Allin Kawsay

The Regenerative
Financial Model

How Allin Kawsay sustains itself, moves toward genuine self-
sufficiency, and scales

A companion note to the Allin Kawsay Vision Document. Illustrative unit figures are estimates, to be
refined community by community with real local cost data.



1. The question, stated honestly

Any serious reader of the Vision Document eventually arrives at the sharpest question it can be
asked — and a thoughtful friend of the work put it most directly:

By what concrete mechanism does the social-enterprise activity feed back sufficiently
to fund the expansion of the core programs — and do the numbers actually add up? Or
does the model quietly depend on ever-larger philanthropy forever?

It is a fair and important question, and it deserves a real answer rather than reassurance. It is
also, in truth, the question that separates a vision that can endure from one that cannot. What
follows is the honest reckoning — including where the challenge is well-founded, and where the
model answers it.

The first thing worth naming is that the question contains two different questions braided to-
gether, and separating them is most of the answer:

* Question A — Institutional sustainability. How does the organization (Amistad Sagrada /
Allin Kawsay as an institution) fund its ongoing operations after the build years — the
school, the healing center, the academy, the coordinating team?

* Question B — Community self-sufficiency. How do the mountain communities them-
selves become genuinely self-sustaining — reducing household and communal depend-
ence on the cash economy, so that living well no longer requires a continuous external sub-
sidy?

The conventional nonprofit answer tries to solve everything through Question A: grow enterprise
revenue until it covers a growing operating budget. Modelled honestly, that answer does not add
up for small highland enterprises, and the doubt is well-founded. Artisan cooperatives, agricul-
tural surplus, and a natural-medicine pharmacy in a Quechua community will not generate the
millions required to fund perpetual program expansion. If that were the load-bearing claim, the
model would fail.

It is not the load-bearing claim. The real answer runs through Question B — and through a
reframe of what “return on investment” even means in a regenerative model.

2. The reframe: return measured as avoided cost, not revenue to
headquarters

In a conventional model, the return on an investment is revenue that flows back to the funding
center and then out again to fund the next thing. Growth requires revenue to keep rising to meet
a rising cost base.

A regenerative model inverts this. The return on building a family greenhouse is not revenue to
Amistad Sagrada — it is the elimination of that family’s ongoing need to buy vegetables. The
return on restoring the amunas is not water sold by the liter — it is the removal of the recurring
cost and recurring crisis of dry-season scarcity. The return on training a local caregiver, teacher,



or agronomist is not a new revenue line — it is the permanent replacement of a paid outside
salary with a rooted local one, maintained through Ayni and Mink'a rather than through cash.

So the feedback loop being asked for is real, but it is not primarily enterprise revenue - funds
expansion. It is:

Capital investment — durable infrastructure + locally held skills - a sharply
lower recurring cost of keeping the pillars alive — the ongoing funding require-
ment falls toward a floor that diversified income can actually cover.

This is the crucial move. The model does not need revenue to rise to infinity. It needs the
recurring cost of living well to fall — because the systems, once built, are low-maintenance,
community-maintained, and productive rather than consumptive. That is what “regenerative”
means financially: the investment lowers the cost base instead of committing you to fund a rising
one.

And this is precisely why a model demonstrating self-sufficiency is both more fundable and more
transferable. It is more fundable because it does not ask a funder to bet on perpetual fundrais-
ing. It is more transferable because the thing another community copies is not a revenue
formula, but a sequence and a crossover point.

3. The community self-sufficiency model — the crossover

Here is the mechanism made concrete for a single mountain community. The figures below are
illustrative, meant to show the shape of the model; the real numbers must be built with actual
local cost data, community by community. That real modelling is itself one of the deliverables
this section commits us to.

One-time capital per community. The current plan allocates roughly $1.2M to reach all twelve
mountain communities ($400K initial build-out in Year One across six-to-eight communities, plus
$800K for full reach in Year Two). That is an order-of-magnitude anchor of ~$100,000 per com-
munity in one-time capital — greenhouses, water systems, a learning hub, elder-care space,
reforestation nurseries, workshop and kitchen spaces, tools.

Recurring annual cost at the start. When a community first comes fully online, the recurring
cost of running its pillars — weekly classes and shared meals, elder-care wages, health visits,
coordination, purchased food inputs, transport — is real and ongoing. Call it, illustratively, on the
order of $30,000-50,000 per community per year at the outset.

The trajectory that lowers it. Over the years following the build, that recurring figure is
engineered downward by four compounding forces:

1. Food produced, not purchased. Greenhouses, restored terraces, seed libraries, and an-
imals offset most of the purchased food inputs behind the meals and elder nutrition. Avoided
cost.

2. Water secured once, not bought forever. Restored amunas, protected springs, and rain-
water systems remove the recurring cost and risk of scarcity.



