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Of the world’s 6.2 billion inhabitants, about 60 per cent live in Asia. The Asian region is only 54 per cent urban but its annual urban growth rate (3.2 per cent) is much higher than the rural (0.8 per cent). Between 2000 and 2030, almost all of the world’s urban population increase will be absorbed by cities and towns in less developed regions. In Asia, it is projected that by 2030, there will be 1.4 billion urban residents, a total larger than the combined urban population (1.2 billion) of Europe, North America, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Oceania (United Nations 2001:5).  

Of the 1.2 billion people in the world classified as poor in 2000 about 800 million (67 per cent) were living in Asia. As in other developing regions, rural poverty in Asia is acknowledged to be more severe than urban poverty. However, because poverty in cities is much more visible, policy makers are increasingly becoming more concerned about urban poverty. This concern is also prompted by the growing disparity between the living conditions of the very rich and the very poor in cities and towns. Some people fear that this widening gap may pose threats of insecurity, instability, ethnic conflicts and violence.
Urbanization patterns and poverty incidence in Asia, of course, vary from country to country. In general, urbanization levels and extent of urban poverty in South Asian countries are high. For example, people living below the poverty line are estimated at 31 per cent in India and 37 per cent in Bangladesh (see Table 1). In the very large cities of Delhi, Mumbai, Kolkata and Chennai, about half of the population is said to be below the poverty line. On the other hand, East Asian countries have low rates of urban growth and low levels of urban poverty (about ten per cent in China and Vietnam). Southeast Asian countries have moderate levels of urbanization and urban poverty.
Poverty levels have declined in Asia in the past decades and much of this decline has been attributed to poverty reduction in East and Southeast Asian countries (the number of poor people in East and Southeast Asia declined from 418 million in 1987 to 
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278 million in 1998). It is noteworthy that the two countries in transition from centrally planned to more market-oriented economies (China and Vietnam) have relatively low levels of urban poverty. In contrast, South Asian countries have high levels of urban poverty. The World Bank has estimated that the number of poor people in South Asia has increased from 474 million in 1987 to 522 million in 1998 (World Bank 2000).

Table 1

Urbanization and Poverty Levels in Asian Counties

	Region and Country    
	Total
Population

(Millions)
	Urban
Population

(Millions)
	Per Cent Urban

	Urban Population
Below Poverty Line

(Per Cent)

	            South Asia
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	   129
	31.6
	24
	37

	India
	1,082
	   288.0
	28
	31

	Nepal
	    24
	 2.8
	12
	23

	Pakistan
	  156
	    45.0
	34
	22

	Sri Lanka
	   19
	4.5
	24
	25

	  Southeast Asia
	
	
	
	

	Cambodia
	  11
	1.7
	16
	21

	Indonesia
	212
	    86.8
	41
	18

	Malaysia
	24
	    12.4
	53
	 4

	Philippines
	82
	    44.2
	54
	22

	Thailand
	63
	    13.0
	21
	10

	Vietnam
	83
	    19.0
	23
	10

	        East Asia
	
	
	
	

	China
	  1,300
	  408.0
	34
	10

	Hong Kong
	 7
	7.0
	   100
	10

	Korea (Republic of)
	      47
	    38.5
	82
	 7


Sources: Information on Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Philippines, and Sri Lanka are from Urban Profiles (2002), published by the US Agency for International Development (USAID). Other country data are from the UN Centre for Human Settlements (Habitat), the World Bank, and the UNDP Human Development Index.
Poverty as Defined by Basic Needs  

In 1967, the International Labor Organization (ILO) proclaimed the satisfaction of “basic human needs” as a fundamental principle in strategies for national development. Basic needs were defined as: (a) certain minimum requirements of people for private consumption such as adequate food, shelter and clothing, and (b) essential services such as safe drinking water, sanitation, public transport, and health, educational and cultural facilities. Basic needs could be defined by external institutions (international financing agencies, bilateral aid agencies, academic institutions) or by the poor people themselves. The participation of the poor in the implementation of procedures that directly affect their welfare is considered a key element in the basic needs approach by the ILO (Ghai, et al, 1977). 

