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COMMUNITY ACTION PLANNING
FOR URBAN ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT

PLANNING WITH SUSTAINABILITY

Dr.-Ing. Reinhard Goethert
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
The SIGUS GROUP

Abstract

This paper presents an overview of the author’s experience in community action
planning in developing countries. It will cover three topic areas: an introduction and
perspective on participatory planning, an example of how we undertake community
participatory workshops, and the critical issue of training drawing on the experience at
MIT.

The first scction reviews the background and issues of participation from the
perspective of outside development agencies. It looks at the shifts in use and rationale
for promotion, and tradeoffs for successful programs. A framework is proposed for
positioning the levels and stages of participation to facilitate understanding the wide
range of participation forms. The four most prevalent techniques of community
participation are presented and their use and inherent tradeoffs are explored. The
section concludes by presenting a model for linking community inputs with strategic
urban policies. A current project between MIT and Mozambigue is used to highlight
these links and also brings in the use of interactive technology as means for impraving
performance and access.

The second section introduces a participatory workshep to give a sense of the



dynamics of the process. An actual workshop in a very low income community in South
Africa provides the setting for demonstrating the MicroPlanning approach. Preparing
for the workshops, getting stavted, the key steps and techniques, and some issues of
running workshops are briefly reviewed, as well as indicators of success and potential
problems,

The third section briefly presents examples of training for participation at the
SIGUS program at MIT. A “Training of Trainers” program for professional staff, the
“Rebuilding Communities” ficld workshop for students, and the “New Practitioners”
course for students illustrate the different approaches for training. The rationale and

goals ave discussed for each as well as the training cycle, tapics, and outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION

“Community Action Planning empowers communities to design,
implement, and manage their own development programs. Its methods
are participatory, community based, problem-driven, fast, and designed

to inform policy from the grassroots.”

What is ‘community action planning? 1 will use that terminology to encompass
the ficld of participatory planning, linking users with professionals in active dialogues
toward achieving jointly defined goals. The concern is at the community level, not urban
policy.

Participatory planning is becoming increasingly important as an element in
development. It is unusual if projects to not have some aspect of participation
incorporated into its program. This concern with participation o.f the users is driven by
the simple fact that projects have not been very successful, despite increased
professional inputs. Quicomes just did not meet goals, sometimes they were outright
failures. Sometimes projects were irrelevant: they did not fit with needs of the
community and were at best ignored and at worst vandalized.  There is no doubt that
the mismatch of project with needs, and lack of acceptance of projects by intended
benefactors is a waste of scarce resources, not just financial, but also scarce technical
and administrative resources. Political ‘capital’ and goodwill can also be lost which
are the most difficult to overcome in the future.

Participation has heen viewed in different ways as it has hecome more used.
Initially it as scen as an ideal of way of cost savings, a means toward an end.
Participation offered a way toward full cost recovery and affordability by passing on

costs to the users. [t also was seen as a way to secure agreement by communities,



particularly when projects were controversial, 1t offeved a way to make difficult
decisions - a joint agreoment is casier to accept than if a decision was hmposed. It was
rarely secn as a way to develop and empower communitics.  The ultimate form is
where both professionals and community are scen as equal partners with each making
a valid contribution to sustainabhility.

Critics of participation argue that it results in concealed exploitation of labor.
Since the ‘exploitation’ is apparently self-motivated, resistance is not feasible. The
exploitation is invisible so that people are unaware of it happening.

The drive for participation is from both ends: from the professional perspective,
it is a search for a better way since the lack of clear success by conventional approaches,
the loss of confidence in technical solutions alone, and recognition of limited resources
by government. (lovernment can work with communities in best deciding how to
distribute scarce resources. Communities drive participation by their demand to have
a say in projects that affect their lives. They share the loss of confidence in imposed
technical decisions with the professionals.

Governments have found that participation works well when there is a need to
reach many users, although this is a very low level of involvement.  Services can be
delivered faster when the wider user group is involved. Negotiation of problematic
issues, particularly in reducing and avoiding conflict and in the allocation of resources is
another advantage. When governments are weak, bringing in communities n defining
and implementing projects is particularly useful, and have found that this is
imperative when issues are unclear. In summary, working with communities
increases susfainabiiity by lowering waste and better allocation of resources in general.

It works less well for governments in situations where communities are
accustomed for government to take the lead. Participation would represent a

disruption and challenge, and in many cases implies a lowering of services. In very



technical situations some argue that communities cannot contribute, although it is
believed that if the issues ave framed well, this would not hold true.  Governments
definitely should not enter into a participatory relationship when they cannot, or would
be unwilling to uphotd their contribution.

Tradeoffs in participation may be grouped under additional effort: some argue
that it clearly will take more time, although others point out that when considering the
entive process, participation actually speeds the process. There will be additional
administration, and it will require staff with special skills which are not generally
available., Staff often are reluctant and view consulting with communities not
professional. Will the cost be higher? It depends if the time proves to be longer, or if
in fact it is more cffective and shorter. For the community, participation — particularly
if it becomes excessive and all-encompassing — requires considerable time and effort.
For the low income where multiple jobs are common there may not be an opportunity to
participate. For them participation implies a high opportunity cost.

Three things are probably fundamental and needed when undertaking
participatory programs: 1) appropriate methods and techniques must be available; 2)
staff must be skilled in working with alternative techniques and non-traditional
clients, and 3) a culture of community participation helps immeasurably.  All three

should be present to facilitate the process.

How can understand participation?

When participation is discussed there is considerable variation as to what
constitutes participation, and because of this there is often misunderstanding.
Essentially participation is the relationship of the community with ‘outsiders’.

‘Community” has both a spatial and social dimensions. There are various types

of communities, some highly organized and cohesive, and others with only a spatial



relationship and no social identity. ‘Outsider’is a metaphor for the cily via its
representatives, the practitioner or professional. This may include the technical staff
of municipalities, hived consultants, or NGO representat ives. The role of the cutsider
varies, from active involvement as in the moderation of a workshop, to a passive role
when acting as a resource. Outsiders will always be outsiders: they can never fully
understand the situation of the community, nor speak on their behalf.  However, they
do have much to contribute, and the appropriate structure and format of tools and
technigues is the link to allow this to occur.

