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Executive Summary
Between the dates of July 12, 2015 and August 9, 2015 a team of four students from the University of
Colorado, Boulder worked with CONAPAC in Iquitos, Peru and in communities with whom CONAPAC is
involved along the Amazon and Napo Rivers. The goal of the team was to review the state of the water
program that CONAPAC has founded in 31 small communities and provide recommendations of how the
organization can better their monitoring and evaluation process. This goal was accomplished through
visiting 17 of these communities and conducting focus groups in each community. Focus groups
revolved around themes of functionality, use, and management of community water systems.
After visiting these communities and listening to the responses of community members, the CU team
found multiple major themes in the information gathered. These themes included: Most communities
are competent and comfortable with small repairs, but feel the need for assistance with larger issues;
Almost all communities have struggled with people leaving the water project with time after having
initially agreed to participate; Those located furthest away from the plant tend to leave first; All
communities have water committees which operate with various degrees of functionality; Committees
and operators do not tend to change frequently; Communities sometimes feel the tariffs being collected
are not adequate for plant operation and more often than not there is no additional money for needed
repairs; Many communities expressed a lack of support from local governments; Some communities felt
forgotten by CONAPAC due to the infrequency of their visits; Many communities feel additional visits
from CONAPAC could potentially increase commitment; Most communities have knowledgeable
operators, however there is some degree of variation in competency and levels of training; All were
grateful for the provision of a water plant by CONAPAC.
Once all information was compiled, the team developed a number of recommendations influenced by
the findings for the continuation of the CONAPAC water program. Suggestions are presented in three
sections: Specific Recommendations for CONAPAC Water Program, General Recommendations for
CONAPAC Water Program, and General Recommendations for CONAPAC. Specific recommendations for
the CONAPAC water program include: Create consistent community files; Create a cost sharing program;
Find a way to enforce saving money for future breakdown; Cut the committee down to three people;
Consider revisiting communities with wooden plants. General recommendations for the CONAPAC water
program include: Have an in depth community evaluation process; Utilize local operators as local circuit
riders; Arrange sister communities; Create a process for informing all communities when requirements
change. General recommendations for CONAPAC include: Focus on relationships with communities;
Increase communication with communities; Better integrate Adopt-A-School and water project; Increase
community support when teachers are not present.
The CU team believes the information provided in this report will assist CONAPAC to improve their
water monitoring program.
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Introduction
CONAPAC is a Peruvian non-profit organization whose mission is to promote conservation of the
rainforest through education of its stewards, the people who live along the Amazon and Napo Rivers.
Their centerpiece project is the Adopt-A-School program, which is strengthened by workshops and
complemented by service and sustainable projects in river communities. Additionally CONAPAC works
with communities who are involved in the Adopt-A-School program to provide clean water through
small scale water projects. CONAPAC has implemented water projects in 31 communities since 2008
with varying success. CONAPAC is currently looking to improve its monitoring and evaluation program in
order to better understand the factors that determine the success or failure of community water
projects. CONAPAC enlisted the aid of a team of students from the University of Colorado, Boulder to
devise a method to gather community information and opinions to provide CONAPAC with useful
recommendations on how to improve the water program.
The goal of this report is for the team to develop recommendations for how CONAPAC can improve its
community monitoring and evaluation program. The evaluation team consisted of four graduate
students enrolled at the University of Colorado, Boulder, who are currently part of the Engineering for
Developing Communities program. Team members included Roxanne Reimer, Elizabeth O’Brien, Fabien
Maillard, and Trent Holden. The duration of the project was from July 12 th to August 8th. During this
time, the team visited 17 communities to discuss the water project and evaluate the current state of the
water plant and its use. The team was accompanied by the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator, James
Pasmiño, and assisted by Gilbert Mozombite, a local correspondent temporarily contracted by CONAPAC
for this project.
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Methodology
After collaboration with the CONAPAC director, Cynthia Smith Snyder, the team decided the best way to
acquire information for CONAPAC was by performing focus groups within each community. The team
began developing questions with Jami Nunez about a month before leaving for Peru. Jami Nunez is a
past collaborator with CONAPAC who agreed to help guide the team during the project. The month prior
to leaving for Peru and during the first three days in Iquitos, the team worked with Jami and Cynthia to
further develop and refine the questions to be used during the focus groups. Once the focus group
questions were agreed upon, questions were translated into Spanish. The team collaborated with
Gilbert during the translation process to ensure the language was appropriate for use in communities.
The questions that were developed are located in Appendix A.
Once questions were formulated, the team traveled to ExplorNapo Lodge where for the first two weeks
they visited the surrounding communities. CONAPAC considered the first two communities “test
communities”, giving the team the opportunity to run the focus group as planed and make adjustments
when deemed necessary. Each evening James the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator provided the
team a brief summary of his understanding of the community the team would visit the next day and the
state of the water project. On the first day the team discovered that people in the communities are not
accustomed to brain storming and found it difficult to come up with ideas for assistance. On the second
day the team decided to divide into two groups to discuss assistance. The focus group was separated
into men and women, a format that seemed to generate more responses, as smaller groups produced a
more personalized feel. The next three weeks the team visited one community each week-day, starting
on the Napo River and then moving to communities located on the Amazon River. The team followed
the schedule attached in Appendix C. Communities were selected by Cynthia and James before the team
arrived in Peru. The team visited 17 communities between July 16, 2015 and August 7, 2015. The team
returned to Iquitos August 7, 2015 to update CONAPAC director, Cynthia Smith Snyder on their findings.
Each day the team arrived in a community at 9:00 A.M. Communities were notified of the team’s arrival
at least one day prior by the Water Project Coordinator (see Appendix B for a copy of the letter).
Communities were asked to have four men and four women from different families present at the focus
group. Most communities had a representative waiting to greet the team when they arrived to show
them where the meeting would be held. Focus group members were often present to meet the team as
well. Gilbert coordinated with local representatives to ensure focus group members were all present
before the meeting began. The team suggested the group sit in a circle to establish an informal setting.
Once the meeting began, Gilbert briefly introduced the team and elaborated on the purpose of a focus
group. He stressed that a focus group is a conversation and it was important to discuss both the
negative and positives about the water plant. Following, the team briefly introduced themselves.
Roxanne started the focus group discussion by reiterating that the purpose of the meeting was to gather
information, whether it is positive or negative, to get an accurate and honest understanding of the
community and its water plant. Roxanne informed focus group members of the importance of equal
participation. She also told focus group members that the team would occasionally converse in English
to clarify responses. After the introduction, Roxanne began by asking focus group members questions
regarding how the plant functioned. The focus group questions were used to guide conversation but
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were not strictly followed depending on responses received. Other questions were added as necessary
to clarify and expound upon information presented by focus group members. As Roxanne mediated the
discussion, other team members took notes on responses and observed focus group members’ facial
expressions and body language. Questions on how the plant functioned, system use, and system
management all followed the same format where questions were used to guide the conversation while
maintaining conversational tone. Once team members understood the responses provided in the first
three sections, Roxanne told the focus group the last section would be conducted in a different format.
She explained the group would separate into two groups consisting of the men and women to discuss a
final theme in separate locations. The two groups discussed the theme of assistance with the men and
the women. For this theme, groups discussed if the community felt capable to handle the maintenance
and operation of the water system and what assistance may be helpful. Other questions were brought
up during this time as deemed appropriate. The conclusion of this discussion marked the end of the
focus group assessment. Afterwards the women who participated would usually show the female team
members around the school and the community while the men showed the male team members the
water plant. During this time, team members asked the operator to explain the treatment process to
further evaluate their understanding of the water plant. Before leaving, the team thanked focus group
members for their participation and presented each member a small gift as a token of gratitude. The
time the team spent in communities varied. During longer visits, the team walked around the
community, played with the children, and ate lunch in the community. After returning to the lodge the
team compiled information gathered in the focus group earlier that day.
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Community Findings
This section of the report includes summaries of the information the team acquired while visiting the 17
communities. Summaries begin with a brief overview of the community, including prior knowledge of
the communities presented in past reports, along with briefings from the CONAPAC Water Project
Coordinator. The introduction is followed by sections detailing water system functionality, system use,
system management, and community opinions on possible assistance. These sections are a direct
summary of the information given by the communities during the focus groups. Community summaries
also include an operator assessment, in which the team evaluates operator competency and his/her
level of knowledge with regards to the water system and treatment process. Also included are team
observations, opinions, and other information gathered while in the community which may not be
consistent with information gathered during focus groups.

San Antonio de Miraño
The team visited San Antonio de Miraño on Thursday, July 16, 2015. This is a community of about 42
families. It is located about half an hour upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge. The community signed the
community agreement on June 1, 2012, and the system was constructed in early 2013. Prior to arriving,
the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team that nearly half of the families had left the
water project, as they felt their homes were too far away from the treated water. The water plant is
located in the center of town, next to the primary school. This community does not have a secondary
school. The rest of the community seemed to be rather spread out on both sides of the water treatment
plant.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived and community members participating in the
focus group told the team that water from the plant is always very clean. The plant does not function for
about four months each year during the high water season when the plant is flooded. When asked
about problems with the functioning of the system, participants informed the team that about a year
ago they had a filter break. They resolved this problem on their own within seven days of the break
down. In general, participants felt the community is capable of resolving their own technical problems.
When they are not capable, the community either solicits help from the district government or finds a
mechanic in the nearby town to fix it.

System Use
Participants informed the team that 42 families live in the community and only three or four of those
families do not use water from the system. Those families do not use the water because their homes are
located too far away from the system. Focus group members told the team when the system does not
work they boil water or add chlorine to their water. Community members receive chlorine from
promoters that go to each community from a health clinic during the high water season. When
community members go to work away from the community, there is a brook that has clean water which
they drink from. Some participants stated that community members try to bring the treated water with
them when they go places.
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System Management
San Antonio de Miraño has a water committee. The president also serves as the operator of the
treatment plant. The committee consists of four people who make decisions about the water plant.
Committee members and operators are chosen by consensus in community meetings. Committee
members enjoy the responsibility. The committee meets every Sunday, and the community meets on
the 30th of every month. During the community meeting, the committee informs the community about
developments with the water treatment plant. The committee and the operator do not change often.
There has been one change since the installation of the plant due to an illness in the family of the
previous operator. The new operator was trained by the old operator and has since had training from
CONAPAC as well. Participants did not think it was very hard to learn how to operate the plant. The tank
has a capacity to serve the community for three days, after which the operator treats more water. Each
family pays three soles each month for unlimited water. This fee pays for general operation of the plant.
When the system requires more financial support for plant maintenance, the entire community
contributes to funding the repair. Participants feel that when something goes wrong with the system, it
is the responsibility of the entire community to ensure its repair.

Assistance
The format used on this day was not useful and the team did not obtain any new ideas on the ways in
which CONAPAC could assist communities. In future communities, a new format was used. This
community generally felt capable of resolving problems without assistance from CONAPAC.

Other Observations
While participants informed the team that only three or four families do not use the treated water, this
was incongruent with previous information provided by the CONAPAC water coordinator. Although the
team was told community members boil or chlorinate water when the plant is not functioning, it seems
unlikely that the majority of the community does so. Upon entering the school building the team found
the water supply in the school was untreated river water. This was troubling, as the school was located
only a few meters from the plant, and the plant was functioning at the time. In spite of these things,
participants did indeed seem to value the water and brought up that it is important for their children
and their future.
Four men and four women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour
and a half. This was the first group conducted by the CU team this year and improvements could be
made. Two men and two women did the majority of the talking. Other participants did not contribute
much.

Yurac Yacu
The team visited Yurac Yacu on Friday, July 17, 2015. This is a community of about 36 families. It is
located about twenty minutes upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project
began in this community in 2011. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed
the team that this community has had many problems with managing the plant and resolving financial
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issues. The community is located on a hill. The schools and the water plant are all located together and
the rest of the community is rather spread out.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived, however community members were not
happy with the quality of the water. The plant had not been functioning until about two weeks prior.
The team was told that water during that time was good; however, the day before water was not
treated by the normal operator and did not come out clean. The plant is capable of functioning all year
long; however, the community has had issues with having enough tubes to reach the river during the
summer. When asked about system functionality, participants informed the team a filter had broken. It
was very difficult for the community to raise the funds for a new filter and it took three months for the
plant to get fixed. The community did not seem concerned about treating water in other ways when the
plant is not operational. The community felt that due to funds, it is very difficult to resolve their own
issues and they need more support. When something breaks and they do not know how to fix it, they
said they would contact James Pasmiño. The community feels a better line of communication with
CONAPAC would be helpful.

System Use
Focus group participants stated the community consists of 40 families with a total of 280 people. Thirty
percent of the community does not use the treated water and does not boil or chlorinate their water
when they do not have access to the treated water. Community members do not bring treated water
with them when they leave the community. When working away from the community, they drink from a
brook. There are times in the summer when the tubes are too short to reach the river, and thus they
cannot pump the water. This resulted in previous lapses in treatment; however, the community said
they have resolved this issue.

System Management
Yurac Yacu has a water committee that consists of seven people, all with different rolls. The president is
a woman. Members are elected by community vote at the monthly community meetings, held on the
30th of each month. The committee has changed fairly often, primarily when people leave the
community. The community elects new members to fill vacant roles during the monthly assembly. The
committee initiates discussions about the water plant during community meetings. Other than
community meetings, the committee does not have a scheduled meeting. There are two operators who
are responsible for performing the treatment process. Operators do not change often; however, the
community would like more people to learn how to operate the plant. Community members feel it is
difficult to learn the treatment process. Each family pays five soles a month for general operations.
Some families do not want to pay the fee as they are located too far away from the plant and do not
drink treated water. This has caused tension in the community as the children of these families attend
school in the center of town and drink treated water without paying. When repairs are needed, the
entire community is supposed to pay an equal amount, which is decided at community meetings.
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Assistance
It was difficult to extract the information the team was hoping for during this section. The focus group
was split into women and men for this section. The community requested additional support from
CONAPAC for physical and monetary assistance. They would like their plant to be changed to cement;
suggested having a larger tank capacity; expressed a desire to pipe water into the houses or have water
stands in more places in the community; wanted Sawyer filters in the homes that are further away from
the water plant. The community also expressed CONAPAC should be responsible for purchasing
expensive items such as new filters, as it is difficult for the community to raise money. Some suggestions
were slightly more feasible. The community would like a way to contact a CONAPAC representative
should they encounter difficulties with the system. One idea was CONAPAC should pay for a percentage
of new parts if the community can raise the rest.

