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Introduction

Increased settlement, industrial, and agricultural activity in the poor urban, suburban, and rural communities of northern Santiago has caused severe environmental degradation. This imperils the health, environment, and economic well being of these communities as well as those downstream. To redress these problems Sociedad Ecológica del Cibao, Inc. (SOECI) proposes an integrated urban-rural environmental works and education project that would create community-government alliances to design and execute works projects. The project would immediately improve living conditions, create capacity for sustained autonomous environmental involvement, and would lead to sustained improvements in environmental, health, and income indicators for over 76,000 residents. 

Founded 20 years ago, SOECI is one of the oldest environmental groups in the DR. The proposal is based upon their recent success with similar projects in the region. It adheres closely to international best practice in design and incorporates strong beneficiary participation throughout. There is considerable central government financing, strong municipal government participation, and keen community interest.

Project Description

The project is a holistic approach to redress environmental degradation. It would correct immediately critical problems and alter resident interaction with the environment to break the vicious cycle where poverty leads to environmental degradation, which leads to greater poverty.  The project lays the basis for intra- and inter-regional cooperation in environmental development and the ability of these poorer communities to participate. Under SOECI’s direction, and backed by substantial central government financing, project staff—a director, two agronomists, a chemical engineer, and two social workers--would conduct educational activities, perform studies, and coordinate implementation of projects with local governments and communities in environmental clean-up, pollution control, waste collection, soil conservation, and agroforestry/reforestation. 

The project would begin with an education campaign followed by community environmental assessments and establishment of community councils.
 

1. Education

Educational activities would channel manifest community concern and develop community environmental activists. In conjunction with community groups, local schools, and businesses SOECI has planned over 400 educational activities in the project’s thematic areas.
  SOECI would also develop content for radio and television programs. In rural areas it would create demonstration projects to serve as de-facto classrooms. 

Education would improve knowledge about, and alter practices in, sanitation. This would have the greatest measurable impact. Improving knowledge about, and effecting changes in, behavior in hygiene and sanitation has been shown to have a greater impact on health and income (lowering expenditure on health care, medicine and income lost due to illness) than infrastructure investments (e.g., latrines). Education and empowerment of community activists is also an important infrastructure investment in these communities.

2. Community Councils

SOECI anticipates forming 8 or 9 community councils with a total membership of over 400 persons. There are over 70 community and neighborhood groups in the project area and SOECI already has identified 25 whom it anticipates initially would participate. Membership would remain open and SOECI anticipates that more groups would join. In addition, businesses and local governments would join and work with the councils. Formation of the councils would involve 750 meetings and workshops and SOECI estimates that over 18,000 people (about ¼ of the population) would participate. The councils would produce community environmental action plans to order priorities and match community groups to problems and government resources. Councils would also organize community participation to implement project activities. 

An important additional, and innovative, role of the councils would be to forge consensus and avert conflict both within communities and between them. The councils would continue after the project terminates and serve as the basis for strong regional coordination and integration. 

3. Environmental clean-up 

The Cañada Gurabo canyon project 

This centerpiece of the proposal would involve cleaning bodies of water and channeling and treating domestic and industrial effluents. Projects would include building a system to transport effluents to treatment plants. Work would be financed principally by the central government; IAF would contribute US$6,000 for septic tanks.  An estimated 350 households (1,750 people) line the Gurabo Cañada and would realize health improvements and attendant income gains from reduction in environmental vector-based diseases, which according to SOECI verge on the pandemic. 

Solid Waste Control 

This component would eliminate 10 community dumps and organize (and change) the collection and disposal of solid wastes. This would be entirely funded by the local governments. Municipal authorities and community groups would create new safer dumps, collection facilities, and implement regular collection services. 45,000 people live in communities covered by these initiatives and SOECI estimates that currently only 30% have collection services. The project would increase coverage to 100%.  There would also be potential income generation through recycling. Businesses would participate in these activities. SOECI estimates that 25 houses border each dump. Therefore, 250 families would benefit through reduction in environmental vector based disease. 