Poverty is a multi-dimensional phenomenon and basic needs are based on distinct cultural values and preferences. Items on the basic needs list are priced differently in various countries. For example, in China, the government lists 20 items included in a “basket of goods” that could supply the minimum requirements of 2,100 calories to adequately sustain a person per day. However, because the price of these items varied from city to city, the poverty line was set as follows:

(a) Yuan 2,400–Yuan 3,828 – for residents of Beijing, Shanghai, Tianjin, four provincial capital cities and five cities granted autonomous planning powers.

(b) Yuan 1,680–Yuan 2,400 – for residents of Chongqing and 23 provincial capital cities.

(c) Yuan 1,320–Yuan 1,680 – for residents of prefecture level cities.

(d) Yuan 936–Yuan 1,380 – county level towns.

Using these indicators, the Ministry of Civil Affairs estimated that 14.7 million residents lived below the poverty line in the cities and towns of China. This translated to about 10 per cent of people officially registered as urban in 31 cities. However, this estimate has been criticized as under-valued because most Chinese urban residents traditionally enjoyed considerable subsidies in housing, food, health, education, and other amenities. Also, the proportion of poor people among temporary urban residents, the so-called “floating population” made up of rural-urban migrants, has been estimated as high as 15.3 per cent. The future urban poverty situation in China is complicated by the huge potential for rural-urban migration. At present, more than 150 million rural dwellers out of 450 million are considered by the government as redundant. With the continued relaxation of household registration (hukou) controls, these rural residents could move to cities and increase the number of the urban poor (Hussain 2003).
The situation in China indicates that it matters quite a bit if the poverty line is set on the basis of household income or actual expenditures. Basing the poverty level on income has been found to reduce the number and percentage of poor people because many families tend to have savings at the end of a specific period. These savings, however, might have been made possible by cutbacks in key items like food, clothing or basic urban services or foregoing expenditures for children’s education or other human resource development items. Basing the poverty line on actual expenditures reveals a more accurate level of urban poverty. In China, it has been found that using expenditures rather than income as the basis for estimating poverty raised the urban poverty level about 2.5 times, from 14.7 million to 37.1 million urban poor people (Hussain 2003). 
Other Dimensions of Urban Poverty
Although most Asian countries use the World Bank’s income standard of $1.00 a day as the definition of poverty, there are a number of other dimensions that characterize a poor person. Some of these dimensions include the following:

(a) Lack of means to achieve a decent level of social well being. These include lack of adequate food (often set at less than 2,100 calories per person per day), inadequate shelter (residence in slums or squatter areas), inability to afford good clothes, and lack of access to infrastructure and services (water, sanitation, transport, solid waste collection and disposal).

(b) Inadequate personal capabilities such as poor health, malnutrition, low levels of education, lack of skills necessary for gainful employment, inability to provide education and training for children.

(c) Lack of opportunity for economic and social advancement, such as access to markets and ownership of assets, educational opportunities, health facilities, training and skills development, and lack of social networks (relatives, friends, community members) that can provide assistance.

(d) Disempowerment arising from lack of opportunity to participate in public and community decision making, lack of access to information that can guide personal decisions, unresponsiveness of public officials to the demands of the poor, and lack of accountability to the poor of public officials.

(e) Insecurity and exposure to external shocks such as sudden loss of income, serious illness, natural or human-caused calamities and disasters, including fires, floods, earthquakes, epidemics, strikes, riots, civil disorders and terrorist acts.