Other Observations
Community members said they recognized the importance of the water program and wanted to be a
part of it. However, they did not seem to understand the risks associated with drinking river water, as it
is consumed regularly. It was difficult to gage the legitimacy of the committee, as they said they do not
meet regularly and were unable to explain the specific duties of the members. School classrooms had
Sawyer filters which appeared to be functioning correctly.
Upon arrival, an elder gentleman insisted the focus group should be open to the entire community. He
was belligerent, and was not satisfied when the team tried to explain the purpose of the desired focus
group format. As such, the focus group consisted of 20 people, rather than the intended eight. None the
less, there was equal participation among both the men and the women, and a high percentage of
people gave input regularly.

Santa Lucia
The team visited Santa Lucia on Monday, July 20, 2015. This is a community of about 36 families. It is
located about 15 minutes upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project began
in this community in 2013. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team
that this community was well organized. The community is located on a hill. The schools and the water
plant are all located together and the rest of the community is spread out.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived and community members participating in the
focus group told the team that water from the plant is always very clean. The plant is very new and has
yet to experience any technical problems. The plant functions year-round. Follow-up questions
regarding system technical issues were not asked as the community had not experienced any previous
problems.
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System Use
Participants informed the team that 36 families live in the community and eight families do not use
water from the system. Those families do not use the water as their homes are located too far away
from the system. Families who do not obtain water from the plant use untreated river water. When
community members work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is available
for pickup on Monday and Thursday.

System Management
Santa Lucia has a water committee. The committee consists of six people who make the decisions about
the water plant. Committee members and operators are chosen by consensus in community meetings.
Committee members and plant operators are elected for a two year term. The committee meets with
the community on the 30th of every month. During the community meeting, the committee talks about
the water treatment plant with community members. One man in the community decided he wanted to
learn how to operate the system, so there are currently two operators. The operator did not think it was
difficult to learn how to operate the plant. Younger community members are permitted to learn how to
operate the plant if they express interest. Operators treat the water every Sunday and Wednesday and
water is available for pick-up on Monday and Thursday. Each family that uses the system pays four soles
each month for unlimited water. When a family cannot pay, the fee is credited and the family has to pay
the following month. The fee pays for general plant operations and contributes to a savings fund
designated for future needs. Participants feel that when something goes wrong with the system, the
entire community is responsible and must work together to ensure its repair. If the community needs
additional funds, they will work together to raise the money.

Assistance
This community feels capable of handling problems concerning the water plant without any assistance.
The community feels they have been abandoned by CONAPAC’s Adopt-A-School program. The
community has not had any support and has not had a teacher over the past year.

Operator Assessment
The team entered the plant with the operator and had him explain the treatment process. He knew
every step of the process and was able to elaborate on the steps and how they are performed.
Operators were not specifically asked about what assistance they thought would be helpful since they
participated in the focus group.

Other Observations
Participants said they valued the water project and will continue doing the work necessary to maintain
it. They said water was a high priority and it is important for their children who really care about
drinking clean water.
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Four men and four women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour.
Both operators and the president were present. The operators answered most of the questions with the
president and one woman participating as well. When separated into groups to talk about assistance,
all participants contributed.
This community worked well together and also had a church. The team ate lunch with focus group
members and prayed before eating. It appeared religious beliefs helped unify and strengthen the
commitment to the water project.

San Juan de Floresta
The team visited San Juan de Floresta on Tuesday, July 21, 2015. This is a community of 23 families. It is
located about five minutes downriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project
began in this community in 2013. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed
the team of a number of problems with this community. The schools and the water plant are located in
the center of the community atop a hill along with four homes while the remainder of the community
resides on the surrounding hillsides.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. Focus group participants told the team the
plant had not been operational since August 2014. The operator informed the team the pump used to
transport water from the river to the collection tank had broken nearly a year ago and had been
repaired the week prior. The focus group said, when operational, the system produces clean water.
Other than the pump, the plant has experienced no technical issues since its conception. The operator
also mentioned there had been an instance where the plant had been vandalized by intoxicated
community members.

System Use
Participants informed the team all 23 families living in the community use water from the system when
the system is operational. Community members said families also acquire water from a nearby spring
they believe to be clean. The focus group also said community members carry water with them
whenever they visit places where clean water is not available.

System Management
The focus group informed the team that San Juan de Floresta has a committee in name; however,
committee members do not perform their assigned duties. The operator told the team he is currently
the only person responsible for completing all of the necessary tasks associated with the water project.
Two committee members, the president and treasurer, are currently employed by Explorama and spend
the majority of their time at the ExplorNapo lodge. The operator expressed that committee members
are not interested in performing their duties and are not invested in the success of the water project.
The committee does not have any scheduled meetings; however, the operator said he regularly brings
up issues regarding the water project and the lack of management during the monthly community
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assembly. When operational, families pay three soles per month for access to treated water. Due to the
small size of the community, the operator only performs the treatment process three times per month.
This schedule produces more than enough clean water to meet community needs. Focus group
members suggested the system would benefit from additional community involvement. The operator
said that currently the community is not generating enough money to maintain basic plant operations.
He specifically referenced the inability to buy gasoline to operate the collection pump or purchase
chemicals for treatment.

Assistance
Although the community has a number of problems with the water project, the focus group expressed it
was the community’s responsibility to come together to resolve these issues. Participants suggested
raising water plant fees to generate more revenue for the water project. Focus group members also said
the community would benefit from hosting fundraising events to cover the cost of any necessary repairs
or equipment.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator and had him explain the treatment process. He knew every
step of the treatment process and demonstrated how to perform the steps. The operator said he lacked
the chemicals necessary to test the chlorination levels after treatment and has been unable to travel to
Iquitos to purchase more.

Other Observations
During the focus group, participants stated the community valued the water project and understood the
importance of drinking clean water. After the focus group conversation ended, the team had a private
conversation with the operator. The operator said the community was not invested in the water project
and were indifferent when the water system broke down. Over the last year the community had not
made an effort to get the system running again. The operator said that even when the system was
functioning, community members were not taking advantage of the clean water the system provided.
Two men and three women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour
and a half. The operator was present and answered the majority of the questions; however, the team
received contributions from each of the focus group participants.

Juventud Yarina
The team visited Juventud Yarina on Wednesday July 22, 2015. This is a community of 14 families. It is
located about half an hour upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project began
in this community in 2013. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team
this community was well organized and has not had issues. The school and the water plant are located in
the center of the community.
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Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived and has been functioning since its installation.
The operator informed the team replacing the micro-filter was the only maintenance that had been
needed. The water plan was said to function year-round and consistently produces clean water.

System Use
Participants informed the team 14 families live in the community and four families do not use water
from the system. Families not involved in the water project do not pay a fee. Those families do not use
the water due to the lack of interest and use water directly from the river. When community members
work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is always available for pickup.

System Management
Juventud Yarina has a water committee. The committee consists of four people who make decisions
about the water plant. Committee members and operators are chosen by consensus in community
meetings. Committee members are elected for a two-year term. The community meets every three
months while the water committee meets every six months. The water committee will meet more
frequently if necessary. During the community meeting, the committee and community members
discuss the importance of drinking clean water. One man in the community decided to learn how to
operate the system and is currently being trained by the operator. The operator did not think it was
difficult to learn how to operate the plant. The operator treats the water once every five days. Each
family using the system pays three soles each month for unlimited water. This amount pays for general
operation of the plant. Participants feel when something goes wrong with the system; it is the
responsibility of the entire community to ensure its repair. If the community needs more money than
what is currently available, they will work together to raise the money. The operator has not changed
since the installation of the water plant.

Assistance
The community feels capable of handling issues without relying on the assistance of CONAPAC. The
community stated CONAPAC should not be required to provide money or donations if the community
can resolve the problem internally. They also said CONAPAC should focus on capacity building within the
community. Community members were thankful for having the water plant and said they would
continue working to keep the plant operational.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator and had him explain the treatment process. He showed
the team the different parts of the plant and gave satisfactory explanations about the specific steps of
the treatment process. Operators were not specifically asked about what assistance they thought would
be helpful since they participated in the focus group.
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Other Observations
Participants said they valued the water project and want to continue doing the work it takes to maintain
it. Focus group members said water was a high priority and is important for their children. Following the
focus group, the team visited the nearby school where children seemed to be well aware of the
importance of drinking clean water and the dangers of drinking untreated river water.
Five men and five women participated in the focus group, with other community members joining the
group during the discussion. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour. The operator was present and
answered any technical questions. However, every participant participated equally. When separated
into groups to discuss assistance, all participants contributed.
This community works well together and seems capable of handling future challenges.

Leon Isla
The team visited Leon Isla on Thursday July 23, 2015. This is a community of 12 families. It is located
about 20 minutes upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project began in this
community in 2012. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team this
community was well organized and everyone in the community used treated water from the system.
The school and the water plant are located in the center of the community.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. There were two months last year when the
river was too low to pump water into the system. This incident was the first time this issue occurred.
During this time, community members consumed river water treated with chlorine. The team was
informed the community had recently run out of flocculent. The operator had been treating water as
usual despite this issue, but water produced was more turbid than normal. The community is currently
trying to find more flocculent, however, they have been unsuccessful. They are still looking for a place
to purchase replacement flocculent, as community representatives were unable to acquire any from the
municipality.

System Use
Participants informed the team 12 families live in the community and all families use the water. When
community members go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is
treated twice a week.

System Management
Leon Isla has a water committee. The committee consists of six people; four committee members and
two operators. The committee meets during community assemblies held at the end of the month to
discuss the water project. Committee members and operators are elected in community meetings.
Committee members are elected for an indefinite period of time. Committee members have not
changed in the three years the plant has been operational. The operator has not changed since the
13

project began. Some participants felt it was difficult to learn how to operate the plant; however, others
expressed a desire to learn to operate the system. Each family using the system pays three soles each
month for unlimited water. This fee pays for general operation of the plant. Participants feel when there
is an issue with the system, it is the responsibility of the entire community to find a solution. If the
community needs additional money for repairs, they plan to solicit the population, CONAPAC, and the
local government.

Assistance
The community would like CONAPAC to host local workshops. Since the community has yet to
experience any issues, they do not have a plan for how to fix the plant if it breaks. The community plans
to handle problems as they arise internally. However, they were concerned with how they would raise
the money to replace a filter. Community members were thankful for having the water plant and said it
was especially important for the children, who often fall ill after drinking untreated water.

Operator Assessment
The team went into the plant with the operator and had him explain the treatment process. He showed
the team the different parts of the plant with satisfactory explanations about the specific steps of the
treatment process. The operator knew the process but was worried over the lack of flocculent.
Operators were not specifically asked what assistance they thought would be helpful since they
participated in the focus group.

Other Observations
Three men and two women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour.
The operator was present and another man who appeared to be a leader in the community answered
the majority of the questions.
The team talked to two little girls and asked them where they get their water from. They both
immediately responded that the water plant was where they obtained water. Both seemed to be aware
of the dangers of drinking untreated river water. The community appeared to care about drinking
treated water.

Yarina Isla
The team visited Yarina Isla on Thursday July 23, 2015. This is a community of 27 families. It is located
about 10 minutes upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project began in this
community in 2010. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team this
community was well organized and everyone in the community consumed treated water. The school
and the water plant are located in the center of the community.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. The water in the tank was treated four days
prior to the team’s arrival. When asked if the water system had experienced any problems, the focus
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group informed the team that one month ago the pipes which pump water to the system had broken
down. This issue was quickly resolved the day of the incident. The community is accustomed to handling
small scale system maintenance and identified it as their responsibility. Although the system is
operational, the community stated the filter system no longer functions properly and fails to remove
particulates from the treated water. Nevertheless, the operator has continued to perform the steps
necessary to disinfect water pumped into the system.

System Use
Participants informed the team 27 families live in the community and all but one family regularly collect
water from the system. The family that does not collect water from the system recently moved to the
community and does not have the barrel necessary to store treated water. When community members
go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is treated depending on the
weather, as this determines community usage. The group stated that when the weather is warm, water
is treated a minimum of three times a week. During cooler periods water treatment is less frequent and
may only occur twice per week at most.

System Management
Yarina Isla has a water committee consisting of six people; five committee members and one operator.
The committee meets at the end of the month during the community assembly to discuss the water
project. Committee members and operators are selected by the community. When elected, committee
members serve a term of two to three years minimum. The community thought learning how to operate
the plant was simple and the majority of the people living in the community understand how to operate
the treatment plant and perform the disinfection process. The community is currently in the process of
training a new operator who will take over plant responsibilities. In the event the operator is not
present, the president is responsible for performing the treatment process. Each family using the system
pays three soles each month for unlimited water. This fee pays for general operation of the plant.
Participants feel when something goes wrong with the system; it is the responsibility of the entire
community to resolve the issue.

Assistance
The community is primarily concerned with the structural integrity of the water plant. The wood housing
the plant has experienced significant degradation since the plant’s conception due to natural factors.
The foundation of the plant is also a concern, as the ground upon which the plant is located has eroded
due to heavy rainfall. Community members stated these factors have resulted in a system that
frequently experiences swaying and there is a fear the structure will collapse in the near future. The
community does not have the resources to build a new structure, however, has taken steps to address
this issue. At the last community meeting, the community established a coalition to solicit aid from
CONAPAC, the municipality, and the government to acquire the resources necessary to build a new
plant out of concrete. To this point, however, the coalition has been unsuccessful, as external agencies
have not identified their request as a high priority. Focus group members expressed concern that, at the
rate in which talks are currently progressing, it will take years to acquire the resources necessary to
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build a new plant. Focus group members also stated there are issues with the current education
program. It has been difficult for the community to retain teachers, and the school has been without a
teacher for the last six months. The community would like to have support from CONAPAC to find a new
teacher. Other requests surrounding education included the construction of additional facilities such as
a library, dining room, latrines, and general school maintenance.

