
method for risk analysis; it estimates a range of variables to include should be based on the following
possible results by substituting values based on the factors:

variable’s probability distribution. An expected utility
framework could also be employed, which weights the
value of each potential outcome with its probability
of occurrence. This approach requires information on
probabilities as well as values of potential outcomes The variable represents a high proportion of total
(Polasky and Binder 2012). costs or benefits.

There is medium to high uncertainty.

The variable displays nonlinear behavior.

Sensitivity analysis is appropriate for uncertain
variables that lack a probability distribution. It is
conducted by changing one independent variable at a

The variable has a high impact on total costs or
benefits.

Figure 8 |
GGA Step 1. Define 2. Specify 3. Model 4,Value costs 5. Conduct 6. Address
investment investment environmental and benefits economic or risk and
objective portfolios outcomes financial :
analysis uncertainty
Information and - Analysis method
data needs - Uncertain variables
Outputs - Sensitivity analysis/Risk analysis
Source: WRI.
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Select variables to include in risk and/or sensitivity
analysis

Some analyses may have many variables that make it too
complicated or time-intensive to include all of them in a
sensitivity analysis. In such cases, select the top three to
five variables with the highest uncertainty or impact on
results. We recommend consulting key decision-makers,
such as the water supplier, in this process.

There are multiple ways to display analysis results,

and ultimately this should depend on needs of the
targeted stakeholders. Water suppliers, technical

experts, and approving bodies may wish to see more
detailed results and underlying analysis assumptions
while advocating partners may wish to see condensed
materials with headlining messages and numbers for easy
dissemination. For project developers aiming to improve
green infrastructure designs, there should be a focus on
presenting areas for improvement.

Below, we provide recommendations on presenting and
communicating GGA results. These recommendations are
based on the authors’ experiences overcoming perceived
risks of adopting green infrastructure solutions for water
suppliers and overcoming challenges of incorporating
gray infrastructure financial considerations into green
infrastructure planning.

Because green infrastructure can be a new concept

for water suppliers and infrastructure investors,

it is important to be transparent about analysis
assumptions and uncertainties when presenting
results to address the perceived scientific and financial
risks of green infrastructure. We recommend the
following ways to present results and encourage buy-
in by these stakeholders:

Display sensitivity analysis results alongside main
analysis results to show a range of findings.
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Provide a technical appendix that provides
detailed assumptions, equations, and findings to
facilitate easy replication of the analysis (see for
example, Feltran-Barbieri et al. 2018; Ozment et
al. 2018).

Present the flow of benefits, costs, and net benefits
over time, rather than just presenting final GGA
results. Understanding the annual change in
costs, benefits, and net benefits is important for
would-be investors to understand when a positive
ROI can be expected. This information is also
generally useful for improving stakeholders’
understanding of the behavior of green
infrastructure investments in terms of ecosystem
service provision.

Stakeholders, especially decision-makers, should

be involved in developing final GGA materials and

a communications strategy to promote uptake of
results in decision-making processes. This will help
ensure that targeted audiences get the information
they need to make more informed decisions. Engaging
these stakeholders early on may even facilitate data
collection during the GGA process. Using an iterative
process to jointly examine results and assumptions
can lead to final results being accepted by a wider
range of stakeholders (Waite et al. 2013).

Visual displays of results are an effective
communication mechanism. Using a combination of
tables with quantitative data combined with graphics
displaying annual changes in biophysical outcomes,
costs, and benefits is recommended to reach different
types of audiences. Additionally, stakeholders can use
these graphics for their own presentation purposes.
The WRI Latin American case studies (see for
example, Feltran-Barbieri et al. 2018; Ozment et al.
2018, 2019) provide examples of visual displays that
can be replicated.



While this document guides readers on how to conduct
GGAs, information in this paper can be used for other
purposes as well:

Wider adoption of the GGA approach by all relevant
stakeholders could facilitate easier comparison
of green infrastructure values across study sites

Water suppliers and water regulators can use guidance
on cost and benefit categories and valuation methods
to include green infrastructure in their decision-
making processes and standardize consideration of
green infrastructure.