(f) A sense of relative poverty arising from the wide (and widening) gap between the rich and the poor in urban areas that can cause apathy, hopelessness, despondency, lack of initiative, dependency, and fatalism as well as  aggression, anger, rebellion and anti-social behavior.
Relative Poverty
The concept of poverty is not an absolute but a relative one. A number of social surveys have shown that the definition of poverty depends on the point of view of institutions supporting the studies or the poor people being studied. As pointed out by Racelis, non-poor people defining poverty tend to focus on factors such as: (a) lack of income, as seen in the $1.00 per person per day measure or the basket of goods approach that estimates the cost of items required to provide an individual at least 2,100 calories per day; (b) the social psychology of the poor, such as attribution of apathy, hopelessness and anomie; (c) social exclusion of the poor, as in concepts of vulnerability, marginality, and deprivation; and (d) political powerlessness, such as dependency, limited participation, and lack of control over one’s future (Racelis 2003). 

In contrast, when the poor people themselves are asked to define poverty, they tend to focus on factors such as: (a) absence of physical well-being that defines a poor person as someone who is sickly, handicapped, too weak to find work, or is completely dependent on the charity of others; (b) lack of material assets such as land, property, household equipment and furniture, and money; (c) insecurity and vulnerability to dangers such as crime, violence, and natural or human-made calamities and disasters; (d) lack of social support from family members, friends, neighbors, the community, and the state; and (e) lack of efficacy, as in the sense of powerlessness in dealing with political elites or the government (Laquian 1968; Collas-Monsod 2003). 

In some surveys, when urban poor respondents are asked the question: “Who, in your opinion is a poor person in this community?” the answers typically run as follows:

(a) A poor person is one who is blind, lame, sick, or otherwise handicapped and incapacitated and who depends on the charity of others for food and other things.

(b) A person who lives from hand-to-mouth, like a chicken who depends on “one scratch, one peck,” who has no money and no savings, and who does not know where the next meal is coming from. 

(c) A person who lives alone, who has no family, relatives, friends and other people who can help him or her.
(d) A person who has lost hope, feels he or she has no future, is just waiting to die.
The interesting thing about surveys where the urban poor are asked to define poverty is that while most people living in urban poor communities readily admit to being poor, they can always point to other persons who are poorer than themselves. People admit to being poor but not to being the “poorest of the poor.” Most poor people in Asian cities have not lost hope -- they say that, somehow, they will survive. If they are not able to progress in their own lives, their children will do better. As noted by many students of urban poverty, a lot of people in Asian cities live in “slums of hope” and not “slums of despair”.
Factors Associated with Urban Poverty

Studies of urban poverty in Asia suggest that as countries achieve higher levels of economic development, the patterns of urban poverty changes. These changes are associated with key factors such as: (a) location of the poor in urban space; (b) time of migration; (c) educational level and types of skills; (d) gender and family structure; and (e) level of economic development. 

Location in Urban Space -- A review of spatial configuration of cities in Asian countries shows that the urban poor tend to be concentrated in spatially identifiable areas. Mapping of the location of slums and squatter communities tends to show that concentrations of the urban poor are found in inner city areas where old and dilapidated housing that could be rented quite cheaply is available. This situation is found in Delhi, Mumbai, Chennai and other South Asian cities. It is also characteristic of Chinese cities although, in recent years, resettlement programs have been moving people to suburban locations as redevelopment programs and gentrification have been occurring. 