Operator Assessment
Due to the concerns regarding the structural integrity of the system, the team did not enter the water
plant but rather had the operator describe the treatment process in its entirety. The operator was able
to detail each step of the treatment process and demonstrated a sufficient understanding of how the
plant functioned.

Other Observations
Six men and three women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour
and a half. The operator was present for the focus group. The community appeared to value the water
project as well as education. Community members also informed the team that their understanding of
the importance of clean water extends to water use in other communities. When visiting other
communities, community members refuse to drink untreated water.

Juancho Playa
The team visited Juancho Playa on Monday July 27, 2015. This is a community of 33 families. It is located
about 15 minutes downriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project began in this
community in 2013. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team this
community was somewhat organized and has experienced difficulties with the plant. The community
has three schools (preschool, primary and secondary) which are located near the water plant in the
center of the community.

Functionality
The water plant was not functioning the day the team arrived. The operator had been unable to treat
the water for the past three months because he ran out of treatment chemicals. The focus group
specified the community had successfully collected the money to replace the chemicals and was relying
on the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator to purchase replacements. When asked if the water system
had experienced any problems, the focus group informed the team they had replaced a filter. The
community raised the necessary funds to purchase a new filter over a two week period. The focus group
also said that flooding is a common issue for them as the water plant is not accessible three months
each year. The community is accustomed to handling small scale system maintenance and identified it
as their responsibility. When the community does not know how to resolve a particular issue, they ask
the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator for assistance. Other than the issues mentioned above, the
water plant seems to be working well and consistently produces clear water.
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System Use
Participants informed the team 33 families (360 persons) live in the community and all but four families
collect water from the system. The families that do not collect water from the system are located too far
away from the water plant and prefer the taste of untreated water. When community members work
away from the community, they carry water with them. When water from the system is unavailable,
community members use water from the river. River water is treated by boiling or chemical disinfection
prior to consumption. Water is usually treated and available twice a week. Each family is permitted two
buckets of water at each pickup. However, focus group members mentioned this amount of water is not
sufficient for family needs and felt the community would benefit from having a tank of larger capacity.
Schools have access to sawyer filter systems; however, the systems were not being used. There has
been confusion over who should be responsible for operating the sawyer filter, as no one in the
community was officially assigned to perform this duty.

System Management
Juancho Playa has a water committee consisting of six people; four committee members and two
operators. The committee meets during the community assembly on the first of the month to discuss
the water project. The committee also meets anytime an issue arises. Committee members and
operators are selected by the community, without a specified term. Committee members have not
changed since the project began. The community thought learning how to operate the plant was fairly
easy and felt capable of learning the treatment process. Many community members appeared to be
interested in learning how to operate the plant. Each family using the system pays two soles each month
when the plant is operational. Families may collect up to two buckets of treated water twice a week.
This fee pays for general operation of the plant, but it is not enough to cover the cost of repairs. This has
lead to many issues in the past where the community has not had the funds necessary to buy
replacement parts for the plant. When an issue arises, the committee is responsible for finding a
solution. However, the entire community is responsible for raising funds when necessary.

Assistance
The community felt confident in solving small issues on their own. However, the focus group mentioned
the community needs outside assistance from the municipality as well as CONAPAC. The community had
few ideas in terms of support, but stated bigger tanks would provide them with more treated water per
week.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator and had him explain the treatment process. He was able to
explain the treatment process in detail. Operators were not specifically asked about assistance since
they participated in the focus group.
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Other Observations
Seven men and five women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour.
The two operators were present for the focus group. The community appeared to value the water
project. The team was informed that, although younger kids are not aware of the risks of drinking water
from the river, older children seem to understand the importance of drinking clean water.
The community was under the perception that a tank of larger capacity would be able to provide them
with more clean water per week without increasing the cost (amount of chemicals, gas, etc.). They did
not seem to understand that the same amount of chemical and gas per amount of water would still be
necessary with larger tanks. As such, treating water more often seems to be a more feasible solution
even though the community thinks it is a more expensive option.

Auca Cocha
The team visited Auca Cocha on Tuesday July 28, 2015. This is a community of 22 families. It is located
about 15 minutes upriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project began in this
community in November of 2012. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed
the team this community was well organized and clean. The school and the water plant are located in
the center of the community which is 200 meters from the River.

Functionality
The water plant was not functioning the day the team arrived and had not been functioning for the
previous two months. The operator informed the team the carbon filter stopped working two months
ago and they ran out of the chemicals 15 days ago. The community had still been treating water by
bypassing the carbon filter until recently when they ran out of treatment chemicals. James brought the
community more chemicals the previous week and fixed the carbon filter while the team conducted the
focus group discussion. Excluding these recent problems, the water plant was said to function yearround and consistently produces clean water. When the water plant is not functioning the community
collects water from a local stream, which they disinfect or boil prior to consumption.

System Use
Participants informed the team 22 families live in the community and two families do not use water
from the system. Families not using the system collect river water because they live too far away. When
community members go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is
available for pickup between 5:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. daily.

System Management
Auca Cocha has a water committee and two operators. The committee consists of four people who
make decisions about the water plant. The president is also one of the operators. Committee members
and operators are chosen in community meetings. The committee members are elected for an indefinite
amount of time. Committee members and operators have not changed since the plant was installed. The
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community meets every three months and the water committee meets as necessary. During the
community meeting, the committee discusses the water treatment plant with the community. The
operator thought it was simple to learn to operate the plant. Other people in the community are
interested in learning how to operate the plant but the community believes CONAPAC needs to teach
them. The operator treats the water once every four or five days. Each family that uses the system pays
three soles each month for unlimited water. The two families that live too far away to use the system
pay 1.5 soles a month for their children to drink treated water while attending school. The fee pays for
general operation of the plant. Participants feel when something goes wrong with the system it is the
responsibility of the entire community to ensure its repair. If they need money when a problem arises
community members will work together to raise the money. When presented with a technical problem
the community is unable to resolve, they believe CONAPAC should help them find solution.

Assistance
The community feels capable of handling general maintenance of the system. They feel comfortable
raising money for repairs but find it difficult to acquire replacement materials and chemicals and do not
feel comfortable fixing technical issues. Some focus group members thought it would be difficult for the
community to raise money for more expensive repairs. Community members were thankful for having
the water plant and thought it was important for their children.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator and had him explain the treatment process. He showed
them the different parts of the plant with satisfactory explanations about the specific steps of the
treatment process. Operators were not specifically asked about assistance since they participated in the
focus group.

Other Observations
Three men and two women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour.
One man answered all of the questions. When we separated into groups to discuss assistance, both of
the women spoke but only one man spoke in the men’s group. The community had recently faced a
technical issue they could not fix and due to this seemed to feel more reliant on CONAPAC than other
communities.

San Pedro de Mangua
The team visited San Pedro de Mangua on Wednesday, July 29, 2015. This is a community of 60 families.
It is located about 20 minutes downriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project
began in this community in 2011. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed
the team this community was poorly organized and had experienced many problems since the plant’s
conception. He also told the team the plant had not been functioning properly for an extended period of
time.
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Functionality
The water plant was not functioning the day the team arrived. The community informed the team the
water plant had not been operational for the past week. The water pump had recently broken down and
the operators had been unable to pump water into the system for treatment during this time. The focus
group also said the current filters were in need of replacement as they had not been replaced since the
plant was constructed. The community said they continue the treatment process as instructed despite
the outdated filters. The community also informed the team they had replaced a filter in the past and it
took six days to accomplish this task. The group told the team that when the plant is not functioning
properly, the majority of community members boil river water for consumption. When the plant is not
experiencing any technical difficulties, it remains operational throughout the entire year.

System Use
Participants informed the team 60 families live in the community and 10 families do not use water from
the system. The families that do not use treated water live too far from the water system. Instead they
collect water directly from a nearby stream and do not treat the water before consumption. When
community members go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is
available for pickup in the morning and in the evening daily.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group initially said the committee consisted of six
members. However, follow-up questions regarding the roles of the committee members led the focus
group to change their response and inform the team there were seven members, which included two
operators. Committee members are elected by the community at the monthly assembly, which takes
place the first Sunday of each month. The committee meets once a month during the community
assembly. The focus group informed the team the community functions well and the committee has not
experienced any member turnover since the project began. When asked about the treatment process,
focus group members stated the two operators were the only ones capable of operating the plant.
Community members said it was not hard to learn how to operate the system, and the operator has
taken the time to educate his son on how to perform the treatment process. Water is treated three
times a week by the operator and is available that day. Each family using the system pays three soles
each month for unlimited water. The 10 families living too far away to use the system do not pay the
monthly fee. The fee pays for general operation of the plant. Participants feel when something goes
wrong with the system the operator is responsible for fixing the problem. If the operator is unable to
solve the problem, he enlists the aid of the local mechanic. If the community needs money when a
problem arises they will work together to raise the money. The community has yet to devise a plan to
deal with problems that require a significant financial investment.

Assistance
The community feels capable of handling small technical issues. They feel comfortable raising money for
the repair of cheaper replacement parts, but find it difficult to raise the funds necessary to purchase
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more expensive items such as new filters. Community members stated they have contacted the
municipality in the past for aid in replacing filters; however, the municipality has not deemed this need a
high priority and has failed to provide any assistance to this point. Focus group members also requested
assistance in constructing a concrete plant to replace the current wooden structure. Operators claimed
the current structure was unstable, and feared the plant would soon collapse. The community also
requested additional infrastructure including a second storage tank and piping from the system to
nearby residences.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator and had him show them the plant, although it was
currently not operational. The operator also showed the team the pump and demonstrated that it was
not functioning. Afterwards the team had the operator talk them through the treatment process. The
team was satisfied with operator’s knowledge of the treatment process.

Other Observations
Five men and three women participated in the focus group. The group consisted of the two operators,
community leaders, and members of one family. The focus group lasted for roughly an hour. Focus
group members participated equally, with each person providing answers for the questions presented.
Much of the information the team acquired during the focus group was contradictory to past reports.
Past reports indicated the community had experienced problems with regularity and were unable to find
solutions. The focus group insisted there was no history of problems regarding the water plant and any
issues that had come up were recent and were not a common occurrence.

Centro Unido
The team visited Centro Unido on Thursday, July 30, 2015. This is a community of 30 families. It is
located about 20 minutes downriver of the ExplorNapo Lodge on the Napo River. The water project
began in this community in 2011. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed
the team this community was relatively well organized but had experienced some problems since the
plant’s conception. Specifically, one of the filters was replaced soon after the plan was installed. The
community had also faced some recurrent issues with the structure of the plant. They had replaced the
structure multiple times. The community had also experienced operator turnover.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. The community informed the team the sand
filter had been replaced one year ago due to a manufacturing issue. CONAPAC solved the problem
within a week. Although the community has a wooden plant, they have been able to adequately
maintain the structure. Participants told the team that when the plant is not functioning properly, the
majority of community members boil river water for consumption. When the plant is not experiencing
any technical difficulties, it remains operational throughout the entire year.
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System Use
Participants informed the team 30 families live in the community and 10 families do not use water from
the system. Those families do not use the water because they live too far from the water system.
Instead they collect water directly from a nearby stream and do not treat the water before
consumption. When community members go to work away from the community, they carry water with
them. Water is treated every Sunday and Wednesday, and is available for pickup on Monday and
Thursday.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said the committee consisted of six members.
Committee members are elected by the community at the monthly assembly, which takes place the
second Sunday every other month. Additionally, there is a meeting of the 20 families that use the water
plant at the end of each month. The focus group informed the team the water committee functions
well. Focus group members stated the two operators were the only ones capable of operating the plant.
Community members said it was not difficult to learn how to operate the system. However, no one was
willing to learn how to operate the system and one of the operators seems frustrated by this.
Water is treated twice a week. The two operators take turns treating the water, each treating it for one
month before the other takes over. Families using the system had paid two soles each month for three
buckets of water available each pickup day. However, an increase to three soles per month was
intended beginning in August. The 10 families living too far away to use the system do not pay the
monthly fee. This appears to have caused tension within the community, as children from families who
do not pay the monthly fee drink treated water while at school. The fee pays for general operation of
the plant. Participants feel when something goes wrong with the system it is the responsibility of the
whole community to solve it. If the community needs money when a problem arises they will work
together to raise the money.

Assistance
The community feels capable of handling small technical issues. They feel comfortable raising money for
the repair and replacement of less expensive parts. The community has yet to experience a significant
issue with the plant or one of its components, but feels capable of handling problems as they arise. The
men mentioned they would like to receive assistance in constructing a concrete plant to replace the
current wooden structure. The women mentioned it would be helpful to enlarge the roof of the plant.
The roof is too small to cover the plant properly and rain water infiltrates the plant causing the wood to
deteriorate. They also stated the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator regularly visited their community
in the past, but has not recently been visiting with frequency.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the two operators. The team noticed one valve was in such position that
water from the tank would bypass the filters. The operator explained it saying he had recently
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performed a backwash of the filters. However, the team had some doubt about this explanation.
Although the valve was in the wrong place, the operator seemed to know how to run the system
correctly when asked.

Other Observations
Five men and four women participated in the focus group, including the two operators. The focus group
lasted for roughly an hour. Members of the focus group participated equally, with each person providing
answers for the questions presented. When visiting the plant, the team noticed the micro filter was too
small for a treatment plant of this capacity.
While walking around the community, the team encountered other community members and asked
them questions regarding the water plant. Findings confirmed the information gathered during the
focus group discussion was accurate.