The outside — community relationship has different degrees or levels of
involvement, depending on the relative amount of control. Several authors have
suggested families of levels but the most quoted are those proposed by Arnstem in a
paper of 1969. She argues cight degrees of redistribution of power to communities:
manipulation (the lowest, or none), therapy, informing, consultation, placation
(tokenism), partnership, delegated power, and citizen control.

In our book, ‘Action Planning for Cities’, we suggest b levels of involvement:
none, indirect, consultative, shared control, and full community control.

+ None: Here the outsider is solely responsible in all respects, with no involvement of
the community. This occurs commonly in circumstances demanding sophisticated
technical know-how. These programs that are not essentially site-specific, and
others citywide. A city-based sewage treatment plant is one example.  Excluding
community invelvement from projects has a high element of risk in that projects may
not fit the needs of the community. However no participation offers a quick response
when urgent action is needed.

+ Indirect: ‘This is similar to none but information is site-specific. The outsider takes
full responsibility for project work, and receives information about the local situation

from secondary sources: reports, census, etc. The community is essentially treated in



the abstract and does not dirvectly feature. This is possible in areas which are
politically stable and where extensive information is available. For example,
determining the amount of water used per day for sizing pipes in a network when
upgrading a community. Two factors are requived for successfut Indivect participation:
1) availability of sufficient reliable data; and 2) skill in collecting and analyzing data.
Absence of cither one makes the indirect approach problematic.

» Consultative: Outsiders build on information directly received from a community.
Their role is principally to gather information and decide actions accordingly. There
are several forms of consultation, from information gathering and decision making,
from large group consultation to individual surveys and interviews. Inone form the
outsider presents ideas and solicits feedback from a large number of participants, and
then bases action on interpreting the information received. This is typical of public
assemblies where the intent is mostly to transmit information and little feedback is
required.  This is customary with large projects which affect a_community but are not
directly related to it, for example, in the case of a highway that will pass in the vicinty.
The structure and techniques of consultation with larger groups become particularly
important to achieve maximum participation, ironically the very nature often precludes
effective participation. Community surveys and individual interviews are
appropriate here. The RPA family of techniques is one of the more effective ways to
involve communities as direct participants in the process of data collection because
they are low cost, fast, and solicit local insights. Often Consultation has been used as
a device to rvationalize public actions. Public presentations are so managed as to
become self-serving and the event becomes strictly pro forma with feedback unwelcome.
+ Shared: At this level the community and cutsider interact as far as possible as
equals. Each starts with the premise that the other has something to contribute

and due deference is given. Both are therefore stakeholders in the project, and this is



considered the most important level for effective communmity/city interaction.  Concerns
from the lavger strategic level as well as concerns from the local level present valid
issues for discussion. The effect of forcing the recognition of different viewpoints could
lead to creative solutions which arise outside of customary practice. Four
methodologies offer successful techniques for shaved interaction:  Community Action
Planning {or Micro Planning as it is also known), Planning for Real, and ZOPP are all
niethods that have been successfully applied.

* Full Control: The community dominates and the cutside practitioner is a resource,
The outsider observes or provides technical help when needed.  Properly, this is not
shared participation but rather the complete empowerment of the community.
Empowerment is one of the often-stated goals of community participation, and this
level represents the dream in practice.

In our book we further propose that the various relationship are only valid with
regard to the stages of a project or program. Appropriate community participation is
not fixed, and in some cases; for example, implementation with heavy machinery,
participation would not be feasible, Five stages are identified:

» Initiation; This stage begins the process. Perceived problems, lack of basic neceds,
deficient services, new policy initiatives are some of the ways the process of
participation begins. The basic goals and objectives are defined at this stage, and the
general scope is decided. No specific skills are needed to initiate a project.

. Pliemningz Here the specific parameters are decided. The activities would be
defined, the budget determined and agreed, and the resources needed are identified.
This is the key stage in a project. Some skill is needed, but good judgement is the
priority and Eechnical expertise can be provided as a resource. TFechniques of planning
are necessary, although they can be quite simple and uncomplicated.  The general

planning of the implementation stage is also included here.



» Design; The spatial andfor project details ave developed at this stage. Often
technical expertise is needed at this level.

» Implementation: The project is exccuted at this stage. Buildings are built,
infrastructure is installed, programs are established, and people are trained.
Practical management skills are necessary for smooth and timely implementation.
« Maintenance: This is the long-term, on-going repair and upkeep of the agreed
project.

A matrix linking the stages of project or program with the levels of participation
is suggested to understand the appropriate relationships and to assist in choosing
among techniques. It helps to understand where commﬁnity involvement would be
most necessary, or where the community would be better served through other methods,
albeit with limited community inputs.

The matrix assumes three underlying premises: 1} Community participation is
not taken as an end it itself, but more as a means toward community development.
This is not to say that community participation per se is not desirable, but instead
should be biased toward tangible outcomes. 2) Both city and community interests are
equally legitimate and mutually reinforce each other. 3) Appropriate techniques vary
according to the degrce — or level — of participation desired or achievable and relate& to

the stages of a project. The modality of interaction is considered the most importaut.
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Each project or program has its distinctive footprint’. A typical project without
emphasis on participation takes a ‘stair-step’ form. The characteristics of this type of
project is stercotypically as follows; it could be initiated at all levels and the level of
participation declines as one moves on through the stages of project or program. There
is widespread conservative reluctance to involve communities in the design and
implementation of projects. Communities are seen as a threat to professionals and/or
are seen as not being useful, for example, they are scen as having no skills.

