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SCHOOL 2017 

(OLUM HIGH RISE)

KDI 
SITE 01 
2007 NAIROBI DAM
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FIELD

NAIROBI DAM 
ECOLOGICAL 
RESTORATION 
PROJECT
- RAISED 
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3 YEAR DATA SET
[CIRS, Ryan S.]

- air quality
- economics
- transport
- housing

- etc.

SALTON SEA
[KDI, CIRS, S. Club]

- SSMP
- Salton Sea 

Summit

MEDIA
- book/newspaper

- toolkit
- poster

- podcast/radio
- portraits

- video/movies

COUNTY TARGETS
- CVWD

- IID
- AQ board

STATE TARGETS
- CNRA
- EPA

- K. De Leon

PUBLIC ART
- signage
- murals

- billboards

SCHOOL
CURRICULUM

ACTION/
COMMUNITY BUILDING

- “toxic tour”
- volunteer monitoring

events
- volunteer planting
- “day at the sea”

- local heroes walk

COMMUNITY 
RESOURCE HUB!

[all team]
- education

- storytelling

STEP 1: 
INTERPRET + COLLECT 
DATA

STEP 2: 
BUILD IMMEDIATE
COMMUNITY AMENITY

STEP 3: 
CREATE ADVOCACY 
TOOLS

STEP 4: 
CHANGE POLICY

+

CITIZEN SCIENCE
[KDI, Ryan S.]
- air quality 

(arduinos, monitors)
- habitat 

(bird counts, species ID)
- balloon mapping

(dust sources, water level)

+

Potential ideas:
cooling center
ecological park
monitors + bus shelters
storefront
community EJ kiosk

EJ PLAN ELEMENTS
air quality public facilities food access

housingcivic engagementphysical activity

SALTON SEA MNGMT PLAN (10 YEAR AND LONG TERM)

dust suppressionwater levels habitat
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CITIZEN SCIENCE

The New York Harbor School, Billion Oyster Project

FLOAT

Louisiana Bucket Brigade

CITIZEN SCIENCE
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CITIZEN SCIENCE

The New York Harbor School, Billion Oyster Project

FLOAT

Louisiana Bucket Brigade

CITIZEN SCIENCE

The New York Harbor School, Billion Oyster Project

FLOAT
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“I tend to think that Kibera is one of the best places for a 
person in the community to stay, because life in Kibera 
is what we make it. Life in Kibera is very sweet if you are 
hard working” Ibrahim Maina, Kibera Resident 

“I really love all the mountains. I love to see all the fields 
that are here, all the palm trees. As hot as it is here in 
the East Valley, you can’t compare the views. That’s the 
beauty of it” Interview at Tequila Marker, 16/09/16 



“The world is too big, the intellectual complexity too great. Instead, people who 
specialize on the North or the South will continue to do so, but should make new 
efforts to learn from each other, to explore common problems brought on by 
convergence, and perhaps to develop new theory together” 

Maxwell, S. (1998), Comparisons,  convergence and connections. IDS Bulletin, 
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“Intelligent practice builds on the collective wisdom of people and organizations 
on the ground — those who think locally and act locally — which is then 
rationalized in ways that make a difference globally... good development practice 
facilitates emergence, it builds on what we’ve got and with it goes to scale. 

Nabeel Hamdi, Small Change: About the Art of Practice and the Limits of 
Planning in Cities, Earthscan 2013



KDI
thank you
asante
gracias
tack
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Figure 1 – and subsequently engineers will already be familiar

with the need to understand and work with multiple opinions

and points of view – but they are likely to be relatively more so

than a heterogeneous community.

The differences between the participatory engineer–community

relationship and the traditional engineer–client relationship

highlight some of the challenges encountered in successfully

implementing a participative process. The framework described

Client
(private, gov.)

Community

(a) (b)

Engineer Engineer

Community

Funding Org.
(donor, bank, gov.)

decisions

info

decisions
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de
cis
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inf
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Client

decisions

info
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o

info

Figure 1. Comparative diagram of simplified/idealised engineer–

client relationships in (a) ‘traditional’ and (b) ‘development’ contexts

Traditional engineer–client relationship Participatory engineer–community relationship

Who is the client? Owner/developer/government agency/other

consultant

Funding organisation acts as initial client. The

community acts as the ultimate beneficiary / ‘client’

throughout design and implementation stages of

project

Coherent set of objectives Community is a heterogeneous group not necessarily

possessing common objectives

Clear power-structure and hierarchy within client Potential range of power-structures and hierarchies

within community

Client has full control over budget Budget is likely to be significantly controlled by

funding organisation

Who is the

engineer?

Selected by the client, typically through a competitive

process

Contracted directly to the client

Employed by the funding organisation

Brings a specific set of skills (including technical

knowledge) not otherwise available to the client

Brings a specific set of skills (including technical

knowledge) not otherwise available to the community

or the funding organisation

Specific scope of works; but engineer must actively

participate in fully understanding client requirements

Scope of works defined at broad level; engineer must

actively participate in defining community-specific

scope of works

Table 1. Similarities and differences between the roles played in

the traditional engineer–client relationship and the participatory

engineer–community relationship

Engineering Sustainability
Volume 164 Issue ES1

An ‘engineer–client’ framework
for participation in community-
scale infrastructure projects
Mulligan, Tompsett and Guthrie
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