3. Local hands replace paid outsiders. Skills Training Academy graduates — teachers, ag-
ronomists, caregivers, water guardians, healers — take over roles at lower cost and far
higher retention, and Mink'a handles maintenance labor without cash.

4. Medicine grown, not imported. The on-site pharmacy and the Mountain Sanctuary supply
line reduce pharmaceutical spend.

The crossover. The “payback” of the one-time capital is not revenue returned to headquarters.
It is the moment a community’s own production, plus modest local income, plus the public
funding that reaches its now-accredited services, covers its residual recurring needs — so that it
no longer requires ongoing philanthropic subsidy to keep its pillars alive. That is the self-
sufficiency milestone, and it is measurable. The Vision Document already gestures at the
indicator (“community food production measurably reducing dependence on outside food supply
chains”; “communities with sustainable functioning household food production”). What this
section adds is naming it as the financial milestone: the crossover from subsidized to self-cover-

ing.

4. The institution’s mature income stack (2031 and beyond)

Question B lowers the load. Question A carries what remains — and it does so through a delib-
erately diversified stack, so that no single source can dominate or, by failing, collapse the whole.
At maturity, the ongoing operating budget of the full ecosystem (school, healing center,
academy, elder-care network, coordination) is covered by a blend, none of which needs to carry
the model alone:

* Government funding unlocked by accreditation. This is the genuinely scalable public
money. A fully IPEBA-accredited school and a Ministry-of-Health-licensed healing center
become eligible for the ongoing public support that recognized indigenous education and
integrative health services can receive in Peru. This stream grows with enroliment and
reach, and it does not depend on fundraising cycles.

e The Mountain Sanctuary’s 33% profit contribution. Structurally committed, and rising as
the retreat center matures in scale and reputation. What begins as a supplementary stream
in the build years becomes, in the decade after, one of the largest single sources of
unrestricted operating income.

* Social enterprise revenue. Agricultural surplus, artisan goods, natural-medicine prepara-
tions, certified educational programs, and Academy certificate courses — modest individu-
ally, meaningful in aggregate, and mission-aligned because each one is the work becoming
economically self-supporting rather than a distraction bolted onto it.

 Sliding-scale fees. Community members access services free or at cost; international stu-
dents, professionals, and visitors who can pay do — cross-subsidizing rather than gate-
keeping.

» Steadier, smaller philanthropy. Not transactional fundraising, but a lifelong-supporter base
of people who have come to know the valley and stay engaged through relationship.



» A downward-engineered cost base. The single most under-counted factor: by 2030 the
people running the work are increasingly the young people who grew up in it, and com-
munity self-sufficiency has removed much of the recurring subsidy the organization once
carried. The floor the stack must cover is lower than a conventional model's — and it grows
slowly, not exponentially.

The honest framing for a funder is therefore not “our revenue will grow to cover everything.” It is:
a diversified stack covers a deliberately-lowered operating floor, while expansion to new
communities is capitalized separately — which is the next section.

5. The propagation mechanism: a Regeneration Fund, plus fresh
capital attracted by proof

This is the concrete feedback loop at the heart of the question — and the part where candor
matters most.

Expansion is not funded by squeezing enterprise revenue. It is funded by two engines working
together:

Engine one — a revolving Regeneration Fund. Surpluses from social enterprise, together
with the portion of the Mountain Sanctuary contribution that exceeds current operating needs,
feed a dedicated fund. That fund provides the one-time capital to build self-sufficiency infrastruc-
ture in the next community. Because each completed community’s recurring cost then bends
toward self-covering (Section 3), the fund is not drained by perpetual subsidy — its capital
recycles into the next build-out rather than disappearing into ongoing costs. This is a genuine,
mechanical feedback loop: enterprise surplus + avoided-cost self-sufficiency — recyclable
capital —» the next community. Governance sits with the Community Steering Council, land
remains in each community’s name, and commitments above a Council-set threshold require
Council approval — consistent with the sovereignty architecture already locked into Chapter
Ten.

Engine two — fresh mission-aligned capital, attracted by demonstrated proof. This is the
larger scaling engine, and it should be stated plainly rather than disguised as internal revenue.
There is a great deal of resonant capital in the world — foundations, impact investors, family
offices, aligned NGOs — looking for models that actually work. Allin Kawsay’s strategy is to
make the first cohort of communities undeniable: infrastructure built, school and healing center
thriving, children speaking Quechua, elders cared for, water flowing. A working model attracts
the capital that a business plan alone never could. Expansion across the Sacred Valley and
beyond is capitalized primarily by this fresh, proof-driven capital — not by pretending a highland
artisan cooperative compounds into millions.