In many other cities, the urban poor are tending to concentrate in squatter colonies in the urban periphery. Some of these colonies are government relocation sites although many of the spontaneous settlements are set up by recent migrants or by former inner city squatters forced out or evicted from inner city locations in a process that some sociologists have called “premature suburbanization.” In both inner city and peripheral area locations, the urban poor tend to have inadequate access to urban infrastructure and services. Studies of relocated migrants have revealed that they could spend a significant amount of already meager income on transportation as they commute between suburban relocation sites and their jobs in the city. Services like water and sanitation, health clinics, schools, and social welfare are woefully inadequate. As such, in both inner city and suburban locations, the poor tend to pay higher rates than other urban residents for basic services. 
Time of Migration -- In earlier stages of economic development, many of the poor tend to be rural-urban migrants. Although the “pull” of urban development tends to attract more ambitious, better qualified and more highly educated people to cities, the “push” of rural poverty, lack of job opportunities, and insecurity in rural areas adds a lot of poor people to migrant streams. Early studies of the urban poor living in slum and squatter communities revealed a significant correlation between recent migration and level of poverty. Subsequent studies showed, however, that some rural-urban migrants tended to achieve social and economic mobility. As these more successful migrants leave the slums and squatter areas, those who are less able to get ahead in life remain in the dilapidated, unsanitary and vulnerable communities. 
Educational and Skill Levels – As a whole, urban poor individuals tend to have lower educational levels and skills than middle class or upper class ones. Because of these low educational and skill levels, many urban poor people find jobs as manual laborers or are self-employed as hawkers, vendors and peddlers. Most urban poor people are caught in a vicious cycle whereby lack of income forces their children to drop out of school early and are thereby denied the education and vocational skills needed to achieve economic and social mobility. 
Gender and Family Structure – Female headed households are more likely to be poorer than families where both parents are together. Lacking basic resources, poor families tend to give boys more opportunities for education and training than girls as girls can help in the home and look after younger siblings. Urban poor families also tend to have larger families because many women in urban poor areas often lack information about reproductive health and rarely have access to contraceptive methods. Studies of street children forced to fend for themselves in urban areas often cite breakdown of family ties as a primary reason for their being away from home. 
Stage of Economic Development -- Asian countries represent a wide range of stages of economic development, from countries belonging to the least developed country category like Bangladesh to technologically advanced ones like South Korea and Japan. In countries with lower levels of per capita income, the poor tend to be recent migrants from rural areas, poorly educated and low skilled workers, those employed in the informal sector, and the under-employed. At higher levels of economic development, however, the urban poor tend to be found among the elderly, the handicapped and disadvantaged, the seriously ill, and those who rely on social security assistance because they have no support from family and relatives. Policies and programs to provide access to infrastructure and services are influenced by this changing nature of the urban poor. In less developed country cities, self-help, mutual aid, capacity-building and enabling and empowerment strategies designed to unlock the capabilities of the urban poor are often required. In more developed cities, however, safety net programs, social welfare, health, counseling services, and income-supplement programs tend to be more common.
Housing and the Urban Poor
Although lack of food and clothing are important elements of basic needs, it is inadequate shelter that is often the most visible indicator of poverty in Asian urban settlements. Poverty as reflected in housing, of course, is not confined to shelter. Far more important as an indicator of urban poverty is lack of services such as water and sanitation, drainage, solid waste collection and disposal, electricity, schools, health clinics, and security and peace and order. This is depicted in the usual definition of slum as “a settlement characterized by dilapidated housing, overcrowding, poverty and vice…informal housing, inadequate access to safe water and sanitation, and insecurity of tenure” (Davis 2004). 
The most visible indicator of poverty in many Asian cities is the presence of slums and squatter communities. A slum is defined as a “highly congested urban area marked by deteriorated, unsanitary buildings, poverty and social disorganization” while a squatter is a person “who settles on land without right or title” (UNCHS 2003). Not all slum dwellers are squatters and not all squatter areas have slum characteristics. The two main features that characterize urban poverty, however, are the physical deterioration of the urban environment and illegality of tenure status (UNEP 2000). These features are mainly responsible for inadequate urban services to the urban poor such as water and sanitation, solid waste collection and disposal, and transport.
A number of Asian countries have launched successful housing programs that have greatly helped the urban poor. In China, before 1979, the rule of thumb was that a family should not spend more than 3 per cent of its income for housing. The rents charged by the government for housing, however, were so low that they were not even enough to pay for housing maintenance. After economic and housing reforms were launched in 1979, market housing was introduced and various credit and other subsidies were extended to people. At present, about 80 per cent of public housing in China has been sold to local residents and about 94 per cent of urban residents own some form of private housing. For families who could not afford market housing, housing subsidies are provided by the government.
In South and Southeast Asian countries, the government is able to provide only a fraction of the housing stock. The greatest bulk of housing in these countries is constructed by the people themselves, usually in illegal or uncontrolled settlements. Realizing this fact, many Asian governments have adopted empowerment strategies to enable the urban poor to provide their own housing and basic services. During the past four decades, community upgrading projects have been pursued in Asian cities, often with the support of the World Bank, Asian Development Bank and bilateral aid agencies. This approach includes provision of basic services such as water and sanitation, lanes and pathways, drainage canals, and neighborhood level garbage collection and disposal. Despite a number of problems, community upgrading has become one of the most effective instruments for making housing and services accessible to the urban poor (van Horen 2000). 