Participation is also seen as slowing the process, making implementation, budgets, and

timetables ﬂifﬁcult to meet.
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Planning Is carried out at several lavels: from no/
little participation for technically complicated
projects, to consultative for those requiring

commumly support a}nd ratification. Figure o
FRAMEWORK OF PARTICIPATION Participation Iin a
STAGES OF . .
Typical Project
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IPATION Iniiate | Flan [ Daslgn forment] Maintaln

NONE
i

INDIRECT

h o LS
CONSULTATIVE
-
SoRTRGL f
M= % Although municipalitles consider
e maintenance as their domain,
FULL CONTRO: communities are still involved,
-4 albeit in a non-formal manner,
S thus lowering the burden on
4 T municipalities.

|
Projects are initiated at all levelsby
municipalities or as a resuit of community
pressure.

The ideal form of participation takes on a ‘bowtie’ form in the matrix. The key is
shared control in plan-making where cach stage of the project involves the community
and the city in a relationship which serves their mutual interests best. The bias i1s on

decision-making and delivery of agreed outputs, and participation per se is not the

main criteria.
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FRAMEWORK OF PARTICIPATION AND Figure 3:
STAGES OF PROJECTS The Ideal Form of

e TR Hoonans Participation

PARTIC-
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» lnvolvement of local people
offers opportunity for
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and training.

FULL CONTRO

» Communities become formally
— involved in maintenance.

» Communities assume some of the
— implenlef‘l_tation. eith%r together with
+ Projects are initiated at all municipailies or on their own.
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ffecti

Important is a community role | most criicaliin’e 4
to avoid unneeded or pamc;pa[o;ypmg;ams

inappropriale projects.

* The Initiation stage may be at the ‘Consultative’, ‘Shared Control’, or ‘Full Control’
level. The underlying requirement is that the community has a role in all cases, and
can take the initiative if needed. It is bottom-up biased since the community would be
the direct initiator and recipient of the action.

* The Plan stage is scen as the most crucial for the community and the city to be jointly
involved. This is the stage at which key decisions are taken and the full project
program is defined. Communities have the choice of further active involvement, for
example as in implementation to lower costs, or they may choose to share
responsibilities, or even not to participate further. It is important that all vested

mterests have been considered.

* The Design stage is less crucial for full community involvement. However, it offers
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the potential advantage of inducing innevalive solutions if methods and ways can be
devised to invelve and work effectively with communities. The tradeoff is more time
intensive preparation. It also requirves a change in customary practice and an
acceptance that technical knowledge does not assure primacy.

* The Implementation stage is also less eritical, but it should not be seen as

rationalizing the ‘cheap labor’ myth. Insome cases implementation is better carried
out by the city authorities, particularly when large machinery is necessary or because of
technical complexity. Implementation may be programmed as income generation and
when direct involvement by the community becomes important, or for skills training.

» At the Maintenance stage both city and community are involved. Each participates

according to where and what it can best contribute. In some cases communities can
provide labor and éhift funds saved to other uses. Alternatively, hiring of local people
can be a means of pufting income into a community. Garbage collection is a larger
area activity but also a community activity. Day-to-day maintenance of school
buildings can readily be managed by community members, while major repairs often
require significant financial resources and technical skills. Clear, definite tasks
must be agreed angd a realistic assessment of capacity must be made for shared

maintenance to be successful.

Four Main Families of Community Action Planning
Reviewing the interactive techniques of participatory planning, four stand out as
‘complete’; starting with identification phases on through to programming for

implementation. The four are: Community Action Planning, developed by Reinhard

Goethert and Nabeel Hamdi from their experience in projects worldwide; Planning For

Real, developed by Dr. Tony Gibson of the Neighborhood Initiatives Foundation,:

England; Goal Oriented Project Planning (ZOPP), championed by the German Agency for
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Technical Cooperation; and the Urban Community Assistance Team, developed by the

American Institute of Architects. Each of these has codified a disciplinavy approach,
yet each is still flexible in use and execution. Kach is a consistent systematic
methodology. These are comprehensive approaches and not just a bundle of
techniques which provide provide ways of undertaking specific tasks.

The family of PRA (Participatory Rural Assessment) techniques promoted by
Richard Chambers is not considered ‘complete’, but is a series of vexy cffective ways of
using local participants as collectors of data. The information gathered is then
analyzed by researchers or others. Many of the PRA techniques are used in the four
primary participatory methodology families.

All of the four families share several common characteristics:

* Al are problem-driven. The starting point is the identification of problems, not a
collection of wishes.

+ Al} offer a ranked order of priorities.  One of the key outcomes are the agreed choices
of actions to take. This makes CAP an effective tool for city administrations in
deciding where to allocation budget resources.

* All are pluralistic. - All are based on the inter-play of the divergent stakeholders in a
community, ranging from community members themselves to outside professionals to
city administrators and technical staff,

» All are transparent and understandable. Each stage is publicly agreed and
displayed. There are no hidden or behind the curtain’ activities.

+ All progressively document the process. Each stage is built on and derived from the
previous stage, and is openly presented throughout the workshop to facilitate
understanding and allow a return to previous issues.

* All use an interactive workshop format. Short, focused workshops are the heart of

each.
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+ All focus on implementation. The end result of successful community planning is
programming which leads to concrete achievements.

COMMUNITY ACTION PLANNING (CAP) was initially developed in Sri Lanka
by Goethert and Hamadi in their work with UNICEF and the National Housing
Development Authority.  The book “Making MicroPlans” (the initial name of CAP) by
Goethert and Hamdi documents the basic technique, which was subsequently expanded
in their book “Action Planning for Cities” (1997). Currently wall charts and
guidebooks are available to assist in learning the approach. CAP is characterized by
small groups of mixed residents, government staff and interested outsiders, working
over a 2-4 day period. Simple charts are filled in by each group and form the method of
structuring inputs and documentation. The workshops are easy to set-up and the costs
are minimal.  Subsequent to the development of the methodology in Sri Lanka, the
approach has been used by many others worldwide, in Bangladesh, Scuth Africa,
Boston (USA), Poland, and it is being used extensively in Central America by the
regional version of ILUA. It has not been successful in Boston because of the
underlying political commitment required. There local authorities feared that the
cutcomes would not match official expectations, despite their funding of the preparation
of a locally-eriented handbook. The methodology was selected by the World Bank’s
Economic Development Unit for its municipal programs throughout Latin America and
transiated into Spanish,