Effluent and Pollution Control

This would concentrate upon industrial pollution—workshops and small producers—but also include domestic effluents. Work would begin with monitoring of domestic and industrial discharges. Establishment of discharge reduction and clean-up programs in agreement with the local sewage authority would follow. SOECI anticipates that 6 large and 15 small businesses will participate. At present, 2 large and 2 small firms have agreed to participate. Businesses would be responsible for the costs of clean up and treatment. SOECI and the sewage authority would offer technical assistance. 

4. Soil Conservation and forestry

Soil conservation and forestry projects would lessen erosion and improve farm productivity thereby reducing slash and burn clearing for new farmland. Based on their experience with similar projects in the region, SOECI estimates productivity gains from soil conservation and the introduction of agroforestry would increase small farmer income by US$1,075 per family per year.
 The project would establish 80 agroforestry demonstration plots, each supporting roughly 6 projects for a total of 485 activities as well as establish 60 soil conservation projects. Projects would demonstrate low cost, low tech, and environmentally sensitive methods. SOECI estimates that 6,700 rural residents will participate directly in agroforestry and soil conservation projects and demonstration activities.  Government extension agents would assist with these activities. 

In urban and suburban areas community groups, schools, local governments with the assistance of SOECI would be mobilized to plant trees in environmentally sensitive areas where erosion is a problem.  SOECI has received commitments for saplings, materials, transportation, technical assistance, and labor for this activity.

5. Other results

The project lays the basis for several promising future initiatives. In addition to conducting studies and gathering data for future action, the project opens the door to greater involvement by the private sector in community development and would sensitize business about environmental issues. The project would demonstrate the interrelation between communities in the same ecosystem and strengthen relations between Santiago proper and its surrounding communities laying the basis for future regional cooperation.

Measurable Results

· Reduction of incidence of environmental based vector born diseases.

· Reduction in per family expenditure on medicine and health care, and concomitant rise in incomes.

· Functioning waste collection system covering 100% of communities.

· Elimination of 10 community dumps.

· Increase in farm family incomes from productivity gains and agroforestry in rural communities.

· Trees planted on 50km2 .

· Reduction of effluents, pollutants, and improvement in environmental indicators.

· Six septic tanks in suburban/rural area of Canada Gurabo.

Partners

In addition to the community councils, which would be broad-based, multi-sector working partnerships, SOECI is in the process of establishing working agreements with businesses, central government agencies and their departments, Secretary of Agriculture, Secretary of Public Health, Secretary of Public Works, National Forestry Commission, Secretary of Education and regional planning commissions. Three such agreements have been signed as of June 10, 1999.  Counterpart agencies at the municipal will also participate, but will not have working agreements. Businesses will assist with various activities including educational campaigns and the Gurabo clean up. In addition, businesses would participate in pollution control activities by participating in monitoring activities and developing action plans with SOECI and the sewage authority. 

Project Feasibility

Financial feasibility: 
The components of the project are well budgeted. Appropriate amounts are designated for each area. 84% of the project budget is for operational expenses, the largest items are the Guarbo clean up and the solid waste management program at 45% and 32% of total project costs. 10% of project funds are for administration, salaries (8% of total funds), and honoraria. 

Organizational and technical capacity:
SOECI has 20 years experience and successfully run programs in environmental education, environmental monitoring, agroforestry, and infrastructure. Its largest project to date has been management of a protected forest region to the north of the project area and it is familiar with the communities in the target area. SOECI has working relationships with other environmental organizations, government departments, and the regional university. Moreover, there is a substantial talent pool within the DR for this type of work thanks to projects by multilateral aid agencies.  The municipal government is strongly supportive and the project is part of their development plan. The community groups evince broad-based support and a high level of coordination 

Sustainability

Given the severity of the problems and amount to be done, the community building and the resulting alliances and councils should be sustainable. Government financing should continue beyond the initial investment, though at a level appropriate to maintain what is built. Future projects would likely require outside financing to complement in-kind contributions from community groups. Greater involvement from business, especially to expand pollution control initiatives, would be necessary and appears likely. Relative to government and community participation, business is not as heavily involved but this is appropriate initially when it is needed only to cooperate with industrial pollution control investigations and initiatives. By involving business in a limited manner and not overwhelming the business community with issues not of their immediate concern, the project establishes good links for future cooperation.