As far as housing and basic services for the urban poor are concerned, the key issues in Asian cities include the following:

(1) To what extent can the government provide subsidies for the urban poor who are unable to afford decent housing under market conditions? Even countries in transition from planned to market-oriented economies like China and Vietnam have shifted to privatized housing. In South and Southeast Asia where governments have insufficient tax income, what policy mechanisms can be used to make housing accessible to the urban poor?

(2) What can be done to encourage the private business sector to go into housing projects for the urban poor? Some countries have adopted policies that provide incentives for private developers to invest in affordable housing. Can some successful models of private housing be replicated in other Asian countries?

(3)  A number of studies have shown that the main problem in shelter provision is not housing itself but land, especially adequately serviced land. How can comprehensive and strategic urban and regional planning be used to integrate housing projects for the urban poor into the larger developmental projects in a city-region?
(4) What institutional mechanisms of urban management and governance can be instituted to encourage community upgrading, sites and services, small-scale credit schemes, housing finance, land regularization, resettlement and other programs that will make housing and basic services available to the urban poor? 
Water and Sanitation

Access to potable water and adequate sanitation facilities are very serious problems in Asian countries (See Table 2). In 2001, the proportion of people without clean water ranged from 9 per cent in Nepal to 36 per cent in the Philippines. Lack of sanitary facilities was an even more serious problem as the proportion of urban residents without sanitation coverage ranged from 16 per cent in Indonesia to 28 per cent in the Philippines (USAID 2002). 
Table 2
Urban Residents Lacking Water Supply and Sanitation Facilities in Asian Countries

	Country
	Urban Residents

Without Safe
Water Supply
	% of  People

Without Safe Water

In Urban Areas


	Urban Residents

Without Adequate
Sanitation 
	% of People

Without Adequate Sanitation

In Urban Areas



	Bangladesh
	     316,650
	10
	  5,699,700
	 9

	India
	23,062,640
	19
	77,836,410
	11

	Nepal
	    426,600
	9
	     711,000
	 4

	Sri Lanka
	    399,150
	12
	     399,150
	12

	Cambodia
	    835,660
	11
	     746,760
	  8

	Indonesia
	7,814,970
	15
	11,288,290
	16

	Philippines
	3,562,400
	36
	3,562,400
	28


Source: Urban Profile (2002), “Making Cities Work,” US Agency for International Development (USAID), August 2002.

Lack of water and sanitation facilities in Asia is particularly serious in cities and towns. As shown in Table 3, the proportion of people with access to potable water from municipal water systems in 1999-2000 was as low as 35 per cent in Jakarta and 65 per cent in Dhaka. Water from piped supply systems was available for only four hours per day in Karachi, six hours in Dhaka and seven hours in Delhi. Water consumption was as low as 116 liters per day per person in Metro Manila and 120 in Dhaka. Low water consumption was often related to inefficiency in the water system. The unaccounted for water due to leakage, pilferage, illegal connections and unpaid for accounts was as high as 58 per cent in Metro Manila and 50 per cent in Dhaka. 
Among urban residents, the urban poor are often the ones who do not have adequate access to water and sanitation services. Many of them live in congested slum and squatter areas where municipal water and sewerage authorities find it difficult to extend piped water. The authorities often refuse to provide piped water to squatter settlements because of the fear that this would be tantamount to recognizing the legitimacy of their tenure status. Residents of urban poor areas located in dangerous zones (steep hillsides, floodplains, rights-of-way along railroad tracks and highways) are denied water connections because of the likelihood that they would be evicted from such places for their own safety. As a result, many urban poor people buy water from vendors at prices that are often as high as ten times what richer people pay. They may also illegally tap water mains, open fire hydrants or tamper with water meters, thereby increasing the volume of unaccounted for water.