PLANNING FOR REAL was developed in the 1970’s by the Neighborhood
Initiatives Foundation of England by Dr. Tony Gibson in his work with coinmunity
groups. The defining characteristic is a model built by community members or
children as the mediating vehicle for gathering inputs. Planning for Real is distributed
in the form of a ‘kit’, a small box which contains basic instructions on how to conduct

sessions, a sample model, cuteut masters for physical items — for example, houses —
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and non-physical attributes - for example, problems and opportunities: play arcas, high
crime areas, etc.  Instruction is provided through four packs”  publicily, suggestions
meny, priorities, and follow-up. Fach provides props and suggestions with techniques
in managing the sessions.  The style of the kit is simple and deliberately crude, which
makes it accessible and unforbidding to communitics. Small cards with issues ave
placed on the model anonymously, which are subsequently organized, vetted, and
prioritized through the use of a ‘now, soon, later’ technique.  Focus is on developing self-
reliance in the community through small ‘can-do themselves’ actions. Planning for
Real is increasingly being used throughout the world and the kit has been translated
into several languages.

ZOPP (or GOPP when translated into English) stands for (Goal Oriented Project
Planning, a technique developed by US management thinking and initially adopted by
USAID in the 1960%. It is currently championed by the G1% (German Agency for
Technical Cooperation) and used frequently by other European agencies.  GTZ often
brings a highly trained and paid external consultant to moderate their ZOPPS, and to
achieve moderator status a special course must be completed. An elaborate custom-
built suitcase is provided to ZOPPs with markers, pins, glue-sticks, varied colored
shapes and sizes of paper strips. A typical session is led by a moderator with
participants sitting facing large sheets of paper fixed on panels, walls, etc. As
participants go through the exercises, the results are affixed to the sheets with pins to
allow adjustment and glued permanently at the end of cach day.  This information is
typed at the end of each day and becomes a part of the workshop record. The relatively
formal and detailed approach uses a highly structured problem-solving technique, ina
rigid sequence of steps. The PPM - project planning matrix — summarizes thé results
of the workshop and feeds directly into project management and implementation.

ZOPP is often a precondition for projects funded by European agencies.

17



URBAN COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE 'TEAM is an approach based on RFUDAT
(Regional/Urban Design Assistance Team) developed by the American Institute of
Architects in 1967. It is known by various names including Action Planning (primarily
in England), Community Weekend, Design Day, ete. (The Urban Community Assistance
‘Feam is the name I give to the RAUDAT methodology. It is changed since it better
expresses the spirit of the approach and avoids confusion with Otto Koenigsberger’s use
of the term.)  The key feature is an invited interdisciplinary team of professionals
who address problems at various scales, ranging from city and regional issues down to
neighborhoods.  The Team together with local supporters then prepares
recommendations and development schemes. The Urban Community Assistance
Team is touted as an urban management technique where all vested interest groups
are invited to participate. Because of the large number of professionals, the cost is

relatively high and requires much up-front preparation.

Some Comparisons in Choosing Among Techniques

How does one decide which approach to use?  Each has unique characteristics
which are appropriate for different situations. Community Action Planning is a quick-
entry approach with low costs and works well with communities already organized to
some extent. Planning for Real is premised on longer term involvement which
strengthens and mobilizes communities. Costs are also low. ZOPP is ideal for
scasoned and sophisticated participants in the detailed structuring of projects. Costs
and upfront preparation is high. The Urban Community Assistance Team (U/CAT)
approach is a short focused in-and-out approach which can be used to mobilize
communities. Because of the reliance of outside professionals it offers high visibility.
Costs are high and much upfront preparation is required.

The four approaches can be combined into a continuum where each is used to its

18



best advantage. The U/CAT could be used for the initial entyy into a community.
Interest would be developed and the community given a push to start activities.
Planning for Real could then be used a more deliberate manner to solicit issues from
the community through its medel approach. Community Action Planning could
provide quick definition of priority areas and strategies and options to approach issues.
ZOPP could then be used to define the schedule for implementation and the resources

(expertise, costs, materials) needed.

Where Do We Stand with Community Participatory Planning?

Despite the strong rhetoric for many years now, the ideal relationship is rarely
seen. ‘Ideal’ is defined as a situation of equal partnership — neither community nor
outsider dominates, but each contributes from their strength and perspective. The use
of PRA (participatory rapid/rural appraisal) techniques is increasingly common, with
NGO's leading in use. This is very understandable since it fits well within their basic
philbsophy. Large development agencies embrace participation in planning, but in
practice do not give up coﬁtrol. The World Bank and others have long recognized and
promoted the benefits of participation, but project definition is still essentially a top-
down decisioh structure. Project officers are still held accountable, and are reluctant
to stake their success on the foibles of community participation. Often ‘consultative’ is
featured as satisfying the nced for participation. Full acceptance of community
involvement implies a fundamental change in attitude: it requires accepting that
technocratic professional approaches are not sufficient and thus there is a loss of

customary professional control.

Expanding Community Participatory Planning into a Planning Continuum

How can community projects inform city plans? How best to build co-ordinate

19



among the many local programs, so as to enable cities to allocate resources cfficiently
and equitably?  What voles can communities play at the city level, and what roles can
city authorities play at the community level?