Green infrastructure suppliers can use this guidance
to set up data collection mechanisms from the outset
to facilitate GGA. Additionally, they can use the
GGA to better incorporate financial data on water
management and water sector investors’ decision-
making processes into their conservation plans.

and benefits transfer analysis. Applying consistent
valuation methods and cost and benefit categories
across study sites will allow analysts to compare cost
and benefit values and increase the accuracy of results.

Green infrastructure project developers can use the
GGA to design interventions that address the needs
and concerns of relevant stakeholders, such as would-
be investors.

NGOs and academics can use this guidance to critique
and verify financial and economic analyses of green
and gray infrastructure.

WORKING PAPER | August2019 | 27



Alternative costs: The least-cost means of providing at least the same
amount of physical benefit (CWC 2016).

Assisted forest restoration: An active form of forest restoration, typically
applied to areas where natural regeneration is not feasible, that includes
interventions such as fencing, soil preparation, tree planting, applying
pesticides and fertilizers, and irrigation (Ozment et al. 2018).

Avoided costs: Costs that would be incurred by water infrastructure
managers in baseline conditions without green infrastructure interventions
(CWC 2016).

Business as usual: What happens in the absence of an infrastructure
investment. Commonly referred to as counterfactual or baseline conditions.

Cost-benefit analysis: A decision support tool that estimates and
compares the costs and monetized value of the target outputs of a single or
multiple investment(s) or policy actions.

Cost-effectiveness analysis: A decision support tool that estimates and
compares the costs and outputs of a single or multiple investment(s) or
policy actions.

Counterfactual conditions/trends: See “business as usual."

Direct benefits: Benefits derived from an infrastructure investment
portfolio that are directly intended or, in other words, match with the
environmental outcomes of interest.

Discounting: The process of estimating the present value of a future value
or future stream of values.

Ecosystem services: Goods and services provided by ecosystems,
typically classified into provisioning services, regulating services, cultural
services, and supporting services (Reid et al. 2005).

Environmental outcomes: Water-related outcomes from infrastructure
investments that can be provided by green and/or gray infrastructure
investments such as water filtration, reduced pollution, aquifer recharge, or
flood risk mitigation. For green infrastructure, environmental outcomes are
akin to ecosystem services provided by forest ecosystems.

Forest conservation: Preventing the conversion of forests to an alternate
land use or degradation by protecting that area through, for example,
easements, purchase, or rental. This is often referred to simply as protection
(McDonald and Shemie 2014).
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Green infrastructure: "Actions to protect, sustainably manage, and

restore natural and modiied ecosystems that address societal challenges
effectively and adaptively, simultaneously providing human well-being and
biodiversity benefits” (Cohen-Shacham et al. 2016). Green infrastructure

is also sometimes referred to as natural infrastructure, nature-based
solution, or ecosystem-based adaptation. Green infrastructure examples

for source watershed protection include forest and ecosystem restoration,
conservation, and forest and agricultural sustainable management practices.
Green infrastructure can also apply to water supply infrastructure, such as
natural aquifers, lakes, and wetlands.

Green infrastructure program or project: A program or project that
identifies, plans, and/or implements green infrastructure interventions.
Examples include payment for ecosystem service programs, payment for
water services programs, or water funds.

Gray infrastructure: Human-engineered or built infrastructure (Gartner
et al. 2013). Examples of built infrastructure include water supply and
hydropower reservoirs, dams, pipelines, and water and wastewater
treatment plants.

Hybrid infrastructure: Green infrastructure in conjunction or combination
with gray infrastructure. Examples include bioswales, green roofs, rain
gardens, constructed wetlands. A hybrid investment portfolio, however,
refers to a combination of green and gray infrastructure components and
can include, for example, forest restoration and built water treatment plants.

Implementation costs: The initial capital and land expenditure costs
associated with implementing an infrastructure investment portfolio
(Verdone 2015).

Indirect benefits: Benefits derived from an infrastructure investment
portfolio that are considered complementary or co-benefits.