Ramón Castilla
The team visited Ramón Castilla on Friday, July 31, 2015. This is a community of 27 families. It is located
about 15 minutes upriver of the Explorama Lodge on the Amazon River. The water project began in this
community in 2010. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team this
community was relatively well organized but the water plant was not functioning the last time he had
visited. Additionally the plant was nonoperational for six months each year due to flooding and other
issues.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. The community informed the team the pump
was not currently working; however, water was treated the previous day. In the absence of a pump,
community members used buckets to manually haul water from the river to the first tank. The micro
filter had been replaced four months ago because it stopped working. Additionally, treated water was
coming out discolored which signified a problem with one of the filters. The group told the team that
when the plant is not functioning properly, the majority of community members boil river water for
consumption. The community is unable to pump water four months of the year when the river is too
high. During this time community members manually haul water to the system.

System Use
Participants informed the team 27 families live in the community and two families do not use water
from the system. Those families do not use the water because they live too far from the water system.
Instead they collect water directly from a nearby stream and do not treat the water beforehand. When
community members go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is
treated every 15 days and is available for pickup daily. Each family is allotted two buckets of treated
water a day. Water is treated year-round, even during flooding when community members manually fill
the tank.
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System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said the committee consisted of four
members; however, currently only one of positions is filled. The president is the sole committee
member and acts as treasurer and plant operator. The mayor also assists in treating the water.
Committee members are elected during the community assembly, which takes place three times a
month. Committee members are elected for an indefinite time period. The focus group informed the
team the water committee does not function well. For the past three months the committee has only
consisted of one person. The community has identified this as a problem that needs to be resolved
immediately. participants said they will elect more committee members the following Sunday. There
had not been a community assembly for the last two months due to flooding. The focus group
mentioned community members are interested in being a part of the water committee. Focus group
members stated there is only one operator but people were interested in learning how to operate the
plant.
When separated, the women informed the team water is treated as necessary. The men informed the
team water is treated every ten days when extra people are in the community. Both statements differed
from the original response provided. Currently the community has an operator who is learning how to
perform the treatment process from the mayor. Each family using the system pays three soles each
month for a maximum of two buckets of water every day. The two families living too far away to use the
system do not pay the monthly fee. The community feels there is plenty of water and does not mind
when children of these two families drink treated water at school. The fee pays for general operation of
the plant. Participants feel when something goes wrong with the system; it is the responsibility of the
whole community to solve it. If the community needs money when a problem arises they will work
together to raise the money.

Assistance
The women mentioned they do not have the appropriate buckets to dispense treated water, as the
current buckets lack the proper nozzle. The community feels capable of handling repairs and replacing
parts when necessary. If the community needs additional technical assistance, they hire a mechanic
from Indiana. They feel comfortable raising money for repairs, but so far have not experienced any large
issues and are uncertain if they could handle these problems in the future. The community does not
anticipate receiving aid from the municipality. The men and women mentioned they would like
assistance constructing a concrete plant to replace the current unstable wooden structure.
The women also mentioned they are concerned of health of the community and the lack of medical
services. They have one woman who has knowledge of first aid but the community does not have any
first aid supplies or medicine. It takes two hours to get to the nearest clinic by boat which has caused
people to die before they can receive proper treatment.
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Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator who is learning the system. The operator was aware of the
steps and the chemicals used in each tank, but was unsure of specific details of the process. Also, he did
not understand how long the steps should take. CONAPAC’s Water Project Coordinator informed the
team the person training the operator is very confident and knows how to perform the treatment
process correctly.

Other Observations
Four men and four women participated in the focus group, including the president of the committee
who is also the operator in training. The focus group lasted for a little over an hour. Most members of
the focus group participated equally, with each person providing answers for the questions presented.
The team is unclear as to how often the community is actually treating the water as 15 days is not often
enough to supply 25 families with enough water. The team is also unsure if the community was actually
manually filling the tank with water during the times when the community was flooded. The women
stated children like the water and they cannot drink river water without getting sick.

Yanamono II
The team visited Yanamono II on Monday, August 3, 2015. This is a community of 30 families. It is
located about 10 minutes upriver of the Explorama Lodge on the Amazon River. The water project began
in this community in 2011. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator stated there were
two water plants established in the community, one provided by CONAPAC and another provided by
Rotary. He informed the team the community was relatively well organized but was unsure of the
current state of the water plant.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. The community informed the team, however,
the plant had been non-operational for the past two months. The current plant is constructed of wood
and the structure had degraded significantly since it was built in 2011. The community was greatly
concerned with the structural integrity of the plant and feared it could collapse at any moment. The
community suspended plant operations while they attempted to reinforce the structure with wooden
supports. Five days prior to the team’s arrival, the community deemed the plant fit for use and resumed
the water treatment process. Although the community was able to find a way to continue using the
system, the primary concern with the plant is the structural integrity of the foundation upon which the
plant is located. This has been identified as the primary reason for plant instability. While the supports
the community has installed have help to stabilize the structure, this is only a temporary solution and
further structural improvements must be made to ensure the safety of the plant. The focus group also
mentioned the operator replaces the micro filter every three months. Filter replacement has not been
an issue, as the community purchases a new filter in the days leading up to the time of replacement. The
focus group members stated they are able to treat water year-round without issues.
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System Use
Participants informed the team 30 families live in the community and 12 families drink water from the
plant on a regular basis. There are an additional three families who drink the water from the plant on
occasion. The community stated when the plant was first built the majority of the families living in the
community obtained water from the system; however, the amount of participating families has
drastically declined over the past few years. Over this time, excitement for the new plant has faded, and
community members who were once interested no longer make drinking clean water a priority. Families
that live far away are no longer willing to make the trip to collect clean water from the plant and have
resumed drinking untreated river water. The community has an additional water plant which was
provided by a rotary organization and is integrated into the structure of the local school. This treatment
system is used exclusively by the school and provides water for students during school hours and at the
time of other school activities.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said the committee consisted of four
members and two operators. However, currently the treasurer and the operators are the only members
of the committee who care for the plant. The focus group said since the water program began, the other
members of the committee have either left the community or have not continued to perform their
assigned duties. One of the operators is responsible for maintaining and operating the water plant while
the other has been assigned to run the school’s water plant. The operators are also tasked with
replacing plant components when necessary. When an operator is unable to perform necessary plant
operations, there are individuals in the community who understand how to run the plants and can act as
replacements. The treasurer has been the only active member of the committee recently and has
continued to collect water plant fees. Other members of the committee had taken a temporary hiatus
during the two months in which the plant was decommissioned. The community anticipates
reevaluating the current water committee in the near future and plans to elect new community
members to the currently occupied roles. The community meets the 20 th of every month. During these
meetings, community members regularly bring up the topic of drinking clean water, which is often met
with mixed opinions. The committee has not met recently as the plant has not been operational.
Community members pay three soles per month for the water from the plant provided by CONAPAC as
well as an additional one sole per month to pay for the school’s water plant. The three soles per month
are adequate to cover the cost of plant maintenance and operation. Focus group members stated they
were frustrated at the lack of monitory contributions from families who no longer use the system.
Families that no longer collect treated water from the plant have defaulted on their initial agreement to
pay the monthly water fee, which has resulted in tension amongst community members. All families
living in the community pay the one sole required to manage the school’s water plant without any
issues.

Assistance
There was a sentiment among focus group members that a large portion of the issues regarding water
plant management and participation has stemmed from CONAPAC’s lack of involvement in the
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community as of late. Participants said the community would benefit from CONAPAC showing greater
interest in the community. Currently CONAPAC employees average a maximum of two visits a year for
the Adopt-A-School program and seldom come to the community otherwise. Community members said
the Water Project Coordinator will come to the community when CONAPAC deems necessary, which is
usually no more than once a year. Participants felt the lack of interaction between CONAPAC and the
community since the water project began has put a strain on the relationship between the two entities
and has resulted in fewer community members participating in the water project.
When asked about possible assistance, participants said the main issue facing the community was the
unstable foundation of the water plant. Aside from installing supports to the structure, the team asked
participants what measures they could take to resolve this issue. Focus group members stated they have
had discussions with the municipality, who have agreed to provide financial assistance in order to
purchase the materials necessary to upgrade the plant’s foundation. This agreement, however, is
dependent on the support of CONAPAC as well. CONAPAC has been tasked with making the construction
materials available to the community but have yet to agree to do so. Community members expressed
they wished to have a conversation with the CONAPAC staff to clear up these issues and expedite the
process to solve the structural dilemma the plant is currently facing.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator and had the operator explain the treatment process. The
operator provided step by step instructions of how to perform the plant operations and disinfection.
The team was satisfied with the responses they received, as the operator demonstrated a firm
understanding of plant operations and the treatment process.

Other Observations
Four men and four women participated in the focus group, including the treasurer and the two
operators. The focus group lasted about two hours. Most members of the focus group participated
equally, with each person providing answers for the questions presented.
There appeared to be a disconnect between the information provided by the Water Project Coordinator
and the information the team obtained during the focus group regarding plant stability. The Water
Project Coordinator stated CONAPAC was waiting for the community water plant committee to finalize
decisions for the new plant structure, and that resources are currently available. Focus group
participants provided contradictory information, stating the lack of communication on the part of
CONAPAC is the reason plant improvements have failed to move forward. The team suggests more
communication between the two parties to resolve this issue.

Nuevo Uchiza
The team visited Nuevo Uchiza on Tuesday, August 4, 2015. This was the first day of the four-day
workshop hosted by CONAPAC for the Adopt-A-School program. In past years, this workshop only
focused on education issues. However, for this edition of the workshop, a fourth day was added to
provide additional operator training for the water program. The team had not initially planned to
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conduct a focus group as community members were thought to be preoccupied with workshop
activities. However, after arriving in the community and talking to community members, it appeared
that eight people were ready to participate in the focus group discussion, which was held later that
afternoon. This is a community of 16 families. It is located about 20 minutes upriver of the Explorama
Lodge on the Amazon River. The water project began in this community in 2012.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. The community informed the team they have
experienced some technical issues over the past years. The pump was not working at the time of the
meeting; however, the community was using another pump to perform the treatment process. One
operator informed the team the broken pump would be taken to Indiana for repair in the coming days.
The tubes have also been an issue. During winter months, the river recedes and displaces large amounts
of mud on top of the pipes which renders them inaccessible. Due to this issue, the community cannot
pump the water into the tank or treat water for two months each year. This issue had been resolved one
week prior to the team’s arrival when community members unearthed the buried pipes. Water was
treated the day the team visited the community. The group told the team when the plant is not
functioning properly, the majority of community members boil river water or let it settle and add
chlorine before consumption.

System Use
Participants informed the team 10 to 14 families collect water from the system regularly. Some families
do not use treated water because they are not accustomed to drinking water from the system while
others live far from the water plant. When community members go to work away from the community,
they carry water with them. Water is treated twice a week. Water is treated all year-round.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said the committee consisted of three
members: President, Vice-President and Treasurer. These people also acted as plant operators. The
community has a fiscal and a vocal, but they are not actively engaged in the water committee. The focus
group informed the team the water committee is working well with its current format and does not feel
the need to have a bigger committee. The water committee does not meet on a regular basis but
maintains good communication through community interaction. There are no specific community
meetings, but the population takes advantage of community activities to share information. The
community may meet to address an issue when necessary. There are three operators in the community.
Two have been operators since the project began, although one had been away for some time and
recently returned to the community. The third operator started a year ago. Each family using the system
pays four soles each month. The president mentioned the water committee was facing an issue
collecting fees from every family. He also said the committee threatened to make the water unavailable
for the families refusing to pay, however, have yet to take action. The two families living too far away to
use the system do not pay the monthly fee. The fee pays for general operation of the plant; however,
additional money is collected when a particular issue arises. In such cases, the community works
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together to raise the money. Participants feel that when something goes wrong with the system, it is the
responsibility of the whole community to solve it.

Assistance
The community feels capable of handling repairs and replacement of parts. If the community needs a
mechanic they hire one living in Indiana. They feel comfortable raising money for repairs, but so far they
have not experienced any large issues. The municipality seems to be able to provide this community
with assistance for small issues and supplies.
The men and women said they valued the water system and stressed the importance of drinking clean
water for their health. One woman in particular said the water plant has been a life changing benefit for
her children who were often sick prior to the installation of the plant.

Operator Assessment
The team did not feel the need to conduct an operator assessment as the operators attended
workshops describing the treatment process the morning of the focus group.

Other Observations
Four men and four women participated in the focus group, including the president and the treasurer
who acted as operators. The focus group lasted for a little over an hour. Most members of the focus
group participated, with three men and one woman giving most of the responses.

Suni Caño
The team visited Suni Caño on Wednesday, August 5, 2015. This is a community of 22 families. It is
located about 20 minutes downriver of the Explorama Lodge on the Amazon River. The water project
began in this community in 2012. Prior to arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed
the team this community was poorly organized and had experienced many problems related to
management and organization. The plant had not been functioning for the past six months and has
faced similar problems since the water project began.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. The community informed the team that for
six months of the year the plant does not function due to issues with high water and mud. The plant
began functioning again one month prior to the team’s arrival. Currently the tubes do not reach the
plant and the community pumps the water to a point near the plant and then manually fills the plant
from that point. The community plans to buy more tubes after the December harvest. The water was
treated the day before the team visited the community. The group told the team when the plant is not
functioning properly community members add chlorine to water before consumption.
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System Use
Participants informed the team all 22 families in the community collect water from the system regularly.
Two families pay for the water even though they are too old to participate in community activities and
collect treated water. When community members go to work away from the community, they carry
water with them. Water is treated twice a week. Water is treated six months a year.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said the committee consisted of seven
members. The water committee has all positions filled and is functioning well. The water committee and
operators have not changed over the past three years. The focus group also stated there are three
operators. The water committee meets once a month and talks about water at the monthly community
assembly. Families using the system pay three soles each month. The fee pays for general operation of
the plant. The community stated they do not have a problem collecting money and when the plant
needs a repair they increase the monthly fee. Participants feel when something goes wrong with the
system it is the responsibility of the whole community to solve it.