In the customary relationship city planning, Master Plan defines programs and
projeets which ave passed down to communitics. The process is essentially a ‘top-
down’, professionally biased process.  The Master Plan is prepared under expert
professional guidance, based on traditional ‘data intensive’ methods. Professionals
collect data about communities and then filter and structure the information for use in
the Master Planning process. Using the Master Plan as one input, the city then
proceeds to develop and initiate programs and projects for the communities. Although
the process is cyclic there is only limited involvement of communities and the cycle

flows in one direction, The link is through professionals.
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Praposed is a linked planning and programming process which uses a community
participatory workshop as the interface between urban-scale concerns and community

concerns. The process is essentially an exchange of information, and a forum for

developing programns and projects,

Figure 5:
i The Proposed Community
.- ier Participatory Workshop
Continuurm

o
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In the proposed model there is a changed relationship between the communities
and city authoritics. The process is still a cycle, but the cycle now flows several ways
and encourages activities outside of the cycle itself. Interjected at the crucial juncture
of community and city is a participatory relationship which acts as information
interchange and defines priorities and options. In effect the professionals vole is

replaced with a interactive action-planning workshop.  Community projects now have
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a vehicle to inform investment planning at the urban level and conversely eity policies
and programs can inform choices made by communities, Transparent and widespread
access to information is vital to ensure informed choices with a higher chance of
implementation. Communities consider their own capabilities when identifying
projects and  development options, but they also must be aware of the capacity of the
city. The action planning process of deciding priovities and courses of action would
allow communities to take this in account, focusing the tradeoflf between time, funding,
and outside and internal resources. For example communities may choose a faster
option, which implies more community contribution and less support from the city, or
they may choose a delayed option with little community input and heavy reliance on city
provisioens but also riskier since situations can change rapidly.

In order to achieve a good community -- ¢ity link, there are three areas which neced
further development. As was seen at the community level, there are several codified
methodologies of participatory planning which have been tested extensively and are in
widespread use.  Although improvements could always be made, the various
approaches work well. This area probably needs little further development.

The first area of nceded innovation are the links among the communities (1 in
Fig. 6). It would seem that communities share many similar problems and could share
many solutions, In addition, coordination among the communities increases the
political pressure on the city in achieving promised commitments. Methods need to be
found that provide a means for communities to keep in touch.

The second area of innovation is development of a channel for information flows
between communities and the city (2 in Fig. 6). How, what form, in what way can you
feed information up from the communities, and how feed information down from the city
level to make it readily accessible?  The channel must simple and readily accessible.

‘Are elected representatives an acceptable ‘channel?
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The third mnovation is to make the planning process receptive to inforination
from the communities (3 in Fig. 6). Feeding information into the planning process is
not sufficient by itself:  the receivers must be ready, able, and willing to use the

information.
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Information flows should also be established between the community-city and
the national levels. Community projects should also inform investment planning at
national levels fed up through urban channels, and conversely national policies and
programs should inform choices made by communities.

A project just being starting targets th_e three areas of innovations in

community-based planning in the context of ‘distance learning’ opportunities in
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Mozambique.  The project is a joint effort of the SIGUS group at MIT, the Eduardo
Mondlane University (UEEM), Mapute, Mozambigue, various ministries of the
government, and the World Bank Resident office.  The initial activities focused on
developing communication links among the three main partners: Cambridge: MIT,
Washington, D.C.: World Bank, and Maputo: University and Resident Advisor. A
series of interactive video conferencing sessions started the dialogue and exchange of
information. An internet site was established for supplementary information
dissemination, and a second site was used for more active bulletin board discussions.
Strategics are being explored for using field-based interactive-video in promoting cross
community links.

There arve several issues that may prove to be problematic at the city level and
should be considered in an community participatory planning process which links
upward:

* The sudden demands im_posed on city services may prove to be unma_négeable as the
priority projects filter up from the communities. In cities with alrehdy deficient and
stretched administrative capacities would projects prove to be impossible to implement
resulting in a loss of credibility? Inone sense the work of the city is simplified in that
choices are narrowed already at the community level and less politiéal man.euvell'ing
neced take place. Inmany cases projects can be combined into broader city-seetor
programs. For example, a water supply improvement program could be implemented
for larger arcas of the city if deficient water supply repeatly arises in the communities.
+ Cities must yethink the role of the institution(s) which become involved in
participatory planning. Ave the institutions seen as primarily a cleéring-house for
passing on information, or should they be ‘mega-agencies’ with added implementation
responsibihities?

* Does the model encourage counterproductive competition among commumties? This
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alrcady scems the prevailing situation and decisions ave made on the basis of political
access and the degree of community organization.  However, using a city-wide process
defuses the politics and encourages the spread of programs more equitably, and it
becomes more difficult to show favoritism.  And again, projects can be combined into
programs reaching more communities. A city would need to make explicit the criteria
for decisions, agrecd with the communities. For example, communities who put more
of their own rescurces into a project could receive higher priority.

* Would the communities be too involved in their own struggles to participate
effectively? The workshop format requires little time, but follow-up pressure on the

city would require more involvement which may not be forthcoming.

An Innovative Technique:; The Bertaud Computer Model Revisited

In the early 1870’s, Alain Bertaud developed a model to simulate a project and
quickly show the implications of infrastructure standards, financing options, and
project layout. The model was developed for the programming of a project during the
period when site and services projects were just being developed by the World Bank and
others. It offered an analytical tool in tackling the dilemma of making a project
affordable to families while at the same time recovering costs for the project developers.
In the model one can guickly test alternatives of land use patterns, pricing options and
family contributions, achieving a better balance among affordability, cost recovery and
the physical product.

The model is driven by a few basic formulas which were adapted to the various
computers, initially for sophisticated hand-held calculators (for example the TI 59, HP
67 and 97 series, the HP41, the Sharp 1250A) and then for the IBM PC and Apple II in
VisiCale and later in Excel and Lotus spread-sheet format, which are still applicable

today. Subsequent improvement in the model in 1982 focused on the design of a
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detailed site plan driven by the parameters of the initial afferdability criteria. This
became known as ‘Code 80" or ‘Code PC’ but is characterized by some as not being
particularly ‘user-friendly’.

To start the model, basic information needs to be input, for example, percent of
park avea, standard of infrastructure, street width, square meter cost of house
construction, family income, financing terms (year, downpayment, percent) and so on.
Density, plot size, capitalized value from cach family are caleulated from the initial
inputs. Once the data is in, the model is cyclic; i.e., given a desired lot size, then what
would the income need to be? Or, given an income, what standard of services could be
provided? Any number of permutations can rapidly be explored, on the spot. The
model does not give ‘correct’ solutions, but only determines outcome given a certain set
of parameters.