Investment objective: The objective behind investing in infrastructure,
expressed in quantitative terms with a desired environmental outcome or
outcomes (Talberth et al. 2013a).

Investment portfolio: An investment portfolio is a unique suite of
infrastructure components that could be put together to address the
investment objective(s) and provide the targeted environmental outcome(s).
A portfolio may consist only of gray infrastructure components, only of green
infrastructure components, or a combination of both (Talberth et al. 2013a).

Natural forest regeneration: A passive form of forest restoration that
is defined by Ozment et al. (2018) as fencing off a degraded area that was
previously forested to allow it to return to forest.

Operation and maintenance costs: Recurring costs of labor, equipment,
and materials needed to ensure that an infrastructure investment portfolio is
maintained and operated well,



Opportunity cost of capital: The rate of return that could have been
earned by putting the same money in an alternative investment with a
similar risk profile (Pure H20 2019).

Opportunity costs: Foregone income from implementing the investment
portfolio (Verdone 2015).

Private discounting: Discounting from the perspective of a private
individual or firm (U.S. EPA 2010).

Return on investment analysis: A decision support tool commonly used
for financial analysis that estimates the return on an investment relative to
that investment's cost.

Risk: Describes a situation where the probability distribution of an outcome
occurring is estimated.

Sensitivity analysis: A study of how the uncertainty in the output of a
mathematical model can be apportioned to different independent variables.

Social discounting: Discounting from the perspective of society as a whole
(U.S. EPA 2010).

Source watershed: A watershed that drains into a body or bodies of
surface or ground water that are used by a water supply system.

Time horizon: The time period to be used for the analysis. The time

horizon should correspond with the useful life of major gray infrastructure
components affected by green infrastructure investments as this aligns with
the time over which decisions are likely to be made by water infrastructure
managers (Talberth et al. 2013a). Time horizon is also frequently referred to
as planning horizon or time frame.

Transaction costs: Costs associated with the time, effort, and resources to
search out, initiate, negotiate, engage, and enable stakeholders to complete
a deal (Lile et al. 1998).

Uncertainty: Describes a situation where the probability distribution of an
outcome occurring is not known or estimated.

Useful life: The length of time a piece of infrastructure can be productively
used; also called lifespan.

Water suppliers: Owners, operators, and managers of public and private
water supply systems.

Water supply system: A system for the collection, transmission, treatment,
storage, and distribution of water from source to consumers (OECD 2001).

WORKING PAPER | August2019 | 29



Abell, R, N. Asquith, G. Boccaletti, L. Bremer, E. Chapin, A. Erickson-Quiroz,
J. Higgins, et al. 2017. Beyond the Source: The Environmental, Economic and
Community Benefits of Source Water Protection. Arlington, VA: The Nature
Conservancy.

Alston, L.J,, K. Andersson, and S.M. Smith. 2013, “Payment for Environmental
Services: Hypotheses and Evidence." Annual Review of Resource Economics
5 (1):139-59.

American Forests. 2003. Urban Ecosystem Analysis: San Diego. Washington,
DC: American Forests and U.S. Forest Service.

Banerjee, S, T.N. Carson, F.P. de Vries, and N. Hanley. 2017, “Transaction Costs,
Communication and Spatial Coordination in Payment for Ecosystem Services
Schemes." Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 83 (May):
68-89.

Browder, G, S. 0zment, |. Rehberger Bescos, T. Gartner, and G-M Lange.
2019. Integrating Green and Gray: Creating Next Generation Infrastructure.
Washington, DC: World Bank and World Resources Institute.

Bullock, J.M., and H. Ding. 2018. A Guide to Selecting Ecosystem Service
Models for Decision-Making: Lessons from Sub-Saharan Africa. Washington,
DC: World Resources Institute.

Campos, J,, T. Serebrisky, and A. Suarez-Aleman. 2015, Time Goes By: Recent
Developments on the Theory and Practice of the Discount Rate. Technical

Note No. IDB-TN-861. Infrastructure and Environment Sector. Washington, DC:
Inter-American Development Bank.