Assistance
CONAPAC has not been to the community to look at the plant within the past year. The community feels
if they need help repairing the plant they would go to Indiana to hire a mechanic who lives there. The
community does not feel they have a method to contact CONAPAC. They feel there are no problems
with the water system and do not need for support at this time.

Operator Assessment
The focus group told the team there were three operators who understood how to perform the
treatment process. However, when the team requested an explanation of the plant from one of the
operators present he was unaware of how to perform the treatment process and could not describe the
steps necessary to do so. The primary operator was at the workshop hosted by CONAPAC the previous
day and was still there the day the team visited the community. The team had the opportunity to speak
with the primary operator the day before and was informed that only 18 of the 22 families drink the
water. The families that do not drink the water from the system believe river water is the same quality
as the water from the plant. The operator also stated the community has difficulty getting the chemicals
because they previously bought them in San Luis where they are no longer available. He also stated the
community has one teacher who utilizes the Sawyer system.

Other Observations
Five men and 11 women participated in the focus group along with their children. The focus group
lasted for about an hour. Two men answered the focus group questions while the remaining participants
talked amongst themselves. The team seriously questions the validity of the responses they received
during the focus group as they were not consistent with what the operator told them the previous day.
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The information gathered also did not line up with the information provided by the CONAPAC Water
Project Coordinator the previous day.

Timicurillo
The team visited Timicurillo on Thursday, August 6, 2015. This is a community of 57 families. It is located
about 45 minutes upriver of the Explorama Lodge on the Amazon River. The water project began in this
community in 2012. The CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator did not brief the team on the community
prior to the focus group.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived. However, the operator had not treated the
water the week prior to the team’s visit as he was participating in the workshop hosted by CONAPAC.
The community informed the team they do not pump water during two months each year when the
river rises. The rise in water levels results in additional debris throughout the river. The community fears
the high amount of debris may obstruct the pump and render it non-operational. The focus group also
informed the team the community faced an issue in past years as one of the operators was out of the
community for some time and the other operator was uncertain how to treat the water. As a result, the
community did not have access to clean water during this time. When the plant is not functioning
properly, community members collect water from the river or from a nearby spring. The group told the
team most families treat this water with chlorine before consumption.

System Use
Participants informed the team 57 families live in the community and 48 signed the initial water system
agreement. Thirty-two families currently use the system but only 26 pay for it. Families that do not
collect water from the system are said to be located too far from the water system. When community
members who use the system go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water
is treated Monday, Wednesday, and Saturday and is available for pickup these days from 5:00-7:00 A.M.
and from 3:00-6:00 P.M. Families may collect up to two barrels of water per day when available.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said the committee consisted of two
members, the president and the treasurer. They were elected by the community at the assembly, which
takes place every two months. Committee members have not changed since the installation of the
plant. Committee members, along with the operators, are all male. The committee discusses issues
related to the water at community assemblies but does not have regularly scheduled meetings
otherwise. There were initially two operators, but one left sometime in the past years. The other
operator is still performing his duties and is currently training a new operator.
The focus group informed the team the water committee requires changes to be more effective. The
team was told a community meeting will be held in the coming weeks and the community will take this
opportunity to elect new committee members. Two women will likely be elected during this meeting.
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The focus group felt the committee only needed three people to function well and perform necessary
tasks. The focus group mentioned community members are interested in being a part of the committee
and learning how to operate the plant.
Each family using the system pays three soles each month and may collect six buckets of treated water
per week. While some community members said they would like additional water, the current allotted
amount is sufficient to cover the needs of each family. Fees collected each month are enough to pay for
small repairs and maintenance but does not allow the operator to be paid. The operator was paid fifteen
soles a month at the beginning of the water program, but gave up his salary when the community could
not pay this additional cost. The focus group told the team the lack of financial resources is an issue
within the community. Community members informed the team of a potential partnership between the
community and a nearby tourist camp that could generate additional revenue. The community and the
camp have discussed a deal in which the camp may purchase treated water from the community for use
in their facilities. This opportunity would provide the community with additional financial resources to
help them better manage the system.

Assistance
The community feels capable of handling repairs and replacing system parts when necessary. If the
community needs a mechanic they hire one from Indiana. The focus group thought repair and
maintenance of the system were not the responsibility of CONAPAC. The focus group specifically said
CONAPAC should only check in once or twice a year and the community should be able to manage and
operate the system on its own. However, community members expressed their interest in receiving help
from CONAPAC in terms of capacity building.
When the group separated, the operator in training presented an idea he may discuss at the coming
community assembly. He proposed transporting water from the water plant by boat to the other parts
of the community which are far away from the water system. By shortening the distance need to collect
water, the operator believed more people would be willing to drink treated water.

Operator Assessment
The team visited the plant with the operator. He was aware of the steps and the chemicals used in each
tank and understood how to perform the treatment process.

Other Observations
Four men and six women participated in the focus group, including the two operators. The focus group
lasted for a little over an hour. Most members of the focus group participated equally, with two men
providing most answers for the questions presented. The focus group seemed concerned that half the
community is not using the system and plans to discuss this issue in the upcoming community assembly.
In addition, it appears CONAPAC’s workshop had a valuable impact as the operator who participated in
it seems to be ready to address current issues during this next community meeting.
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Iquique
The team visited Iquique on Friday, August 7, 2015. This is a community of 37 families. It is located about
10 minutes upriver of the Ceiba Tops Lodge. The water project began in this community in 2010. Prior to
arriving, the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator informed the team this community was well
organized and there had not been many issues with the water system in the past.

Functionality
The water plant was functioning the day the team arrived but there was no water in the system. The
community informed the team water had been treated earlier this week, but the operators had been
occupied the days during CONAPAC’s workshop and had not treated the water since. The focus group
said this was not an issue as families had enough water in their personal stores to last until the
treatment schedule resumed. Some participants hinted community members may also collect water
from a nearby stream when the plant is inactive. The plant is able treat water year round without any
issues and the water is always of a high quality. The water committee recently ran out of coagulant and
plans to purchase more from Indiana in the coming days. The community has had no problems with any
technical components of the water system and has been able to replace parts when necessary.

System Use
Participants informed the team 37 families live in the community and 13 families do not use water from
the system. Those families do not use the water because they live too far from the water system or are
accustomed to gathering water from natural sources. Originally, all 37 families had signed the
community agreement CONAPAC presented. The focus group was unsure whether or not community
members drinking water from natural sources treat the water before consumption. When community
members go to work away from the community, they carry water with them. Water is treated Monday,
Wednesday, and Saturday, and is available for pickup Tuesday, Thursday, Friday, and Sunday. Each
family is allowed to fill two buckets for personal use, which is an adequate amount. Water is treated
year-round and the community has not had any problems with seasonal variations in river height.

System Management
When asked about the water committee, the focus group said committee consisted of seven members.
Currently all of the committee positions are filled and each committee members performs his/her
duties. The committee includes two operators, one of which also fills the role of president. The
community elected committee members when the water project began, and there has been little
turnover. The most notable change was the head operator, who stepped down two years ago and was
replaced by the current president. However, she continues to be an active member of the committee.
The focus group informed the team the water committee functions well. The committee does not have
regularly scheduled meetings, however, convenes when necessary. The committee attempts to have
discussions with the community about the water project at the monthly assembly. Each family pays four
soles per month. This amount is enough to pay for the cost of replacement parts, treatment chemicals,
and general maintenance of the plant. Additionally operators receive a monthly wage of 15 soles. Focus
33

group members stated it was easy to learn how to operate the plant and multiple committee members
could perform the treatment process if necessary.

Assistance
Focus group members felt the community was capable of operating and maintaining the water project
with limited outside assistance. When asked if the community had any issues with the wooden
structure, participants said plant degradation was a concern but they have taken measures over time to
reinforce the structure. While the participants acknowledged a concrete plant would be more stable,
they did not believe it is CONAPAC’s responsibility to provide this structure. Participants mentioned
working with the municipality in conjunction with CONAPAC to accomplish this goal. The focus group
identified capacity building as an area that could be improved. The focus group said additional
workshops provided by CONAPAC involving the whole community would be beneficial to improve the
community’s understanding of the water project and how the system functions. Participants also
believed these workshops would encourage more community members to use the plant as their primary
water source. Additionally, workshops centered around issues of health and sanitation would be
beneficial. Participants also stated they would like CONAPAC to have a greater presence in the
community. The team was informed the Water Project Coordinator had not visited the community in
the last two years. The focus group stated more frequent visits on the part of the CONAPAC staff would
encourage more community members to participate in the water project. The focus group stated the
community valued the water project greatly and advocated the importance of drinking clean water.
Participants said children in the community have become accustomed to drinking clean water and this
topic is regularly discussed in school.

Operator Assessment
The team inspected the water plant with the operator present and had the operator explain the
treatment process. The operator demonstrated a solid understanding of how the plant functioned and
how to perform the treatment process.

Other Observations
Two men and two women participated in the focus group. The focus group lasted for a little over an
hour. Members of the focus group participated equally, with each person providing answers for the
questions presented. As the focus group mentioned, CONAPAC had not visited the community in over
two years. The team validated this claim when members asked the CONAPAC Water Project Coordinator
to discuss the state of the water program in Iquique. The Water Project Coordinator stated, to his
knowledge, the current operator was a woman who had occupied this position since the project began.
During the focus group the team learned this woman had been replace two years prior to the visit.
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Community Findings Summary
The team visited a total of 17 communities between July 12th and August 8th. The size of communities
varied from 12 to 60 families. Communities were located on the Amazon and Napo rivers. Water plants
were built between 2010 and 2014. Prior to entering each community, the CONAPAC Water Project
Coordinator informed the team of the current state of communities to the best of his knowledge.

Functionality
The majority of water plants visited were functioning to some degree although various communities
were experiencing issues with pumps, tubes, or lack of treatment chemicals. Most communities stated
they have had no issues with quality of water plants produce. Multiple communities reported current or
past issues with the cleanliness of the water; in these cases, events leading to a lower quality of water
included high turbidity of the river, lack of coagulant, and the treatment process being performed by
someone other than a trained operator. Almost all communities reported experiencing past or present
issues with their plant. Issues included flooding of the structure, difficulties caused by flooding or
changing water levels, issues related to tubes, pump breakdown, lack of chemicals, and degradation of
plant structure. Many communities recognized their responsibility to resolve plant issues; however,
some communities did not appear to take initiative to solve these problems. When questioned about
problems the community does not know how to resolve, responses varied. Many communities felt their
only recourse was to contact CONAPAC, while others were comfortable finding mechanics or soliciting
assistance from local authorities. Communities located near larger towns felt more capable of resolving
issues without the support of CONAPAC.

System Use
Communities ranged in size from 12 to 60 families. When asked about plant usage, participants
informed the team that participation in the water project ranged between 40 percent and 100 percent
of the community population. In general, all families had signed community agreements in the initial
stages of the water project and drank treated water after plants were installed. Frequently community
member participation experienced a decline over time. Distance of homes from the water plant was the
primary reason stated in almost every community for decline in participation. Many communities also
cited not being accustomed to the water, lack of education, and dislike for the taste of treated water as
reasons why some community members did not consume treated water. Community members not
drinking treated water obtain water from natural sources such as nearby streams or the river.
Community members not participating in the water project often do not boil or disinfect their water
before consuming it. When water plants are not operational, most communities said the majority of
their population consumed stream or river water after letting it set to settle out turbidity and then
adding disinfectant or boiling it. Each community informed the team that those consuming treated
water bring water with them when they leave the community to work or visit elsewhere.

System Management
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Each community reported the presence of a water committee. Many communities stated positions were
filled and the committee was functioning well. Some communities, however, had positions occupied
only in name, as members had left the community or vacated their roles. President, treasurer, and
operators were the roles most likely to be filled legitimately. Some communities felt work required by
the committee did not warrant as many positions as CONAPAC recommends. All but one community
stated their method of choosing committee members and operators was either by consensus or vote at
community assemblies. The remaining community stated that people volunteer to fill the roles. Most
communities hold a monthly assembly with all community members, although certain communities
meet less frequently, and one reported meeting three times each month. Although some committees
met outside of community assemblies, many did not have organized meeting schedules and simply met
when necessary. All communities informed the team the water project is discussed at community
assemblies either to address developments in the plant and its management or reaffirm the importance
of drinking treated water. Changes in committee members or operators did not appear to happen often,
and many communities reported the initial committees and operators still being in place. Although
levels of official training were not questioned, most communities reported the presence of multiple
people capable of treating the water. New operators are generally trained by the current/previous
operator and potentially also attend a training event by CONAPAC. Impressions of the difficulty of
performing the treatment process were mixed. Some communities thought it was easy to learn while
others perceived the process as rather difficult. In some cases, the perception was that although the
process was not difficult, it was rather time consuming.
Water tariffs varied from two to five soles each month depending on the community. In general, families
that do not use the system do not pay the fee. This caused tension in some communities as all had
originally agreed to be involved in the water project and pay the fee. There was also tension when
children from families who were not paying consumed treated water while at school. Additional fees
were often needed to maintain the system. Communities used monthly fees to pay for general
operation of plants and the entire community would collaborate if additional funds were needed. A
limited number of communities informed the team of saving money for future breakdown. Communities
generally felt the entire community was responsible for the system and its maintenance, although in
terms of the actual work either the committees or operators were responsible.