Table 3
Water Situation in Selected Asian Cities, 1999-2000
	Indicator
	Delhi
	Dhaka
	Karachi
	Bangkok
	Jakarta
	Manila
	Beijing
	Seoul

	Population

(millions)
	11.6


	12.3
	11.7
	7.2
	11.0
	10.8
	11.0
	10.0

	% Water Coverage
	69
	65
	83
	75
	35
	70
	95
	100

	Water Service

(Hours/day)
	7
	6
	4
	24
	19
	16
	24
	24

	Production

(Cu M/day)
	2.3
	0.7
	1.6
	2.9
	0.9
	2.5
	1.8
	5.0

	Unaccounted

For Water (%)
	40
	50
	na
	37
	52
	58
	7
	38

	% Outlets

Metered
	53
	68
	1
	100
	100
	100
	99
	100

	Liters Used

Per day/person
	145
	120
	124
	240
	157
	116
	190
	198

	US$ Cost per

Cubic Meter
	0.49
	2.46
	na
	4.72
	7.60
	3.70
	1.64
	5.29


Sources: Argo (1999), Beijing Statistical Yearbook (1997), Landingin (2003), Villanueva (2002), Easter and Fedder (1997), World Bank (1995), Asian Development Bank (1993). 

Sanitation services in Asian cities are even more inadequate than water supply. As shown in Table 2, the percentage of people without sanitation facilities in urban areas was as high as 28 per cent in the Philippines and 16 per cent in Indonesia. Moreover, the figures on sanitation coverage in South Asian cities were quite suspect because sanitation systems that were classified adequate by government agencies were basic and very rudimentary. As indicated by the IIED:
Improved provision for sanitation means access to a latrine of any kind. But, in many urban settings, dozens of households share each latrine so access is difficult and maintenance is inadequate. Many latrines are unsafe and lack provision for hand washing and anal cleaning. In many urban settings, they are difficult to empty. Children will not use most pit latrines because they are afraid of falling into the pits, and of what are usually dark, dirty and smelly places. As World Health Organization staff stress, what the UN defines as “improved” provision does not greatly reduce the risk of fecal-oral diseases (IIED, 2003).

As far as water and sanitation programs are concerned, the main issues in making these available to the urban poor include the following:

(1) The technologies mostly favored by urban authorities in Asia tend to focus on very large region-wide municipal water and sewerage systems that are expensive, require massive infusions of domestic and foreign capital, rigidly bureaucratic, and very difficult to manage. Such systems tend to ignore and neglect the water and sanitation needs of the urban poor. They have added to worsening of social and economic inequality, exclusion and marginalization of the urban poor, and mainly benefited urban elites.

(2) What are the prospects for setting up smaller, more autonomous, less expensive and easier to manage water and sewerage systems? Water utilities in small and intermediate-sized cities in some Asian countries have experimented with these more manageable approaches with some success. Is it possible to install such autonomous systems in sections of metropolitan areas to achieve a balance between economies of scale and flexibility and responsiveness to people’s demands?

(3) Some urban poor communities, through self-help and mutual-aid approaches have been able to set up their own water production and distribution systems as well as community-level sanitation systems. To what extent can these community-based systems be integrated with municipal systems in order to achieve managerial efficiency, lower costs, and become more responsive to the real needs of the urban poor?