CEPEP (Centro de Estudios para la Preparacion y Evaluacién Socioeconémica
de Proyetos). 2015. Guia General para la Presentacion de Estudios de
Valuacidn Socio-Econdmica de Programas y Proyectos de Inversion, Analisis
Costo Beneficio. Mexico: CEPEP.

Cohen-Shacham, E, G. Walters, C. Janzen, and S. Maginnis. 2016. Nature-
Based Solutions to Address Global Societal Challenges. Gland, Switzerland:
International Union for Conservation of Nature.

CWC (California Water Commission). 2016. Draft Technical Reference: Water
Storage Investment Program. Sacramento, CA: CWC.

Ding, H., S. Faruqi, A. Wu, J.C. Altamirano, A. Anchondo Ortega, M. Verdone,
R.C. Zamora, R. Chazdon, and W. Vergara. 2017, Roots of Prosperity: The
Economics and Finance of Restoring Land. Washington, DC: World Resources
Institute.

EEA (European Environment Agency). 2015. Water-Retention Potential of
Europe’s Forests: A European Qverview to Support Natural Water-Retention
Measures. EEA Technical Report No. 13/2015. Luxembourg: EEA.

30 WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

EDRG (Economic Development Research Group, Inc.). 2011, Failure to Act:
The Economic Impact of Current Investment Trends in Water and Wastewater
Treatment Infrastructure. Reston, VA: American Society of Civil Engineers.

ERG (Eastern Research Group, Inc.). 2015. A Guide to Assessing Green
Infrastructure Costs and Benefits for Flood Reduction. Silver Spring, MD:
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Coastal
Management.

European Commission. 2014. Guide to Cost-Benefit Analysis of Investment
Projects. Economic Appraisal Tool for Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. Brussels,
Belgium: European Commission.

Feltran-Barbieri, R, S. 0zment, P. Hamel, E. Gray, H. Mansur, T. Valente, J.
Ribeiro, and M. Matsumoto. 2018, Infraestrutura Natural para Agua no Sistema
Guandu, Rio de Janeiro. [Natural Infrastructure for Water in Guandu System,
Rio de Janeira]. Sdo Paulo: World Resources Institute-Brasil.

Gartner, T, J. Mulligan, R. Schmidt, and J. Gunn. 2013, Natural Infrastructure:
Investing in Forested Landscapes for Source Water Protection in the United
States. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.

IPEA (Applied Economic Research Institute). 2017, Brazilian Risk Premium
Database. http://www.ipeadata.gov.br/Default.aspx. Accessed May 15, 2018.

Jindal, R, and J. Kerr. 2007. USAID PES Sourcebook: Transaction Costs. USAID
PES Brief 3.4. Blacksburg, VA: U.S. Agency for International Development.

Kroeger, T, C. Klemz, D. Shemie, T. Boucher, J.R.B. Fisher, E. Acosta, PJ.
Dennedy-Frank, et al. 2017. Assessing the Return on Investment in Watershed
Conservation: Best Practices Approach and Case Study for the Rio Camboriti
PWS Program, Santa Catarina, Brazil. Arlington, VA: The Nature Conservancy.

Lile, R, M. Powell, and M. Tolman. 1998. “Implementing the Clean
Development Mechanism: Lessons from the U.S. Private-Sector Participation
in Activities Implemented Jointly.” Discussion Paper 99-09. Washington, DC:
Resources for the Future.

Lopez, H.2008. “The Social Discount Rate: Estimates for Nine Latin American
Countries.” Policy Research Working Paper 4639. Washington, DC: The World
Bank.

Markandya, A. 2016. Cost Benefit Analysis and the Environment: How to Best
Cover Impacts on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Paris: Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development.

McDonald, R.I, K.F. Weber, J. Padowski, T. Boucher, and D. Shemie. 2016.
“Estimating Watershed Degradation over the Last Century and Its Impact
on Water-Treatment Costs for the World's Largest Cities." Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences 113 (32): 9117-22.



McDonald, R.I, and D. Shemie. 2014. Urban Water Blueprint: Mapping
Conservation Solutions to the Global Water Challenge. Washington, DC: The
Nature Conservancy.