Assistance
In most communities it was difficult to extract the types of ideas the team was hoping for during this
section. In spite of this difficulty, the team feels the focus groups and the ideas provided by community
members helped the team to develop recommendations for CONAPAC.
During this part of the discussion, the focus group split into men and women. Most ideas of support
from CONAPAC revolved around physical and monetary assistance. Most of the communities felt
capable of handling small technical issues and were able to raise funds within the community to resolve
these problems. When presented with larger issues, such as needing a new filter or replacing the
structure, communities usually felt they needed exterior financial or technical support. Although some
communities had solicited local governments for funds or materials, many felt those sources were
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unwilling to provide support. These communities often cited CONAPAC as their only resource and felt
unable to deal with large issues without the assistance of CONAPAC.
Some communities felt a portion of the issues regarding water plant management and participation
could be resolved with more involvement from CONAPAC. Participants often stated the community
would benefit from more frequent visits from CONAPAC. Currently CONAPAC employees average two
community visits each year for the Adopt-A-School program and do not frequently visit communities
otherwise. Communities informed the team that CONAPAC’s Water Project Coordinator would come to
the community to address technical issues when contacted. Often communities reported feeling
forgotten due to the lack of communication between the two entities. Many communities shared the
opinion that greater involvement on the part of CONAPAC would encourage more community members
to participate in the water project and use the water system.
Although many ideas presented by communities may not be feasible, the team felt some requests were
valid. Some of these ideas included: providing Sawyer filters for more distant homes, providing a
consistent and reliable method for communities to contact CONAPAC, considering partial financial
support for large repairs provided the community raise additional funds, increased capacity building
within each community, and assistance when necessary materials or chemicals are difficult to find.
Beyond the scope of the water program, several communities expressed feeling abandoned by
CONAPC’s Adopt-A-School program. Generally this feeling stemmed from communities that lacked
teachers for extended periods of time.
In every community, focus group members expressed their gratitude for CONAPAC’s installation of a
water plant and felt that it was important for the health of community members and especially the
health of children. Although all communities have had difficulties, almost all felt the water plant was
worth the time and resources invested.

Operator Assessment
The team asked the operator to explain the treatment process in 14 of the communities. This was
agreed upon as an alternative for water quality tests which were discovered to be non-functional after
visiting the first two communities. The team entered the plant with the operator in each community and
requested an explanation of the treatment process. Operators provided step-by-step instructions of
how to perform the treatment process. The team was satisfied with the responses received in 12 of the
14 communities, however as the team did not witness the actual treatment process, this does not
necessarily reflect the number of communities in which water is being treated adequately. Two
operators obviously lacked the appropriate knowledge, however, someone who knows the process well
was training one and the other was not the primary operator as the primary operator was currently
attending a workshop provided by CONAPAC. Technical issues the team observed included a valve in the
wrong position and micro filters in need of replacement.
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Other Observations
Communities were requested to provide four men and four women from different families for the focus
groups. Often, more people were present, and in some communities fewer. In all communities,
operators, water committee members and/or community leaders were present. Some communities also
had multiple people from the same family present. Due to a lack of randomness in the selection of focus
group participants, the team is unsure if opinions and information gathered is representative of the
entire communities.
Focus groups lasted between one and two hours. In general there was equal participation among the
men and women. Generally after the focus group ended the team walked around the community,
visited the water treatment plant and the school and spoke with children. Most schools were using the
Sawyer systems and in general children seemed aware that they should not consume water from the
river.
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Recommendations
After much review and consideration of learning from communities with whom CONAPAC works, the CU
team has generated several recommendations for CONAPAC’s continuing work. This section is
composed of three parts: Specific Recommendations for CONAPAC Water Program, General
Recommendations for CONAPAC Water Program, and General Recommendations for CONAPAC. Each
section begins with a short introduction, including strengths the team has seen in the given category.
Recommendations are then listed under each section in bold. For each recommendation, the team’s
reasoning and observations leading to the recommendation as well as a statement of the current
situation are given. Following is the specifics of the recommendation as well as how and why the team
believes the given recommendation will help. After all recommendations, the team has provided a brief
summary of research related to some of the recommendations.

Specific Recommendations for CONAPAC Water Program
CONAPAC has demonstrated many strengths in terms of specific parts of their water program. The
current water coordinator, James Pasmiño shows proficiency in operating and repairing various
components of the water systems which CONAPAC installs. James is competent at addressing technical
issues with the plants both during the construction and operation phases. Following much literature
and many successful organizations, CONAPAC has made capacity building a priority for their water
project. The team sees this as a valuable part of the program. Current technical designs of the plants are
adequate for treatment and the simplicity of the design improves community ability to operate and
maintain the plants. Each of these factors has contributed to successes within communities in which
CONAPAC works.

Create Consistent Community Files
CONAPAC and its director have recognized the need for consistency in the documentation of their water
program and its monitoring. Up until this point, no consistent files exist. Current files include different
combinations of workshop descriptions, community agreement documents, short introductions to
communities, and information on management of the water plant. Although some of these pieces are
helpful, not all are useful for such a file, and inconsistent documentation has led to difficulty in assessing
success of communities or comparing communities to one another.
The team has identified both general suggestions for the files as well as specific recommendations of
what documents and information should be included. Following these suggestions will help CONAPAC to
not only make their documentation more consistent, but will also lead to a better and more holistic
understanding of communities for anyone using these files, including present or future affiliates of
CONAPAC.
General suggestions for the community files are as follows:
·

Community files should all be consistent and include the same information. Following this
section is the team’s suggestion of what information and documents should be a part of the
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·
·

files. If a new form created for the addition to the file of new communities, CONAPAC should
update all files to include said document.
Community files should be updated regularly so information reflects the current state of the
community with a goal of updating the folders approximately every six months.
Store files on Google Drive or another cloud-based domain so that all constituents of CONAPAC
have easy access to view and edit documents. A hard copy of the files is also necessary for use in
communities; however having only a hard copy is prohibitive of updating data in real time. This
is especially important for documents which may be used in all of CONAPAC’s programs.

Specific suggestions of information and forms to include in files are as follows:
·

·

·

·

Files could begin with a top informational form including quantitative and factual data on
communities. Information such as location of the community, the year CONAPAC started
working in the community, the year the water project began in the community, the number of
families, population, names of community leaders and positions, names and positions of the
water committee members, names of operators and their level of training, the plant rating, fee
charged to families, water allotment per family, levels of school present in community and
presence of medical access. The team’s suggested form is included in Appendix D. This form
needs to be updated regularly and if information has changed a new form must be completed
and included on top of the old form. Old forms should be kept in the folder so changes in the
community can be tracked easily.
Files could then include a brief introduction to the community which includes qualitative and
anecdotal information. This document should be comprised of a basic summary of the plant and
the community and have information on topics such as plant usage, past or present technical
issues and their timeline, past or present management issues and their timeline, past or present
financial issues and their timeline, frequency of water treatment, organizational level of the
community, education of the community, community sources and levels of incomes, issues the
community has had such as flooding, competency of educational system, summary of other
work CONAPAC has done in the community, and any other information deemed relevant.
Files should also include a visitation log. This log needs to have information on the date of the
visit, purpose of the visit, who visited, time spent in the community, what was done, if there was
a problem was it resolved, and any other notable observations. This log should be used for all
CONAPAC employees and volunteers and should be updated immediately by anyone who visits
a community from any CONAPAC program. If possible, this should be done to the best of
CONAPAC’s ability for all past visits to communities as well. The team’s suggested form is
included in Appendix E.
The results of any water testing which has been done in the community, including dates and
specific locations of tests should be included in the file. The team has not made a suggested
document; however whatever document CONAPAC creates for said purpose needs to include a
checkbox indicating whether or not the community has been informed of the test results.
Communities should be informed as soon as possible of the results of any tests run. The team
also suggests that if possible, water tests should be preformed while in the community and with
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community members present, as the community has the right to knowledge about the
effectiveness of treatment.
A copy of the community contract to which the community agreed should be present in the back
of the file. This will be useful for people entering the community to know what the community
agreed to, especially for communities with older plants who have different contracts.
Signature pages of all community members are a good document to keep; however should not
be included in community files, as they are generally not relevant to current work in
communities and will not need to be accessed with frequency.
Documentation or descriptions of initial water project workshops with the community should be
kept separately from the community files as the documentation is not consistent across all
communities. This documentation is also not necessary for immediate access during current
work in communities. Workshops should obviously be included in visitation logs.

Create a Cost Sharing Program
Upon visiting communities the team generally observed a high level of competency for small scale
repairs and replacements in communities. However, a large concern of most communities was their
ability to raise funds for higher cost issues. Replacement of filters and structural improvements are
examples of these issues. Certain communities had chosen not to address issues because they felt
incapable of gathering the funds, and others simply lacked any plan as to how they would respond if a
large issue occurred. The inability to handle these issues on their own has led to a feeling of helplessness
in some communities, and in certain cases apathy. The team believes this is affecting success of the
water treatment program. Due to these observations, the team suggests implementing a cost sharing
program.
The team recommends that a cost sharing program be considered. Such a program would revolve
largely around an application process for the communities desiring financial aid. By offering the ability to
apply for a certain percentage (decided by CONAPAC) of necessary funds, CONAPAC could remove the
sense of apathy and helplessness in communities facing large challenges. This application process should
require the community to either already have additional funds or have a detailed plan for raising the
additional funds needed. A detailed description of how the work will be accomplished, who will be doing
it, a timeline of the repair, and an itemization of expected expenses would also be included. Not only
could this motivate communities to make large repairs when needed, but it would ensure commitment
and planning for future success of the water program in their community. Detailed and specific forms
and expectations must be created for this program.

Find a Way to Enforce Saving Money for Future Breakdown
As stated above, the inability to raise funds necessary for plant maintenance is a common problem
among communities. While the team found communities were capable of paying monthly water fees,
usually consisting of two to five soles, they were often hard pressed to raise the money required to
replace expensive plant components in short amounts of time. This has resulted in many issues as plants
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become non operation for extended periods of time. The goal is to establish a surplus of money that is
immediately available, in order to limit the financial burden placed on the community in such situations.
The team suggests each community allocates a certain amount of money to address future financial
issues related to plant maintenance. While the monthly fee is used to pay for general plant operations
such as the cost of treatment chemicals and gasoline for the pump, additional funds are necessary to
replace essential plant components that degrade over time. These funds will be comprised of money
collected monthly in addition to the current water fee. The team suggests raising the current water fee,
with a portion of the money collected allocated to cover the cost of future plant maintenance. Raising
water plant fees may place an additional strain on communities struggling to pay the current tariff,
however, it is necessary for communities that aim to operate and maintain the water plant
autonomously. Communities that demonstrate the ability to allocate money for future costs will be
adequately prepared to handle financial issues regarding plant maintenance.

Cut the Committee Down to Three People
During community evaluations, the team observed the number of individuals involved in the water
program committee often varied. While some communities had a committee with all of the roles filled,
other communities had failed to fill all of the positions required by CONAPAC. Although the team
expected to see a decline in the quality management in communities with smaller committees, this was
not the case. In reality, the team found water committees consisting of fewer members correlated with
better water plant management. Larger committees appeared to suffer from a diffusion of
responsibility, with committee members failing to perform their assigned tasks due to the amount of
members involved in the management process. Smaller committees, however, often consisted of
individuals who were invested in the success of the water project, and happily took on multiple
responsibilities to ensure the project functioned properly. The goal of this recommendation is for
CONAPAC to reassess the format of the water committee and consolidate the necessary duties to fewer
positions.
The team suggests CONAPAC modify the current model for the water project committee in communities
where the committee is not functioning well. The current water committee format consisting of five
members does not appear to be effective for all communities. The roles of vocal, fiscal, and secretary do
not seem to contribute to the success of the water program. The team has found, when these positions
are filled, committee members occupying these roles are often not active participants in the water
program. While these duties are important, they do not warrant their own position as the work required
is minimal. For this reason the team suggests CONAPAC consolidate the water committee to three
positions among whom all of the tasks are divided. The team believes smaller committees consisting of
individuals with greater responsibility would be more beneficial as each member would play a significant
role in the water project. Communities would also benefit from this change, as many often struggle to
legitimately fill all of the positions CONAPAC requires.

Consider Revisiting Communities with Wooden Plants

42

When visiting communities, the team observed a discrepancy in the success of the water project
between wooden plants and concrete plants. Due to rapid degradation of the wooden structure, the
entire plant has become unstable and, in some cases, unsafe over the past few years. As a result of this
issue, communities have been obliged to implement solutions to prevent the structure from falling
apart. However, these solutions are only temporary and have been unable to address the underlying
problem of plant instability. This has also resulted in additional issues concerning plant use and
functionality. The goal is to ensure water plant stability through sustainable design.
Therefore, the team suggests that CONAPAC revisit each community that currently has a wooden plant
and consider additional support for these communities which could potentially lead to the construction
of a concrete structure. Communities that have demonstrated the ability to operate and maintain their
water plant should be prioritized in the replacement process. Communities where the water plant is
functioning properly have shown they are committed to the water program and will continue to be. For
these reasons, the team believes this investment is a logical use of CONAPAC resources as it would
provide support to communities that will be engaged in the water program for years to come.
Communities that have displayed management issues should be subjected to additional review and
evaluation to deem whether or not they could qualify for a concrete plant. Those communities should
first resolve management issues before being considered for plant improvement. Additionally,
communities that are repeatedly tasked with repairing wooden structures contribute to local
deforestation. Constructing concrete plants in place of the existing wooden plants would limit structural
issues as well as the impact on the environment.

General Recommendation for Water Program
CONAPAC has demonstrated many general strengths in terms of their water program. The current water
coordinator, James Pasmiño shows a high level of knowledge about the state of most communities and
their water plants. The team believes it is also a strength that CONAPAC has chosen communities with
whom they already have a relationship through Adopt-A-School. Ongoing trainings of operators and
other community members is a valuable component of the program as well. Contracted staff member
Gilbert is also a large asset to the team and CONAPAC in general. He is very approachable and connects
well with communities and has a passion for teaching. These are each vital for CONAPAC’s success in
communities.