The model never became as widely used as initially thought, although it was
applied in the development of projects in ‘Thailand, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, India, Latin
America and continues to be used sporadically. The shift away from site and services
projects by development agencies, the relatively simple but still necessary data
collection, the latent fear of technology, the mistrust of ‘manufactured’ data, the
‘mystique’ of computers, perhaps all contributed to the lack of its widespread
adaptation.

Early on it was recognized that the model may be an effective tool to facilitate
dialogue. Inthe World Bank technical report describing the model in detail, it states
on the first line: * ...a tool for technicians, administrators and policymakers...” Italso
notes that it may be useful for “...user groups seeking to identify real possibilities..”
To quote from Bertaud himself, the model “helps to improve the dialogue among
planners, engineers, financiers and other technical staff frora the beginning to the end of

the planning process, avoiding the rigid and inflexible project design schedule” and “to
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improve conditions for community participation...”  Dialogue was not seen as
involving the users, but extending only to professionals.  This ‘professionals-only’
dialogue is no longer sufficient, if it ever was, and one wonders if now it can be expanded
in facilitating community-based participatory planning, particularly using the hand-
held computer versions. There is little reason why community representatives could
not be added to the list of users as Bertaud outlined. O, better, the model conld be
the basis in community workshops for defining options, and professionals could be
invited. In other words, the model could be driven by communilty participants with
professionals providing a resource, instead of professionals using the model with
additional community inputs,  Incommunity workshops one of the issues is choosing
among alternatives. Knowing cost tradeoffs make this decision-making more relevant
and more likely that it could be implemented.

I have used the hand-held version in classes at MIT in role-playing situations,
with students acting as planners, architects, financiers, social workers, engineers and
community representatives.  Each receives a ‘script’ which includes basic cost data
and standards, and the background of their character. These sessions mimic real-life
community situations, and provide an interactive format for understanding project
design when involving communities. The model itself is of secondary importance, for
the point of the class exercises is to understand the interactive dynamics among the
different actors.

In summary, the hand-held computer versions offer a new life for the Bertaud
model with a different set of users. It now becomes the neutral medium for balancing
the varied interests in community development. It uses a similar pedagogic
techniques as in Planning for Real,. where the model becomes the focus around which

issues are debated.
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HOW DO WE DO COMMUNITY ACTION PLANNING WORKSHOPS?

This seclion will highlight a recent workshop in South Africa as an example of
the Community Action Planning methodology. The setting will be briefly presented,
the structure outlined, and some of the issues arose will be briefly discussed.

The workshop took place in the agricuitural town of Schweizer-Reneke, North-
Western Province. Typical of many South African towns, its broader municipal area
accommodates a population of 145,000 segregated into four distinct ethnic
neighborhoods. The town itself accommodates about 8% while the district of Ipelegeng
— the site of the workshop - represents 80%.  Housing in Ipelegeng is largely built
through self-help, mostly of corrugated tin sheeting and recycled components. The area
is largely deficient in basic services. Electricity is generally available, but water is
generally provided through standpipes and about 75% use bucket latrines.
Malnutrition, dehydration and diarrheic discases are common, A small kindergarten
provides day care, there is a small community hall and a small under&taffed clinic,

A CAP workshop was held as a pilot with two linked objectives, both of which
were targeted toward assisting the Government of South Africa to implement it's now-
cancelled Reconstruction and Development Programme. The first was to to undertake
a pilot project to demonstrate the methods and principles of CAP in a ‘learning by
doing’ setting. The second goal was to feed-up community priorities and the lessons
learned to influence policy at both the provincial and national level.

The workshop was held April 24-29, 1995, and included some 20 participants
representing the range of community organizations and interests. It was moderated
by a team from CENDEP from Oxford Brookes University (England), SIGUS from MIT
(United States) and from the Department of Property Development and Construction

Economics, University of Natal in Durban, South Africa,
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Typical of CAP workshops, there were 4 phases:
1) Deciding what was needed (identifying key problems and priorities)
2) Sorting out how to achieve what was needed {preparving proposals)
3) Assessing what will get in the way of implementation {project viability)
4) Building a plan of action (tasks, partners, schedules, organizations, cte.) and getting
projects going,

Simple charts are used to gather inputs from the participants in each of the
stages. these remained on the walls and allowed the participants to review — and
change if needed - the previous decisions. The outcome at the end is a summary plan
of action which include: specific tasks, partners in carrying out the tasks, possible

funding sources, immediate ‘next day’ tasks, the project team, and an indicative

schedule of work.
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It is difficult - if not impossible — to capture the dynamices of the event.
However, a quote from an article published in ‘asc’ magazine helps to illustrate the
process:
“_.the group sits down together avound a table and begins to articulate its thoughts and
feelings. The ‘experts’ from Britain and America quickly lose their aura and become
cheerful, almost humble, facilitators asking questions which at first are not too difficult
to answer: ‘So what are the main problems here” What are they problems? To
whom are they problematic? Participants are urged to see the host of issues which
spring to mind as opportunities rather than problems. Large sheets of newsprint and
at fat felt-tip pens obligingly record long lists of apparently insurmountable hurdles as
groups cluster around tables, heads bend in communal concentration. Emerging at
last from their huddles after a short hour, the newsprint is put against the wall and one
spokesperson is democratically press-ganged into presenting the findings. ‘Well, it’s
the water supply, as you all know, the pipes are leaking and we can only draw water
twice a day and then the watér has little fhings floating init.’ The representatives of
the other groups follow with similar tales in a depressed living environment. ‘Right!
Get back into your groups and let’s have some solutions’, comes the slightly shocking
response. ‘Divide your next sheet into four columns and describe a series of projects
which will deal with these problems.” And so the process carries on for four days -
huddle, present, huddle, agonise, rethink, present, rework, re-present - until gradually
the action plans take shape.” (Note: Excerpt from an article by Mark Napier of the
Building Technology Division of the Centre for Scientific an Industrial Research (CSIR),
Pretoria, South Africa.)