Milne, M. 2002. Transaction Costs of Forest Carbon Projects, Center for
International Forestry Research. Biddeford, ME: University of New England.

Monetization Working Group. 2015. /nvestment Value Decomposition—
Monetization: Exercise Workbook. https://www.moresustainabledecisions.
com/decomposition.

Morales, A.G., S. 0zment, and E. Gray. 2019. “Natural Infrastructure for Aquifer
Recharge Financial Calculator: Method, Data, and Assumptions.” Technical
Note. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.

Neary, D.G, G.G. Ice, and C.R. Jackson. 2009. “Linkages between Forest Soils
and Water Quality and Quantity." Forest Ecology and Management 258 (10):
2269-81.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development).
2001. Glossary of Statistical Terms. http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.
asp?ID=2913.

Ozment, S, T. Gartner, H. Huber-Stearns, K. DiFrancesco, N. Lichten, and

S. Tognetti. 2016. Protecting Drinking Water at the Source: Lessons from
Watershed Investment Programs in the United States. Washington DC: World
Resources Institute.

Ozment, S, R. Feltran-Barbieri, E. Gray, P. Hamel, J. Baladelli Ribeiro, S. Roiphe
Barreto, A. Padovezi, and T. Piazzetta Valenta. 2018. Natural Infrastructure in
S&o Paulo’s Water System. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.

Ozment, S, R. Feltran-Barbieri, M. Matsumoto, E. Gray, and T. Belote.
Forthcoming 2019. Natural Infrastructure in Espirito Santo’s Jucu Water
System. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.

Pascual, U, R. Muradian, L. Brander, E. Gomez-Baggethun, B. Martin-Lopez,
M. Verma, P. Armsworth, et al. 2010. “The Economics of Valuing Ecosystem
Services and Biodiversity." In The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity
Ecological and Economic Foundations, edited by Pushpam Kumar. London
and Washington: Earthscan,

Pearce, D,, G. Atkinson, and S. Mourato. 2006. Cost-Benefit Analysis and the
Environment: Recent Developments. Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development.

Polasky, S., and S. Binder. 2012. “Valuing the Environment for
Decisionmaking.” ssues in Science and Technology 28 (4): 53-62.

Pure H20. 2019. Estimation Cost of Water for Drinking Water Treatment Plant.
http://pure-h2o-learning.eu/units-of-leatning-outcomes/ulo5/363-chapter-12-
economics-of-drinking-water?showall=&start=5..

Reid, W.V.,, H.A. Mooney, A. Cropper, D. Capistrano, S.R. Carpenter, K. Chopra,
P. Dasgupta, et al. 2005. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Synthesis.
Washington, DC: Island Press.

Rodriguez-Osuna, V., J. Borner, U. Nehren, R. Bardy Prado, H. Gaese, and J.

Heinrich. 2014, "Priority Areas for Watershed Service Conservation in the

Guapi-Macacu Region of Rio de Janeiro, Atlantic Forest, Brazil." Ecological
Processes 3 (16):1-21.

Sabesp (Companhia de Saneamento Basico do Estado de Sdo Paulo). 2011a.
Elaboragéo de Projetos: Consideracdes Gerais. Sao Paulo: Sabesp.

Sabesp. 2011b. Weighted Average Cost of Capital: Sabesp’s Contribution to the
Basic Sanitation Public Consultation 01/11. Sdo Paulo: Sabesp.

Talberth, J,, E. Gray, L. Yonavjak, and T. Gartner. 2013a. “Green Versus Gray:
Nature's Solutions to Infrastructure Demands.” Solutions 4 (1): 40-47,

Talberth, J,, J. Mulligan, B. Bird, and T. Gartner. 2013b. A Preliminary Green-Gray
Analysis for the Cache le Poudre and Big Thompson Watersheds of Colorado’s
Front Range. Lake Oswego, OR: Center for Sustainable Economy and World
Resources Institute.

Verdone, M. 2015. A Cost-Benefit Framework for Analyzing Forest Landscape
Restoration Decisions. Gland, Switzerland: International Union for
Conservation of Nature.