Educational activities are completely dependent upon government or outside funding. Charging for these activities theoretically may make them self-sustaining but would limit their reach. Foundation funds would purchase the infrastructure for educational activities, e.g., audio-visual equipment. Future educational activities, therefore, would involve only an incremental cost, the funds for which should be more easily provided locally.

In rural areas strict bans on unauthorized tree cutting should assure demand and markets for forestry products. Introduction of fast growing species should produce revenue for farmers, material to improve housing, and improve crop yields. 

Once Gurabo is cleaned the communities would have a vested interest in maintaining it. If one views this “clean up” as an infrastructure project then functioning community environmental councils and on going educational activities are more properly viewed as recurring “maintenance costs.” These maintenance costs should be bearable by local government and the community. The critical factor for sustainability is that it costs significantly less to keep the region clean than to clean it. 

With industrial and commercial pollution control business must play a role because pollution control (e.g., treating and stemming waste discharge into rivers) involves cost to business. The return on this investment is a cleaner local environment, healthier workers, and happier neighbors. How much this is worth to the local business community is an open question. Perhaps the issue is one of cleaning up now versus higher costs (being shut down) when fluvial pollution affects those downstream? In this case business has a better reason to become involved and perhaps even pay SOECI for monitoring and other services. However, smaller and micro businesses likely would not/could not afford to participate. Since they likely do not produce the same quantity of pollution this initially may not appear a problem. However, it does create a “free rider” problem as larger (than micro) businesses that participate in pollution control might see microenterprises as free riding on their investment in the environment. If participation in pollution control also raises significantly the cost of doing business for larger enterprises and if these different sized enterprises are also competitors, there may be fall out and backlash. The early work in establishing community councils is important to mitigate this eventuality, offer a forum to air problems and seek solutions before conflict and recrimination poison the air. 

Contextual Relevance

Santiago de los Caballeros is the principal city of the Cibao valley. Recent urban migration has been concentrated in its northern suburbs and the more rural areas just to their north. These are environmentally sensitive areas that form the headwater and catchement for the Yaque del Norte river, which is a major source of water for Santiago and crucial to the ecosystem of the Central Valley. Increased human activity has increased solid and liquid waste discharges, industrial and commercial pollution, and soil erosion from settlement, farming, and deforestation. The combined effect threatens the ecosystem, damages the poorer communities in which it is concentrated and significantly affects the quality of live of all residents. 

Summary of issues

Over the past decade similar projects have been carried out in Central America and the Caribbean. In the DR similar projects building similar alliances have also been numerous.  One, therefore, could question the value of another such project. However, the demand for these projects indicates a need. This project differs from its peer in that it offers the potential for sustained improvement by piggy backing on the substantial government infrastructure investment.  A relatively small IAF contribution applied mostly to education and technical staff would go a long way to ensuring that gains from the clean up and dump eradication continue and multiply. Also, this project introduces a regional coordination aspect lacking in most other projects. The other project in the DR with a regional coordination element involves downstream contamination of a major tourist area. The project, sponsored by the World Bank, is driven as much by foreign exchange earning potential as by concern for health and improving the environment. In contrast, as befits the IAF’s mission, this project is driven entirely by local development considerations. That there have been many similar projects also means that there is a large body of data with which to compare this proposed project in design. The project fits well with current experience and best practice. 

There is a danger that improving conditions in the northern areas could accelerate migration. Partially, improving living conditions through better performing farms in the rural areas will offset this. In any event, migration likely will continue and it is then more a question of mitigating damages from increasing human settlement and developing behavior and modes of living that lessen the harmful impact of the apparently inevitable movement of people toward the city.

The project meets the following IAF objectives:

Standard of Living: The project would improve sanitation and environmental health factors for poor residents. It would produce income gains by reducing family spending on health care and increasing productivity by reducing illness. 

Personal capacity: The project would impart knowledge to effect change in environmental degradation and demonstrate how to interact with the government. Further, the project would introduce long-range thinking about the environment and urban planning. The project would rely upon the creativity of the participants and would increase capacity for problem solving and developing initiatives within the communities as well as to increase their capacity to work with other actors. 