Have an in Depth Community Evaluation Process
The team was unclear as to how CONAPAC involves community members during the preliminary stages
of the water program. It seemed as if communities involved in the Adopt-A-School program that have a
large enough population to warrant a plant immediately qualify for the water program. Beyond this, the
team was unsure of evaluation process that determines community need or desire for a plant, and how
CONAPAC assesses whether or not a community is capable of managing the water project. The team is
aware CONAPAC conducts a two day workshop with the community prior to plant installation, however,
was unclear of how communities were evaluated before this event. The team was informed that
communities are asked if they desire a plant and are presented information detailing the challenges of
maintaining and operating a water system. It was unclear if CONAPAC has ever chosen not to move
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forward with a water project depending on responses given preceding this workshop. If indeed
CONAPAC has installed a plant in each community after completing a workshop, then the team
recommends a more judicial and in depth evaluation process prior to these workshops.
The team recommends that CONAPAC begins conducting an in depth, multiple day, evaluation process
of communities prior to choosing a community for installation. This will assist with success of the water
project as communities with plants would have a higher level of ability to manage their plant. This
process would determine if communities would value the plant enough to continue maintaining the
plant in spite of challenges. The evaluation will also determine if communities are willing and able to
contribute the funds and have the organizational skills necessary to run and maintain the plant. During
this process it is important to assure that all community members understand the role of CONAPAC in
the project and expected future involvement. This will help prevent future misunderstandings between
CONAPAC and the community. After CONAPAC enters the community, conducts an evaluation process
and determines the community is prepared for the commitment of a water treatment plant, CONAPAC
must gauge the level of interest of the community. Level of interest must be gauged after the
community understands the challenges the plant will bring. There should be a time period of at least a
month when the community can contemplate and discuss their willingness and ability to manage a
plant. Once this time period has passed then CONAPAC should return to ask the community if they are
still interested in having a plant. If the community is still interested then CONAPAC and the community
should enter into an agreement.

Utilize Local Operators as Local Circuit Riders
CONAPAC has recognized the need for more consistent monitoring and support within their water
program. Until this point, however, it has been difficult to implement a consistent program with current
funding levels. The team also found that in some communities, there was no reliable way to contact
CONAPAC or its staff when something went wrong. Many communities also felt the need for ongoing
support and relationships with CONAPAC, but felt somewhat abandoned by the organization. For these
reasons the team suggests the utilization of local circuit riders. Circuit rider models have been used
successfully in other water projects (Smits, 2012), and although this would be a slight variation on their
models, the team feels this could be successful given the unique situation in which CONAPAC works.
The team suggests that operators from communities that have successful water programs and are
knowledgeable about the maintenance and operation of the water plant be utilized as local circuit
riders. A circuit rider is an individual responsible for supporting multiple communities. Local circuit riders
could go to nearby communities once a month to ensure the plant is being operated correctly and help
resolve maintenance issues when necessary. They would be given equipment and supplies necessary to
do this work by CONAPAC. Exactly how many communities these circuit riders are responsible for would
be based on distances traveled and availability of the operator. They would offer support and
suggestions when management or financial issues arise and would be available for consult when
needed. These local circuit riders would be paid a small stipend by CONAPAC to cover their time and
expenses and would be expected to inform CONAPAC of issues in communities and the current states of
community water programs on a monthly basis. It is necessary that these circuit riders keep a log of
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their visits and work. The team believes this would increase success in communities for multiple
reasons. Communities would be given a closer connection to support from CONAPAC and an easier way
to contact help. That support would be coming from someone living in a similar and nearby community
who likely would have a higher level of understanding of the communities. This in itself has the potential
to better relationships between communities and CONAPAC. This would also enable CONAPAC to better
track the progress and situation of communities with less resources than it would require for CONAPAC
staff to travel to each community frequently. The initial process of setting up such a program would
require a thorough evaluation process to choose operators compatible for the job as well as training.
This may cost CONAPAC initially, however in the long run will lower costs.

Arrange Sister Communities
It is obvious support of water systems cannot come entirely from CONAPAC with their limited resources
and distance from the communities. Beyond lack of resources, CONAPAC is less equipped to understand
the specific position of communities due to lack of relevant experiences and staff coming from very
different living situations than the communities in which CONAPAC works. Many communities also feel a
lack of consistent support. For these reasons, the CU team suggests that CONAPAC considers setting up
relationships between nearby communities for added support.
The team believes communities already have relationships among each other, but would benefit from
intentional discussion and support of each other and their management and maintenance of water
plants. Preferably, at least one of these communities would have a successfully operating plant. These
communities could use each other as a resource when they lack technical knowledge or are having
issues and need suggestions of how to resolve them. The team suggests the two communities establish
regularly scheduled meetings once every three months, meeting more often if necessary. If the
communities are nearby, it is likely members of the communities already know each other and may be
more open to suggestions and support from each other than from an outsider. CONAPAC should
facilitate these relationships and suggest sister community pairs that are compatible and feasible. For
communities in which CONAPAC is considering constructing a new plant, having a sister community with
an established water project can help impart a holistic understanding of what the water plant requires
before they agree to its construction.

Create Process for Informing all Communities when Requirements Change
During the community evaluation process, the team observed a number of discrepancies between
communities with dated water plants and those with newly constructed plants. While the water
treatment plant technology has remained consistent throughout all the communities, standards by
which the plants are operated and managed have varied. Communities that have acquired plants
recently appear to have been given different instructions on how to best manage and operate the water
treatment plant. However, this information has not been clearly presented to communities that have
been part of the program for a longer period of time. For example, when the water project began,
communities were instructed to select one operator to run the plant and perform the treatment
process. Communities that have been recently brought into the water program, however, are now
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instructed to designate two individuals to fill the role of operator, to increase the likelihood there is a
person present in the community who is capable of treating water. Changes over time to the guidelines
CONAPAC has provided communities have resulted in a lack of consistency, with various communities
operating under different presumptions. The goal of this recommendation is for CONAPAC to find a way
to ensure all communities have access to current beneficial information that will help them manage and
operate the water project better.
The team recommends CONAPAC review past community agreements and identifies any guidelines
provided to communities that have changed since the water program began. If CONAPAC finds any
variations in the information given, they should devise a plan to ensure each community is provided
with the most recent recommendations on how to manage and operate the water system. The team
understands CONAPAC’s plant guidelines are constantly evolving due to the feedback they receive from
communities participating in the program. It is necessary for communities to be aware of the changes
CONAPAC makes to the water project in terms of management and operation. Communities that
become a part of the water program in the future may have a different set of requirements and
recommendations than what is currently prescribed. In this case, CONAPAC should inform other
participating communities of these new changes so they can adjust their current practices accordingly.

General Recommendations for CONAPAC
The team recognizes that CONAPAC has shown many strengths in developing programs to provide local
communities with aid in the format of education and access to clean drinking water. CONAPAC is taking
advantage of local knowledge by hiring people from the surrounding areas. In addition, Explorama
Lodges provide CONAPAC with more visibility and resources that can be used to widen their
opportunities. By and large, focusing on both education and health has led to community improvement
and increased the quality of life of in many local communities among the Amazon and Napo rivers.
While visiting communities, people often expressed their gratitude toward the work that CONAPAC has
been doing over the years in their communities.

Focus on Relationship with Communities
Although many organizations host a development model in which they enter a community “fix”
something and then leave, it seems that is not the model CONAPAC has chosen. The team has been led
to believe that creating strong relationships with the communities in which CONAPAC works is a goal of
the organization. There have been multiple comments leading the team to believe this, and it is
encouraging to hear these types of comments as the team believes that development happens best
through strong relationships. However, other comments, attitudes and actions have shown the team
that this goal is not being realized to its full potential. At times the team felt attitudes shown or
comments made about communities and the way they function were demeaning towards communities
and lacked a sense of cultural understanding or desire to truly be involved in the lives of a community.
Walking alongside communities as they develop is not an easy task, and the CU team recognizes and
affirms CONAPAC’s goal to do so. The team knows this goal is a journey for all working in development
rather than a checkbox which is easily fulfilled.
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As relationships among people are best when two-sided, so are relationships between communities and
organizations in development. A person may be willing to accept handouts from a stranger, but is not
likely to take their advice or change their behavior due to what a stranger has said. Instead people tend
to consider the advice of friends and those sharing life with them, of people who not only give help and
advice, but recognize that the other person also has much to offer. The team does not feel that short
and pointed visits can form such a relationship. The team believes that CONAPAC should strengthen
their relationship with communities by focusing not only on what CONAPAC has to offer, but also on
what the communities have to offer. This, unfortunately, is not as simple as requiring communities to
contribute to the building and functioning of their plants. Although the team affirms that decision, it
only recognizes a community’s ability to help themselves and not what they have to offer others. A
desire to truly understand the lives and values of the communities is also necessary. Knowing the names
of the people, their relationships, the stories of the community and their ancestors, what joys they have
had, what pain they have lived through, their concerns and priorities are all a part of this. Learning these
things takes the willingness to spend time in communities, and may sometimes be uncomfortable either
physically or emotionally. Potentially this knowledge and relationship will make work more difficult and
complicated rather than less, but it will also make understanding of the community more holistic. There
are many ways to accomplish this. Some specific ideas discussed by the team which many contribute
are: ensure that each employee has a strong grasp on the culture and language of communities, when
possible schedule a maximum of two community visits per day and spend a minimum of four hours in
any community visited, dedicate at least two hours of each visit to communities to forming personal
relationships in the community in addition to work, encourage employees to have a goal of meeting and
getting to know one new family in the community with each visit, be available for the hospitality of the
community members and accept invitations whenever offered, make an effort to attend community
celebrations when possible, acknowledge local skills and be willing to learn from community members,
intentionally talk about these types of things in the office, consider a cultural competency training for all
employees.

Increase Communication with Communities
While visiting communities, there appears to be a disconnect between CONAPAC and communities due
to a lack of communication. As mentioned several times during focus groups, it seems some
communities do not have a specific way to contact CONAPAC staff when an issue with the water system
arises. This has resulted in making it harder for communities to receive assistance when needed. It has
also created a discrepancy in terms of expectations between CONAPAC and community members,
especially regarding problem solving responsibility. The main goal of this recommendation is to ensure
that both CONAPAC and communities have a common understanding of current issues and potential
ways to solve them.
The team suggests CONAPAC take steps to increase communication between themselves and the
communities. The team understands that issues with communication are due to communities as well,
but believes that certain recommendations made in this report can still contribute to this goal. The team
believes that recommendations such as the local circuit-rider and spending more time in the
communities will naturally increase communication. Better communication will enable CONAPAC to
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have a better understanding of the current state of the water program in the different communities and
will help communities to feel supported by CONAPAC.

Better Integrate Adopt-A-School and Water Project
CONAPAC has expressed the importance of taking full advantage of the limited resources the
organization currently has to improve the water monitoring program. Although frequent visits to
communities involved in the water program would be beneficial, CONAPAC has stated this course of
action is not feasible at this time. For this reason, CONAPAC must identify other ways to increase their
presence in communities to gather pertinent information in a manner that is financially sustainable. The
goal of this recommendation is to highlight how CONAPAC can take advantage of existing opportunities
to improve the monitoring program while preserving the organization’s limited resources.
The team suggests CONAPAC partner the water program with the Adopt-A-School program, as the
Adopt-A-School program currently hosts events in each community. To the team’s knowledge, the
Adopt-A-School program visits participating communities at least twice a year to distribute school
supplies and evaluate the state of education. The team recommends representatives from CONAPAC’s
water program accompany the Adopt-A-School staff during the time of these events. Cost of travel
appears to be the main financial issue that is preventing the water program staff from making more
frequent community visits. For events hosted by Adopt-A-School, CONAPAC has already invested the
resources necessary for travel. It would be beneficial for the water program staff to use this opportunity
to spend additional time in the community. This would also be an opportune time to further educate
communities about the importance of drinking clean water. It would also be beneficial for the water
program to partner with any additional programs hosted by CONAPAC. The team was involved in an
operator training workshop hosted by CONAPAC in which operators were taught the importance of
drinking clean water and how to operate and manage the water system. This seminar was added to a
multiple day function initially intended to improve the Adopt-A-School program. The team saw this
event as an ideal way for CONAPAC to take full advantage of the time and resources at their disposal
and suggests modeling future functions in a similar manner.

Increase Community Support when Teachers are not Present
During focus groups many communities expressed that they do not feel supported when their
communities do not have a teacher. Although it is not Adopt-A-School’s mission to provide teachers, the
team believes that communities would feel more supported by CONAPAC if their lack of teachers was
acknowledged in a formal way. Many communities seemed to not be aware that CONAPAC knew they
were lacking teachers and were more concerned about their schools than their water plants. When
schools are not successful it seems like communities are less invested and more disorganized. The team
believes that successful schools leads to a more successful community and may increase the
successfulness of the water plant. The goal of this recommendation is for communities to feel like
CONAPAC has an invested interest in their future and the concerns of the community.
The team believes that CONAPAC should acknowledge to the community that they understand the
community does not have a teacher and it is affecting the community negatively. At the same time
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CONAPAC must express that teachers are the municipality’s responsibility not CONAPAC’s. By doing this
the team believes the community will have a more favorable view of CONAPAC while at the same time
not expecting CONAPAC to resolve issues that are outside of their scope of work.