At its conclusion of the S-R workshop a planning unit was established and four
project coordinators were selected from the community to pursue the tasks identified,

grouped in four areas: health, income generation, water and sanitation, and housing.
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The workshop highlights several key aspects;

1) The process can be quick and effective.  Although this workshep was 6-days, it was
too long, since from other experiences 2-3 days could be equally effective. A short time
avoids disruption and the problems of continuity of inputs by representatives.  The
‘problem-driven’ approach is an effective way which avoids many pitfalls of
participatory inputs. Few outside resources were necessary - it was an inexpensive
process.

2) Follow-up toward implementation is the most difficult to assure and critical for
effective workshops. In the Schweizer-Reneke workshop the outcome was two-fold:  a)
an outline of a specific project which included details of resources needed, timetable,
persons responsible, approximate costs, etc. and most importantly a local ‘Project
Team’ who agreed to monitor, coordinate, and push the project, and b) the immediate
next tasks, for example, ‘Meet Tuesday at 9:30 with the City Engineer to establish ....0
Several techniques may be used to maintain momentwin: build
ownership/responsibility for the outcomes, publicly identify specific hiaison persons,
identify tasks in detail, set specific dates, link outcomes with ‘status’in the community,
and try to parallel self-interests, whether individuals or community.

3) The collective inputs from many communities in an area like Schweizer-Rencke
provides better budgeting and resource allocation. Funds and development programs
are better targeted when based on the priorities of communities the programs are
intended to help. This again indicates the need for two kinds of mechanisms currently
lacking: a) how do you spread community workshops in larger cities to encompass all
of the communities? and b) how do you feed-up information from the communities in
an effective manner? CAP becomes truly powerful when the collective community
‘priorities become a key factor in setting city, province and national resource allocation -

budgeting — strategies.
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NDissemination is an important component and responsibility, particularly for
‘outsiders’. In the Schweizer-Rencke example, a handbook was prepared as a way of
capturing the experience and providing a reference for passing it on to other
communities. With today’s technology, a handbook could he prepared ‘on the spot’
using the actual procedure, participants and outcomes.  Or, perhaps video technology
could be used to show other communities and teach moderators the dynamics of the
process.

Two issues which one should keep in mind when undertaking workshops: How
to avoid dependency. How can you make sure that the community does not rely on
outsiders to take initiative before continuing. And from the other perspective, one has
to avoid that the outsiders take over the process.

And when the workshop is over, there are several indicators for success, which
may be summarized as follows:

- Something visible should be done immediately.

- The community should be left with a sense of accomplishment.

- The community is left better organized, and can proceed on its own.

- A longer term program is initiated which extends beyond the life of the immediate

tasks.

- The experience is captured and can be transmitted to others,
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HOW CAN WE TRAIN FOR COMMUNITY ACTION PLANNING?

Preparing professionats for working with communities is a difficult task, and
some cven argue that it is something that cannot be trained.  They counter that a
person is capable or he is not, and community work cannot be learned through teaching.
It is clear that some people have more facility for community based work than others,
and we offer courses that deal with the range of possible contributions.

The following quote by the late Prof. Donald Schoen of MIT sums up our approach
very clegantly:

In teaching, “there Is a very dry, high ground where you can practice the

techniques and usc of theories. Down below, there is a swamp where

the real problems lie. The difficulty is to decide whether to stay on the

high ground, where you can be rigorous but deal with problems of Iesser

importance, or go down into the swamp to work on problems you really

care about but in a way you see as hopelessly unrigorous. One

conseguence is that those who stick to the high ground become not only
separate from reality, but increasingly divergent from i1t.”

In all of our programs we strive to include the element of reality. We want to keep into
the ‘swamp’ as much as possible, believing in the ﬁeld new approaches are being
developed which we as professionals could not conceive.

We offer programs at three levels: a course for students in a classroom setting —
The New Practitioner, a workshop for students in a ‘hands-on’ field setting — Rebuilding
Communities, and a training program for professional staff which couples training with
mmplementation in an actual community -- Training of Trainers.

In all of these programs 1 have found that the most important aspect is
ATTITUDE. A person who works with communities must believe that communities
can make equal contributions. They must accept that equal an partnership is the

ideal relationship. After attitude, the next biggest effort is learning how to work with
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people.  How to talk with people, how to meet people, in general how to feel
comfortable when working in an un-accustomed manner. Ihave found that staff do not
know how to work with people.  And last, owr training addresses the transfer of skills
and techuniques,

I have found that a customary educational setting is the least effective. The
classroom setting is not a particularly useful way to prepare for community work,
Furthermore, it is difficult to explain and to capture the dynamics of what happens in
a workshop. We have tried videos with only marginal success, role-playing works
better, but best is ‘learning by doing.” In addition, working in a community with real
concerns is a wonderful way to focus the interest and the effort.  The outcome is then
twofold: first you have a trained cadre of staff familiar with community work, and
second you have real solutions for real problems in the community chosen as the

training site.

TRAINING OF TRAINERS is a program that was developed in Sri Lanka for the
training of Junior Technical Officers in community improvement workshops. The
trained cadre in turn trained other staff throughout Sri Lanka, with the goal of reaching
all Junior Technical Officers in the various districts.

The outcome of the training workshop was a development plan for the community
in which the training occurred and a cadre of trained staff who now could be trainers in
their own right. Upon completion each staff member reccived a Trainer’s Kit' which
consisted of reference guidebook; small card-sized steps to follow which could he placed
in the pocked for instant reference when running a workshop; pins, tape, markers for
working with the wall charts; and a trainer’s T-shirt for identification and to give a
measure of prestige to the staff. _

Each workshop runs for 2-3 days, depending on the local situation. The first

training session is for orientation, which included ‘getting started’ and ‘the first session’
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exercises. The second session has four exercises: identifying problems, defining
options, selecting actions, and identifyving skills needed.  Inthe last session the
activitics were summarized and the workshop was reviewed.