Organizational capacity: The proponent NGO already has demonstrated capacity to define goals, gauge context, plan for the long term, and learn from past experience; the project would augment this by adding the ability to replicate projects. SOECI has won an impressive financial contribution from the central and municipal governments; successful management would enhance government confidence in working with NGOs and facilitate future contributions.

Policy Environment/Community Norms: The project replicates successful model of community-based environmental projects. Another successful project would increase the legitimacy and appeal of this approach.  The project also would increase constituencies sensitive to, and concerned about, environmental matters. This will benefit not only those who plant trees and participate in specific projects, but all those who live in the communities. The project also has the potential to increase awareness about the interconnectedness of the poorer neighborhoods surrounding Santiago and Santiago proper. 

Recommendation 

The project is well designed and adheres to international best practice. It addresses issues that the communities have selected as critical and enlists their participation throughout. This and significant government financing should lead to realization of the project’s immediate goals. In the longer-term, creation of community-wide alliances, extensive educational outreach, and works/demonstration projects would have a lasting impact.

The project methodology strongly correlates with that of successful waste and sanitation projects in the developing world. Specifically, studies and reviews of successful projects point to education as the critical component to success. Municipal government participation with target communities has also been identified as crucial to project sustainability. Often communities assume that the municipal government is responsible for all aspects of sanitation while municipal governments find that citizens overestimate what they can or will do. Early coordination and cooperation would mitigate, if not entirely prevent, this. 

IAF’s contribution meshes well with project objectives. By funding the education and technical components of the project we bring value-added to the project. In effect, the government is building a huge public-works/infrastructure project, we are enabling the community to take part in this investment, to benefit more fully from it, and maintain it. With out the IAF contribution the government’s investment likely would not be sustainable, and may not make sense.

SOECI Environmental Development in Northern Santiago: Budget

(US$ - 3 years)

Budget Line Item
IAF
SOECI
Government
Other

Total Cost

1. Education






a. Teaching

$24,731 
$17,544
$0
$0
$42,275

b. Materials and dissemination
$30,797 
$8,391 
$0 
$0 
$39,188

c. Equipment
$3,125 
$3,750 
$3,125
$0
$10,000

2. Community Organization






a. Meetings, workshops, etc.
$14,781 
$7,391 
$0 
$7,391 
$29,563

3. Reforestation and Tree Planting






a. Rural
$13,067 
$2,178 
$0 
$2,178 
$17,422

b. Urban
$2,124 
$354 
$354 
$0 
$2,832

c. Maintenance
$6,614 
$1,102 
$155
$947
$8,818

4. Community Environmental Diagnostic






a. Workshops, meetings
$1,875 
$938 
$0 
$938 
$3,750

b. Assessments, diagnostics
$13,828 
$3,086 
$0 
$3,085 
$19,999

5. Guarbo clean-up
$6,250 
$0 
$793,750
$0
$800,000

6. Solid Waste Management
$0 
$0 
$563,750
$1,875
$565,625

7. Water Pollution Clean-up
$2,953 
$0 
$3,609
$5,625
$12,187

8. Personnel






a. Technical

$51,750 
$0 
$18,000
$0
$69,750

b. Administrative

$33,750 
$33,750 
$0
$0
$67,500

c. Travel allowances
$10,800 
$0 
$0
$0
$10,800

9. Transport






a. Vehicles

$16,688 
$10,000 
$16,688 
$0 
$43,375

b. Maintenance and Repair
$10,975 
$0 
$0
$0
$10,975

c. Fuel
$4,968 
$0 
$0

$4,968

10. Disposable materials
$5,313 
$0 
$0
$0
$5,313

11. Administrative Expenses

$29,250 
$0 
$0
$0
$29,250

12. Audits
$1,875 
$0 
$0
$0
$1,875
Project Total
$285,513 
$88,483 
$1,399,430 
$22,038 
$1,795,464
� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








� The assessments would also gather baseline data on environmental, environmental knowledge, and environmental health indicators. This would be compared to data collected at the project’s conclusion to measure project performance.