Waite, R, L. Burke, E. Gray, P. van Beukering, L. Brander, E. McKenzie, L.
Pendleton, et al. 2014, Coastal Capital: Ecosystem Valuation for Decision-
Making in the Caribbean. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.

U.S. EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2010. Guidelines for
Preparing Economic Analyses. Washington, DC: U.S. EPA.

WORKING PAPER | August2019 | 31


https://www.moresustainabledecisions.com/decomposition.%20Accessed%20May%2015
https://www.moresustainabledecisions.com/decomposition.%20Accessed%20May%2015
http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=2913
http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=2913
http://pure-h2o-learning.eu/units-of-leatning-outcomes/ulo5/363-chapter-12-economics-of-drinking-water?showall=&start=5
http://pure-h2o-learning.eu/units-of-leatning-outcomes/ulo5/363-chapter-12-economics-of-drinking-water?showall=&start=5

We are pleased to acknowledge our institutional strategic partners, who
provide core funding to WRI: Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Royal
Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency.

This report was made possible with generous support from the FEMSA
Foundation. This working paper draws on collective experiences from a
series of studies produced in partnership among the World Resources
Institute (WRI), the FEMSA Foundation, The Nature Conservancy, the
International Union for Conservation of Nature, Instituto BioAtlantica, the
Boticario Group Foundation for Nature Protection, and the Natural Capital
Project. We thank these partners for their contributions.

Reviewers of this working paper provided invaluable feedback and guidance,
which strengthened the report substantially. We express our sincere
gratitude to the following individuals for their time and effort put toward
review and quality assurance: Helen Mountford (WRI), Todd Gartner (WRI),
Betsy Otto (WRI), David Moreno (FEMSA), Helen Ding (WRI), Jack McClamrock
(WRI), James Mulligan (WRI), Laura Malaguzzi Valeri (WRI), Michelle Manion
(WRI), Rowan Schmidt (Earth Economics), Timm Kroeger (TNC), Andrew Wu
(WRI), Robyn McGuckin (WRI), and Mai Ichihara (Yale School of Forestry and
Environmental Studies).

Graphics, copyediting, and layout of this report were provided by Caroline
Taylor, Lauri Scherer, Shannon Collins, and Carni Klirs.

{ YEARS

FEMSA |5

Erin Gray is an economist with the World Resources Institute's Economics Center.
Contact: egray@wri.org

Suzanne Ozment is a senior associate with the World Resources Institute’s
Natural Infrastructure Project.

Contact: sozment@wri.org

Juan-Carlos Altamirano is an economist with the World Resources
Institute’s Economics Center.

Contact: jcaltamirano@wri.org

Rafael Feltran-Barbieri is an economist with the Forest Program at the
World Resources Institute-Brasil.

Contact: rafael.barbieri@wri.org

Ana Gabriela Morales is the manager of Water Management and Urban
Resilience at the World Resources Institute-Mexico.

Contact: gabriela-morales@wri.org

World Resources Institute is a global research organization that turns big ideas
into action at the nexus of environment, economic opportunity, and human
well-being.

Our Challenge

Natural resources are at the foundation of economic opportunity and human
well-being. But today, we are depleting Earth's resources at rates that are
not sustainable, endangering economies and people’s lives. People depend
on clean water, fertile land, healthy forests, and a stable climate. Livable
cities and clean energy are essential for a sustainable planet. We must
address these urgent, global challenges this decade.

Our Vision

We envision an equitable and prosperous planet driven by the wise
management of natural resources. We aspire to create a world where the
actions of government, business, and communities combine to eliminate
poverty and sustain the natural environment for all people.

@creative
commons

WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

Copyright 2019 World Resources Institute. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
To view a copy of the license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

10 G Street, NE | Washington, DC 20002 | www.WRI.org


mailto:egray@wri.org
mailto:rafael.barbieri@wri.org

	_Hlk504980487
	_Hlk513099696
	_Hlk511802838
	_Hlk511804384
	_Hlk512235601
	_Hlk528542785
	_Hlk533095083
	_Ref505231855
	_Hlk505850016