Relevant Research
Research the team found confirmed many of the suggestions above are compatible with other
development models and ideas. A summary of information the CU team found during research is
provided below.
Development of Capacity Requires Time: Any project involving capacity development requires time and
resources. This may be a slow process and should not be rushed at the expense of development of local
knowledge, skills and confidence. Though this may be a trying process it is necessary to ensure project
success (Avolio-Toly, 2010).
Community Involvement: Capacity building is most successful when beneficiaries are involved in
identifying gaps and want to be involved in the project. Understanding project importance, motivation
and encouraging ownership is also essential for success. A long term commitment from communities,
local and national government is critical for a projects success (Avolio-Toly, 2010).
Learning by Doing: Effective learning occurs through experiences and exchange of knowledge. Fieldbased learning, learning from failed initiatives, on-the-job training and mentoring, peer-to-peer learning,
and inter-agency visits are some of the most formative manners of education (Avolio-Toly, 2010).
Face-to-Face Interaction: Utilization of the internet is important but one-on-one and face-to-face
interactions are vital for the growth of knowledge networks. This can provide opportunities to build
confidence in the NGO and allow the beneficiary to have ownership of the project (Avolio-Toly, 2010).
Capacity Building Formula: There is not one definitive model for capacity building. Development
initiatives are successful when they operate in-country and are context specific. Additionally, familiarity
with the beneficiaries and an understanding of what training would be beneficial is crucial. Development
projects that lack adequate mentoring and training will often fail even when the audience and context
are understood (Avolio-Toly, 2010).
Community Ownership: Organizations should perform a detailed community assessment to identify the
specific needs and characteristics of the community. Specialized projects where community members
are involved in the planning and decision making process often encourage greater community
involvement. Not only does this improve the likelihood the project will succeed, but also strengthens the
relationship between the community and NGO. Communities that are invested in the project are more
likely to take additional measures to ensure the project remains successful in the absence of NGO
support (Willetts et. al, 2008).
Partnerships: Partnerships with other civil society organizations, international institutions, and/or the
government can increase the amount of resources available for NGOs implementing projects.
Partnerships also encourage the sharing of pertinent information including funding strategies and
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successful project models. NGOs may also find their mission aligns with that of local organizations and
can work together to accomplish the task (Willetts et. al, 2008).
Service Providing: Many successful organizations do not confine themselves to a traditional
development model, but rather find new and innovative ways to work with project beneficiaries. For
some organizations, it may include making radical changes to their current project format, and replacing
it with an entirely new one. The most successful organizations have found creative ways to utilize
technology to improve projects, particularly in the monitoring sector (Willetts et. al, 2008).
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Appendices

Appendix A: Questions used in Focus Groups

Temas de discusión para los grupos focalizados
Buenos días,
Gracias por tomarse el tiempo para esta reunión.
Somos estudiantes de la Universidad de Colorado de los Estados Unidos. Estamos haciendo esta reunión
para ayudarnos a recopilar información acerca de su sistema de agua. Con la información que ustedes nos
brindaran nos gustaría ayudar a su comunidad para que el sistema funcione mejor y con más frecuencia.
Cualquier información que ustedes nos brindan durante esta reunión no será compartida con nadie fuera
de la comunidad y de este grupo de estudiantes. Nos gustaría escuchar las opiniones de todos y no dudar
en tener opiniones contradictorias.
Es de mucha importancia las informaciones positivas y negativas para tomar decisiones en futuras ayudas.
Esta reunión podría incluir grabaciones de audio. Estas cintas se utilizan para garantizar que hemos
entendido correctamente sus opiniones para ayudarnos a revisar la reunión y entender la información
adquirida.

A. Funcionalidad
Asegurar que tienes la historia entera de cómo funciona el sistema de agua (1);
Asegurar que tienes la historia entera de que pasa cuando el sistema está roto (2-9).

Vamos a empezar hablando un poquito de cómo funciona el sistema y si a veces no está funcionando.
1) ¿Está funcionando ahorita el sistema de agua? ¿Con qué calidad está funcionando ahora? ¿Hay
algunas veces cuando el agua del sistema no está limpia? ¿Cuándo fue la última vez que la comunidad
obtuvo agua del sistema?
2) ¿En qué maneras han tenido problemas con el sistema en el último año? ¿Qué pasó? (Les puede dar
ejemplos de problemas posibles. Asegurar que preguntamos por las opiniones de todos. Pregunta en
otras maneras si nadie tiene respuesta)
3) ¿Cuál es la reacción de la comunidad cuando no se puede obtener agua limpia del sistema?
4) ¿Quien tuvo la responsabilidad de resolver el problema? ¿Fue resuelto? ¿Cómo se resolvió el
problema? o, ¿Por qué no se resolvieron?
5) ¿En cuánto tiempo se resolvió el problema?
6) ¿En su opinión, en la comunidad quien debe tener la responsabilidad cuando haya problemas?
¿Depende en el problema?
7) ¿Qué pasa si nadie resuelve el problema?

8) ¿Qué pasa si nadie puede resolver el problema?
9) ¿Con sus experiencias y conocimientos de los problemas en el pasado, piensan que hay mejores
maneras para resolver los problemas en el futuro? ¿Cómo qué?

B. Utilización del sistema
Pregunta estas preguntas como están escritos (1-4).

Ahora, vamos a discutir sobre el tema de sistema del agua.
1) ¿Cuántas familias de la comunidad no utilizan el agua tratada? ¿Por qué? ¿Quiénes?
2) ¿Qué otras fuentes de agua se utilizan en la comunidad y con qué propósito (s)? ¿En qué
circunstancias ustedes beben el agua no tratada?
3) ¿Hay momentos durante el día cuando el agua tratada no está disponible?
4) ¿Hay algún momento durante el año en que el agua tratada no se consume? ¿Por Qué?

C. Gestión del sistema
Asegurar que tienes la historia entero de la gestación del sistema (1-5);
Pregunta esto como está escrito (6);
Asegurar que tienes las historia entero del operador y cambio del operador (7-9);
Pregunta estas preguntas como están escritos (10-11).

Ahora, vamos a hablar con quien es responsable del sistema de agua y operarlo.
1) ¿Quién está a cargo del sistema de agua? ¿Trabajan con otros miembros de la comunidad? ¿Cuántos
son y porqué?
2) ¿Quién forma parte del comité de la planta de agua y cómo se elige?
¿En años anteriores, y/o meses hubo cambios en el comité de la planta de agua? ¿Por qué?
3) ¿Qué tan bien ha funcionado el comité? ¿Ha cambiado esto con el tiempo? ¿Por qué?
4) ¿Si ustedes tienen un comité, con qué frecuencia se reúnen? ¿Sobre qué se habló en estas reuniones?
5) ¿En reuniones de la comunidad, con qué frecuencia se habla del sistema de agua? ¿En que influyen
las opiniones de la comunidad en las decisiones tomadas por el comité?
6) ¿La comunidad recauda regularmente dinero por el sistema? ¿Cuánto? ¿Quiénes pagan? Cuando la
gente no paga, ¿cuáles son las razones? ¿Quiénes se encargan del dinero? ¿Creen que la comunidad
tiene problemas con el dinero para el sistema de agua?

7) ¿La comunidad actualmente tiene a alguien para tratar el agua? ¿Con qué frecuencia se trata el agua?
¿Tienen un operador?
8) ¿Con qué frecuencia se cambia al operador? Si es así, ¿Por qué?
9) Cuando un operador de agua ya no puede asumir su responsabilidad, ¿quien asume su
responsabilidad? ¿Cómo se encuentra a otra persona y cómo aprende el proceso? ¿Es difícil aprender
a operar el sistema de agua? ¿Por qué?
10) ¿Creen ustedes que hay problemas en la gestión del sistema del agua? ¿Por qué?
11) ¿Hay otras maneras en que la comunidad podría manejar el sistema de agua? (operadores, dinero y
gestación del dinero, recursos, etc.)

D. Asistencia
Sesión de lluvia de ideas con el grupo.

Sabemos que la gestión de un sistema de agua no es fácil, y habrá problemas. Este es normal. Hay muchas
comunidades en todo el mundo que es tan parecidas a esta comunidad y que tienen sistemas de agua y
ellos tienen dificultades también. Sabemos que esta comunidad no puede hacer la gestión de este sistema
completamente sola, pero los recursos de CONAPAC son muy limitados también y no pueden resolver
todos los problemas tampoco.
¿Con este conocimiento cuáles son algunos problemas que piensan que puedan arreglar aquí en su propia
comunidad?
Toma tiempo para tener esta conversación. Sabemos también que hay algunos problemas que ustedes no
pueden resolver con sus propios conocimientos y recursos. En sus opiniones, ¿cuáles son problemas?
Toma tiempo para tener esta conversación. Podemos hablar un poquito juntos con ustedes de algunas
ideas nuevas de cómo resolver estos problemas y cómo CONAPAC les puede ayudar con sus recursos
muy limitados. ¿Cuáles son sus ideas?
Toma tiempo para tener esta conversación. (Lluvia de ideas con ideas de la comunidad, no les den las
respuestas) Toma tanto tiempo que puede o que es necesario con este conversación. ¿Con todo el tiempo,
dinero y recursos en la gestión del sistema de agua, ustedes creen que vale la pena?

Appendix B: Letter Used to Notify Communities

Universidad de Colorado Boulder - Estados Unidos

Señores.
Autoridades y operadores de la Planta de Agua.
COMUNIDAD – MAZAN – RIO NAPO

Estimados amigos:
Es grato dirigirnos a ustedes para saludarles cordialmente y a la vez darles a conocer que los
estudiantes de la Universidad de Colorado Boulder – EE.UU, venimos realizando un estudio
de investigación de las Plantas de tratamiento de agua, desde el 2009 y en su comunidad el
2014. En esta oportunidad volveremos a visitarlos el día Viernes 17 de julio a horas 9:00 am,
con la finalidad de realizar un estudio de investigación sobre gestión, organización y calidad del
agua tratada. El objetivo principal es ayudarlos a fortalecer su responsabilidad social y visión
para el desarrollo sostenible de su familia y comunidad.
Estaremos desarrollando una estrategia de trabajo en grupo (Grupos de Investigación
focalizados) hasta las tres de la tarde, asimismo tendremos un breve descanso para almorzar
con ustedes y al finalizar el trabajo estaremos entregándoles un pequeño presente por su
participación. Por tal motivo, solo necesitaremos 8 personas, 4 hombres y 4 mujeres de
distintas familias.
Agradeceremos las facilidades durante nuestra visita y de una vivienda de cualquier comunero
que se encuentre alejado de la escuela (amplia y limpia), para el desarrollo de nuestra reunión
con las 8 personas.
Agradecemos de antemano su apoyo, expresándoles nuestro sentimiento de consideración y
respeto.
Iquitos, 11 de Julio del 2015

Atentamente:

__________________
Sra. Elizabeth O´Brien
Ingeniero Ambiental

1

Coordinadora de la Universidad de Colorado
Boulder - EE.UU

NOTA: Cabe recalcar, que CONAPAC no es parte del trabajo que realizaremos en su comunidad, solo recibiremos el apoyo
logístico para desplazarnos.
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO BOULDER - USA|20055 Regent Drive – Boulder, Colorado 80309 – 0026 – USA.

www.colorado.edu

Appendix C: Community Schedule and Map of Communities

FECHA

EL DIA

UBICACIÓN

RANGO
FINAL
2014

12/07
13/07
14/07
15/07
16/07
17/07
18/07
19/07
20/07
21/07
22/07
23/07
24/07
25/07
26/07
27/07
28/07
29/07
30/07
31/07
01/08
02/08
03/08
04/08
05/08
06/08
07/08
08/08
09/08

Domingo
Lunes
Martes
Miércoles
Jueves
Viernes
Sábado
Domingo
Lunes
Martes
Miércoles
Jueves
Viernes
Sábado
Domingo
Lunes
Martes
Miércoles
Jueves
Viernes
Sábado
Domingo
Lunes
Martes
Miércoles
Jueves
Viernes
Sábado
Domingo

Iquitos
Oficina de CONAPAC
Oficina de CONAPAC
Salida a rio 2 PM
San Antonio de Miraño
Yurac Yacu
Napo
Napo
Santa Lucia
San Juan del Floresta
Juventud Yarina
Yarina Isla
Leon Isla
ExplorNapo
ExplorNapo
Juancho Playa
Auca Cocha
San Pedro de Mangua
Centro Unido
Ramon Castilla
Yanamono Lodge
Yanamono Lodge
Yanamono II
Nuevo Uchiza
Suni Caño
Timicurillo
Iquique
Oficina de CONAPAC
Iquitos

----3
3
--2
2
2
2
2
--2
2
3
2
4
--2
2
4
3
2
---

METAS

El equipo UC-Boulder se llega
Discutir y finalizar todos los metas
Discutir y finalizar todos los metas
Ordenar detalles finales/Llegar a ExplorNapo en la tarde
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Descansarse/reorganizarse/James y Gilbert se regresan a IQT
Descansarse, James se regresa a IQT
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Descansarse, James se regresa a IQT
Descansarse, James se regresa a IQT
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Descansarse, James se regresa a IQT
Descansarse, James se regresa a IQT
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Taller de agua—los alumnos van a participar
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Grupo enfoque/pruebas de agua
Las discusiones finales / la ejecución del trabajo
El equipo va salir de Peru

Alberque

EQUIPO

IQT
IQT
IQT
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
COMM.
COMM.
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
NAPO
LODGE
LODGE
LODGE
LODGE
LODGE
LODGE
CEIBA TOPS
IQT
IQT
NA

NA
UC, James, Cynthia, Gilbert
UC, James, Cynthia, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC
UC
UC, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC
UC
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC
UC
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, James, Gilbert
UC, Cynthia, James. Gilbert
UC

Rango: 1=Excelente 2=Bueno 3=Regular 4=Deficiente
Hay tres partes en el rango - estructural, gestión organizativo, la calidad del agua. Si las tres partes son buenas, entonces consiguen una
clasificación de 4 / dos partes bien, la clasificación de 3 / Una parte buena, ranking de 2 / No hay partes, una clasificación de 4.

CONAPAC AAS COMMUNITIES
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Communities with our water plants but not
in the AAS Program:





Timicuro Grande
Manco Capac
Santa Teresa

Appendix D: Community Information Form
(To be included on top of community file)

COMMUNITY INFORMATION FORM
Community Name:

Date:

Community Location:
Date of CONAPAC Initial Involvement:
Date Water Project Began:
Number of Families:

Population:

Name of Community Leader

Position

Water Committee Members

Position
Presidente
Secretario
Fiscal
Tesorero
Vocales

Operator

Level of Training

Plant Rating
Water Tariff
Water Allotment per Family
Schools Located in Community:
 Inicial
 Premario
 Secondario
Medical Services Available in Community:

If no changes have occurred since the last community visit and a new form will not be completed.

Date:

Initials:

Appendix E: Visitation Log

VISITATION LOG

Name

Date

Purpose of Visit

Time In

Time Out

Description of Activity

Was the
problem
resolved?
(Y/N/NA)

Observations or Other Notes