� Educational activities would include: workshops (50), lectures (20), tours (10), field trips (10) discussions, exchanges (20) publications, and demonstrations (15), showings of documentaries (110), radio programs (144).


� US$450 per year for agroforestry and US$825 per year for soil conservation.


� Includes community groups, service groups, and the private sector.


� 400 activities including, courses, workshops, etc.


� Two environmental agronomists, two social workers, and one environmental chemist.


� Administrative assistant, $18,000; Manager, $31,500; Accountant, $9,000; Secretary, $9,000.


� Used and new car, used and new motorcycles and repair and maintenance. 


� Utilities, operation of office.
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PAR Totals

		

		Group		Amount US$		%

		IAF		$283,013		16%

		SOECI		$88,482		5%

		Municipal government		$564,259		31%

		Central government		$444,063		25%

		Autonomous State Entities		$391,109		22%

		All government		$1,399,431		78%

		Private sector		$5,625		0.3%

		Community groups		$16,414		0.9%

		Other		$22,039		1%

		Total		$1,792,965





PAR Totals

		



All government
78%



Budget

		SOECI BUDGET WITH PERCENTAGE IAF CONTRIBUTION

						Government

		Item		Total Cost		Municipal		Central		Autonomous agencies		Local groups		Business		Service groups		SOECI		IAF		IAF %

		Overhead

		Salaries		$137,250				$18,000										$33,750		$85,500		62%

		Honoria		$10,800																$10,800		100%

		Equipement		$53,375				$19,813										$13,750		$19,813		37%

		Materials		$42,000														$8,391		$33,609		80%

		Repair and Maintainence		$8,975																$8,975		100%

		Fuel		$4,968																$4,968		100%

		Administration		$18,750																$18,750		100%

		Unexpected		$12,500																$12,500		100%

		Audit		$1,875																$1,875		100%

		Subtotal Overhead		$290,493		$0		$37,813		$0		$0		$0		$0		$55,891		$196,790		68%

		Operational Costs

		Education		$42,275														$17,544		$24,731		59%

		Community Organization		$29,563								$7,391						$7,391		$14,781		50%

		Reforestation/Tree Planting		$29,072		$509										$3,125		$3,634		$21,804		75%

		Community Environment Diagnostic		$23,750								$4,023						$4,023		$15,703		66%

		Sanitary Infrastructure Gurabo Stream		$800,000				$406,250		$387,500										$6,250		1%

		Solid Waste Management Program		$565,625		$563,750						$1,875										0%

		Elimination of Stagnant Water		$12,188						$3,609				$5,625						$2,953		24%

		Subtotal Operational		$1,502,472		$564,259		$406,250		$391,109		$13,289		$5,625		$3,125		$32,592		$86,223		6%

		Grand total		$1,792,965		$564,259		$444,063		$391,109		$13,289		$5,625		$3,125		$88,482		$283,013		16%
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Appendix A Budget

		