This is the honest version — and the more credible one. The model does not claim revenue
magic. It claims something sturdier: build proof cheaply and self-sufficiently in one place, recycle
surpluses through a revolving fund, and let demonstrated success unlock the far larger pools of
aligned capital already looking for exactly this.



6. The river of visitors — tourism as structured income, with the
boundary held

Millions pass through the Sacred Valley every year. There are many honest points of connection
with that river — and a firm line that governs all of them.

The line first, because it is a locked principle: Allin Kawsay is not a cultural tourism product.
Cultural regeneration is by, with, and for the community — never staged as spectacle for outside
consumption. Every income stream below is structured so that value flows to the community and
its sovereignty, and so that visitors encounter what is authentically already here rather than a
performance manufactured for sale.

Within that line, the streams that can grow over time:

The Mountain Sanctuary and experiential retreats — the existing engine, already con-
tributing 33% of profit and a pipeline of volunteers and advocates.

Cultural guiding by Academy-trained youth — bilingual and trilingual guides offering
genuine, grounded encounters (already a training track), keeping the guiding income in
local hands rather than with outside operators.

Farm-to-table and demonstration-farm experiences — cooking sessions, market days,
harvest participation.

Artisan direct sales through fair channels — weavings, ceramics, textiles sold directly to
buyers who value them, cutting the intermediaries who have historically captured the margin
(“markets on the community’s terms,” already in the document).

Wellness and plant-knowledge offerings for visitors at Sumaq Kawsay — priced to
cross-subsidize the free and low-cost community care, never to displace it.

Service and volunteer contribution from retreatants — labor, skills, and donations,
offered as an optional dimension of the retreat experience.

Certified immersions for international students and professionals — grounded en-
gagement with indigenous knowledge systems, generating income while training the next
generation.

A give-back architecture — a defined portion of qualifying visitor transactions routed to the
community fund, so the river feeds the work by design rather than by accident.

The design principle across all of these: the tourist economy funds sovereignty; it never be-
comes the thing that hollows the culture out. That is the difference between Pisaq the living
community and Pisaq the museum — the exact distinction the document already draws.



7. Frontiers in regenerative finance

The deeper question points beyond conventional tools toward regenerative finance, and there
are real frontiers worth naming — framed, as always in this work, as principles committed,
mechanisms proposed, pending Peruvian legal counsel:

* Impact investment aligned with indigenous rights — patient capital seeking cultural and
ecological return alongside modest financial return, rather than extraction.

« Community investment vehicles — structures that let the community itself hold and grow
assets collectively.

* The revolving Regeneration Fund (Section 5) — the most concrete near-term mechan-
ism, and one that can begin small.

* Regenerative or social bonds | outcome-based instruments — tied to measurable eco-
logical and cultural outcomes (native tree cover, spring flow, youth retention, Quechua use),
the very indicators the document already tracks.

These are explorations, not commitments. But they matter because they signal that the model’s
financial thinking is on the same frontier as its ecological and cultural thinking — which is exactly
where the local work can meet the wider innovation.

8. What remains honestly unmodelled

Integrity requires naming what this framework does not yet do:

e The per-community cost curves (Section 3) are illustrative and must be built with real local
data — actual build costs, actual recurring costs, and an honest estimate of how many
years the crossover takes.

* The mature operating budget (Section 4) needs a real steady-state figure, and each income
stream needs a defensible projection rather than a hopeful one.

* The crossover timeline should be stated conservatively. Self-sufficiency at the community
level will take years, not months, and the model should say so plainly.

Naming these openly is not a weakness in the case; it is the case. A model that claims to have
already solved what it has only framed would deserve skepticism.

9. The honest reckoning, in summary

The question asked for a mechanism and for math, and suspected the numbers might not add
up. Here is the honest reply:

* On the mechanism: the feedback loop is not enterprise-revenue-funds-expansion. It is
capital — self-sufficiency infrastructure + local skills — falling recurring cost - a covered
floor, propagated by a revolving Regeneration Fund and by fresh capital attracted by
demonstrated proof.



« On the math: the challenge is correct that small-enterprise-revenue-scaling does not add
up — so the model does not lean on it. It leans on avoided cost, on public funding unlocked
by accreditation, on the structured retreat contribution, and on a lowered cost base — with
expansion capitalized separately.

* On transferability: what another community copies is not a revenue formula but a se-
guence and a crossover metric — capital-to-self-sufficiency per community — plus the
open-source framework and the revolving-fund mechanism. That is what makes this a
model for indigenous communities far beyond Pisagq.

The deepest point is the one the question itself points toward, and this section
makes explicit: a genuinely regenerative financial model does not import per-
petual growth. It builds a cost of living well that keeps falling — until a
community can hold its own good life in its own hands. That is not a comprom-
ise of Andean values in service of finance. It is Ayni, expressed in humbers.
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