Each group of staff participated in a 3-workshop cycle. The first workshop was
moderated by a previously trained staff. The role of the participants was essentially
to observe. At the beginning and end of each day, the participants would hold a
debriefing session to review what they have observed The last exercise — what skills
are needed - was only for the trainces to identify what skills they would need to possess
for effective community work. The other sessions had dual roles of addressing actual
issues of the community as well as training staff.

In the second workshop the trainees would be called upon to moederate specific
sessions. They would be asked to prepare an outline beforchand, and be ready to
moderate when called upon. In the 3rd and last workshop the trainees would prepare
and moderate the event entirely. The trainer would be the observer, and debrief the
staff at the end of each day and at the end of the workshop.

After the trainces had gone back to their respective districts and began their
community improvement programs, they expressed three reservations about their new
role and activities. First, they indicated that the position lacked prestige. Most had
been trained in other fields, particularly architecture and engineering and their
community work was viewed as a step down. Second, they voiced concern about
advancement: since work with communities was relatively new and unfamiliar, what
would be their future? Would they be locked into community fieldwork and be unable
to advance professionally? Essentially, they were worried about their long-term carrier
opportunities.

These ‘training of trainers’ workshops proved to be quite successful, and over 350

trainers passed through the program,
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REBUILDING COMMUNITIES is a series of training workshops providing
‘hands-on’ experience at the community level, exposing students to the vulnerable
income groups which comprise the majority. The program is primarily offered to
graduate students at MIT and Oxford Brookes University who are training to work in
the planning and development fields: It is offered in Jannaxy of each year in a different
developing country setting.

Key characteristics of the workshops include:

+ Frecdom and responsibility for participants {o define their own areas of exploration
and action.

+ Participatory interaction at the community level through hands-on testing of
technique.

* The very real and immediate nature of problems and opportunities which exposes
students to the reality of issues.

+ The integration of host institutions into the pedagogical aims and structure. Local
hosts provide the introduction into the community and prepare introductory
presentations to assist in understanding the context.

The 2-week program starts with 1-2 days of presentations by local experts as
background and to understand local perspective. A field trip is then undertaken
transecting the range of housing. 'Two-three days are spent exploring and testing rapid
participatory techniques. Two-three days are targeted for issue identification, followed
by 3-4 days of project definition. Inconclusion teams present their findings to their
host communities and separately to a professional audience, testing presentation
technique to diverse audiences.

The students learn participatory assessment techniques and arve asked to work
with the communities in developing specific project proposals. The presentation of
their proposals to the community encourages very conscientious involvement.

Essentially the format is one of learning by doing’,
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Workshops have been held in communities of the following developing countries:

« The ECUADOR WORKSHOP examined the impact of a planned waterfront
redevelopment on the downtown of Guayaquil, with particular focus on the surrounding
low income communities. Five areas were explored: adjacent hillside squatter
communities, a faded artist’s community, an abandoned market, largb street vendor
population, and inner city low income housing. Hosts were the Foundacion Malecon
2000 and the University of Guayaquil.
» The JORDAN WORKSHOP targeting vulnerable villages south of Amman in Karak.
It addressed the impact of future regional development and its effect on the lowest
income communities. Eco-tourism as a development driver was explored as one of the
approaches for economic improvement on the rural villages. The host was the
University of Jordan, Amman.
 The PERU WORKSHOP addressed the complexities of deteriorating inner cities and
the ongoing conflict by the multiplicity of users and their often perceived divergent
interests. The basic issues addressed revolved around the questions of ‘Whose city’
and ‘Is there a common ground? The host was the Facultad de Arquitectura,
Urbanismo y Artes, Universidad Nacional de Ingenieria, Lima.
* The BELFAST WORKSHOP was arguably the most complex and difficult, despite the
overwhelming amount of information, the misleading familiar setting, the common
language. and the welcome reception. The workshop was located in the divided and
contested arcas of West Belfast, in the Springfield Road, Falls Road, and Shankill
Road area. The workshop was favored by a lull in the 25 year conflict which was
shattered on the last day of the workshop by a bombing in London announcing the end
to the sectarian ceasefire. The host was the School of the Built Environment, Queen’s
University, Belfast Northern Ireland.

* The INDIA WORKSHOP addressed issues of a very poor squatter community nested

in the midst of an older now-established incrementally developed housing project .
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The focus was on approaches in revitalizing wrban shums with the case study of
Dakshinpuri. The host was the TVB School of Habitat Studies, New Delhi.

* The JAMAICA WORKSIHOP targeted a very low income marginal community in
Kingston, the capital city. The Southside community is located in a prized expansion
zone of a revitalizing downtown. How does one balance development with community?
The host was the Caribbean School of Architecture at the College of Arts, Science, and

Technology, Kingston.

THE NEW PRACTITIONER course is offered during the regular term at MIT and
targets students who are interested in acquiring professional skills to work at the
community level. The focus is on learning the eritical dialogue skills between user and
professional.  Extensive field visits and actual trials of techniques are the
characteristics of the course. The course addresses the question: “How can the design
professional contribute to the unserved 90%?’

Three principles drive the course: 1) user involvement is essential to good
design; 2) a service-oriented paradigm is necessary in rethinking roles and
contributions; and 3) tools and technigues necessary for effective dialogue need to be
learned, since professionals are not familiar with how to deal with alternative clients

and groups.
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The course argues the need for a new paradigm in both 1st and 3rd world
contexts. It explores the various active/direct tools and techniques available, including
action planning techniques, games, model-making, and the Participatory Rapid
Assessment family of techniques. It covers the indirect/passive techniques as ways to
reach the lower income, including handbooks, leaflets, do-it-yourself (DIY) computer
programs, video instruction, and the internet. The course concludes by exploring
characteristics of the ‘new practitioner’ and the new paradigm of practice.

Field visits supplement the course to give students a sense of the current ficld
and to meet active practitioners who meet the ‘new practitioner’ criteria. They visit
community groups, government agencies and are required to attend community
meetings where planning issues are presented. They visit DIY {do-it-yourself) home

builders and DIY homecenter suppliers.
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