		Budget Line Item		IAF		SOECI		Government		Other		Total Cost

		1. Education

		a. Teaching		$24,731		$17,544		$0		$0		$42,275

		b. Materials and dissemination		$28,297		$8,391		$0		$0		$36,688

		c. Equipment		$3,125		$3,750		$3,125		$0		$10,000

		2. Community Organization

		a. Meetings, workshops, etc.		$7,750		$3,875		$0		$3,875		$15,500

		b. Travel, flights		$7,031		$3,516		$0		$3,516		$14,063

		3. Reforestation and Tree Planting

		a. Rural		$13,067		$2,178		$0		$0		$17,422

		b. Urban		$2,124		$354		$354		$0		$2,832

		c. Maintenance		$6,614		$1,102		$155		$0		$8,818

		4. Community Environmental Diagnostic

		a. Workshops, meetings		$1,875		$938		$0		$938		$3,750

		b. Assessments, diagnostics		$13,828		$3,086		$0		$3,085		$20,000

		5. Guarbo clean-up		$6,250		$0		$387,500		$387,500		$800,000

		6. Solid Waste Management		$0		$0		$563,750		$1,875		$565,625

		7. Water Pollution Clean-up		$2,953		$0		$3,609		$9,234		$12,188

		8. Personnel

		a. Technical		$51,750				$18,000		$0		$69,750

		b. Administrative		$33,750		$33,750		$0		$0		$67,500

		c. Travel allowances		$10,800				$0		$0		$10,800

		9. Transport

		a. Vehicles		$16,688		$10,000		$16,688		$0		$43,375

		b. Maintenance and Repair		$8,975		$0		$0		$0		$8,975

		c. Fuel		$4,968		$0		$0		$0		$4,968

		10. Disposable materials		$5,313		$0		$0		$0		$5,313

		11. Administrative Expenses		$18,750		$0		$0		$0		$18,750

		12. Audits		$1,875		$0		$0		$0		$1,875

		13. Miscellaneous		$12,500		$0		$0		$0		$12,500

		Project Total		$283,013		$88,483		$993,180		$410,022		$1,792,965





Components

		

		Item		IAF		SOECI		Government		Other		Total Cost		Municipal		Central		Autonomous agencies		Local groups		Business		Service groups		IAF %

		Education										back

		Courses		$7,500		$2,500		$0		$0		$10,000														75%

		Workshops		$3,125		$3,125		$0		$0		$6,250														50%

		Discussion Groups		$781		$781		$0		$0		$1,563														50%

		Tours		$1,875		$625		$0		$0		$2,500														75%

		Exchanges		$313		$313		$0		$0		$625														50%

		Camps		$1,406		$1,406		$0		$0		$2,812														50%

		Field trips		$703		$234		$0		$0		$938														75%

		Demonstrations		$703		234.38		$0		$0		$938														75%

		Distribution Materials		$2,700		$2,700		$0		$0		$5,400														50%

		Radio Program		$5,625		$5,625		$0		$0		$11,250														50%

		subtotal		$24,731		$17,544		$0		$0		$42,275														59%

		Educational Materials and Distribution												back

		Posters		$9,375		$3,125		$0		$0		$12,500														75%

		Worksheets		$5,250		$1,750		$0		$0		$7,000														75%

		Bulletins		$2,813		$938		$0		$0		$3,750														75%

		Signs		$1,172		$391		$0		$0		$1,563														75%

		Pamphlets		$6,563		$2,188		$0		$0		$8,750														75%

		Other materials		$3,125		$0		$0		$0		$0

		subtotal		$28,297		$8,391		$0		$0		$33,563														84%

		Equipment

		Photocopier		$625				$625		$0		$1,250				625										50%

		Television				$313		$0		$0		$313														0%

		Video projector				$625		$0		$0		$625														0%

		Transparency projector				$313		$0		$0		$313														0%

		VHS				$188		$0		$0		$188														0%

		Amplifier		$1,563				$1,563		$0		$3,125				1562.5										50%

		Adding machine		$938				$938		$0		$1,875				937.5										50%

		Projection screen				$125		$0		$0		$125														0%

		Electric generator				$2,188		$0		$0		$2,188														0%

		subtotal		$3,125		$3,750		$3,125		$0		$10,000		$0		$3,125		$0		$0		$0		$0		31%

		Community Organization

		Meetings		$3,375		$1,688		$0		$1,688		$6,750								$1,688						50%

		Assemblies		$1,250		$625		$0		$625		$2,500								$625						50%

		Workshops		$3,125		$1,563		$0		$1,563		$6,250								$1,563						50%

		Visits		$6,250		$3,125		$0		$3,125		$12,500								$3,125						50%

		Travel		$313		$156		$0		$156		$625								$156						50%

		Flights		$469		$235		$0		$234		$938								$234						50%

		subtotal		$14,781		$7,391		$0		$7,391		$29,563								$7,391						50%

		Reforestation and Tree Planting										back

		Rural Planting		$6,820		$1,137		$0		$0		$9,094												$1,137		75%

		Rural Plant Production		$6,246		1041.05		$0		$0		$8,328												$1,041		75%

		Urban/Suburban Planting		$1,102		$184		$184		$0		$1,469		$184												75%

		Urban/Suburban Plant Production		$1,022		$170		$170		$0		$1,363		$170												75%

		Maintenance		$6,614		$1,102		$155		$0		$8,818		$155										$947		11%

		subtotal		$21,804		$3,634		$509		$0		$29,072		$509										$3,125		75%

		Community Environment Diagnostic

		Mileage		$250		$125		$0		$125		$500								$125						50%

		Meetings		$375		$188		$0		$188		$750								$188						50%

		Workshops		$1,250		$625		$0		$625		$2,500								$625						50%

		Gurabo

		Water analysis of stream		$2,344		$1,172		$0		$1,172		$4,688								$1,172						50%

		Research on effluents		$2,344		$391		$0		$391		$3,125								$391						75%

		Research on solid wastes		$703		$117		$0		$117		$938								$117						75%

		Community study on solid waste		$1,406		$234		$0		$234		$1,875								$234						75%

		Assessment and impact studies
for Quinigua, Jacagua, San Fran, Gurabo valley		$7,031		$1,172		$0		$1,171		$9,375								$1,171						75%

		subtotal		$15,703		$4,023		$0		$4,023		$23,750		$0		$0		$0		$4,023		$0		$0		66%

		Guarbo clean-up

		waste collectors						$775,000				$775,000				387500		$387,500								0%

		septic tanks		$6,250				$18,750				$25,000				$18,750										25%

		subtotal		$6,250		$0		$793,750				$800,000		$0		$406,250		$387,500						$0		1%

		Solid Waste Management

		Collection and disposal						$562,500		$0		$562,500		$562,500												0%

		Elimination of community dumps						$1,250		$1,875		$3,125		$1,250						$1,875						0%

		subtotal		$0		$0		$563,750		$1,875		$565,625		$563,750		$0		$0		$1,875		$0		$0		0%

		Stagnant Water Elimination

		Elimination		$1,547				$1,265		$1,265		$2,813						$1,265								55%

		Industrial pollution control		$1,406				$2,344		$7,969		$9,375						$2,344				$5,625				15%

		subtotal		$2,953		$0		$3,609		$9,234		$12,188		$0		$0		$3,609		$0		$5,625		$0		24%

		Personnel

		Technical

		Environment agronomist		$18,000				$18,000		$0		$36,000				$18,000										50%

		Chemical environmentalist		$22,500				$0		$0		$22,500														100%

		Social technicians		$11,250				$0		$0		$11,250														100%

		subtotal		$51,750				$18,000		$0		$69,750				$18,000										74%

		Administrative

		Administrative assistant		$6,750		$6,750		$0		$0		$18,000														38%

		Manager		$15,750		$15,750		$0		$0		$31,500														50%

		Accountant		$9,000		$9,000		$0		$0		$9,000														100%

		Secretaria		$2,250		$2,250		$0		$0		$9,000														25%

		subtotal		$33,750		$33,750		$0		$0		$67,500		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		50%

		Travel allowances		$10,800				$0		$0		$10,800														100%

		subtotal		$78,300		$67,500		$0		$0		$148,050		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		53%

		Transport						$0

		All terrain vehicle		$14,063				$14,063		$0		$28,125				$14,063										50%

		Motorcycles		$2,625				$2,625		$0		$5,250				$2,625										50%

		Use of current all-terrain vehicle				$6,250		$0		$0		$6,250														0%

		Use of current motorcycles				$3,750		$0		$0		$3,750														0%

		Maintenance and Repair		$8,975				$0		$0		$8,975														100%

		subtotal		$25,663		$10,000		$16,688		$0		$52,350		$0		$16,688		$0		$0		$0		$0		49%

		Fuel		$4,968				$0		$0		$4,968														100%

		Materials						$0

		Disposable materials		$5,313				$0		$0		$5,313														100%

		Education materials		$3,125				$0		$0		$3,125														100%

		subtotal		$8,438		$0		$0		$0		$8,438		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		100%

		Administrative Expenses		$18,750				$0		$0		$18,750														100%

		Audits		$1,875				$0		$0		$1,875														100%

		Miscellaneous		$12,500				$0		$0		$12,500														100%

		Project Total		$268,138		$122,233		$1,381,430		$22,522		$1,792,965		$564,259		$426,063		$391,109		$13,288		$5,625		$3,125		15%

																				$16,413
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