(4) In a number of Asian countries, there have been efforts to privatize water and sanitation systems. While some of these projects have increased the amount of potable water and expanded distribution systems, they have not been too successful in extending water and sanitation services to the urban poor. Are these problems that have been encountered due to the privatization approach itself or to other factors such as project scale, lack of management capabilities, terms of capital financing, inefficiency, nepotism, or graft and corruption in the public service?
Solid Waste Management

In general, the urban poor in low income countries generate less waste than their counterparts in higher income countries. Aside from consuming less non-food items, they tend to re-use, recover and recycle materials. The garbage of the urban poor tends to be “wet,” composed mainly of vegetable matter, kitchen waste, and other items subject to putrefaction. In New Delhi, it was observed that 90 per cent of the garbage from the poorest residential areas was biodegradable compared to garbage from affluent colonies that was 70 per cent non-biodegradable (Ansari 1999). 
A study by the World Bank has indicated that the amount of solid waste generated by people is directly correlated with GNP per capita. Manufacturing and industrial enterprises in more developed country cities tend to use more packaging materials such as paper, plastic, glass, and cardboard. As people’s income increases, as they consume more, and as they engage in more physical construction that generate debris, the amount of solid waste they take to disposal sites increases. Thus, while the average urban resident in India produces 0.46 kg of garbage per day, the corresponding amount of garbage produced in a Japanese city is 1.47 kg per person per day (See Table 4).  
Table 4
Urban Municipal Solid Waste Generation

In Selected Asian Countries

	Types of Income
	Country
	GNP Per Capita

(US Dollars)
	Solid Waste Generated

(kg/person/day

	Low income countries
	
	   490
	0.64

	
	Nepal
	   200
	0.50

	
	Bangladesh
	   240
	0.49

	
	Myanmar
	   240
	0.45

	
	Vietnam
	   240
	0.55

	
	India
	   340
	0.46

	
	Laos
	   350
	0.69

	
	China
	   620
	0.79

	
	Sri Lanka
	   700
	0.89

	Middle income countries
	
	1,410
	0.73

	
	Indonesia
	   980
	0.76

	
	Philippines
	 1,050
	0.52

	
	Thailand
	 2,740
	1.10

	
	Malaysia
	 3,890
	0.81

	High income countries
	
	30,990
	1.64

	
	Korea, Republic of
	 9,700
	1.59

	
	Hong Kong
	22,900
	  5.07*

	
	Singapore
	26,730
	1.10

	
	Japan
	39,640
	1.47


*Includes solid waste from construction/demolition activities.

Source: The World Bank (1999) as quoted in Bennagen, et al (2002).
Although the urban poor generate less solid waste, municipal garbage collection and disposal systems tend to neglect them. A number of reasons are given for this. First, many urban poor families live in congested slum and squatter areas that are not readily accessible to garbage trucks. Second, it is very hard to organize the residents of urban poor communities to collect their garbage, sort it into biodegradable or non-biodegradable categories, and take it to containers located outside their communities where the municipal garbage collectors can pick it up. Third, private business or informal sector garbage recyclers do not find it profitable to sort through the garbage of the urban poor because there is very little of any value they can recover from it. Fourth, the garbage of the urban poor tends to be wet, smelly, and subject to putrefaction (it may even contain human waste and dead animals) that contractors find it onerous or even hazardous to collect it. Finally, the urban poor are often reluctant or unable to pay for the garbage collection service. Because of these factors, the garbage of the urban poor is often uncollected and just dumped in vacant lots, street corners, streams, canals and rivers. 

In some communities, however, the urban poor play an important role in solid waste management by sorting, recovering, re-using and recycling garbage. In many Asian cities, quite a number of itinerant urban poor families with their ubiquitous push carts make a living out of recovering useful items (paper, plastic, aluminum cans, bottles, metals) from garbage bins. Other families reside near city garbage dumps and recover recyclable items. Some NGOs have organized garbage pickers and recyclers, helping them package, transport and sell their recovered goods. Others have introduced composting projects that transform organic garbage to fertilizer. 
In Metro Manila, for example, the Linis Ganda (Clean and Beautiful) project, a privately initiated resource recovery and recycling program has set up a network composed of 17 cooperatives and 572 junkshops. In 1999, the project recovered and sold about 95,000 tons of solid waste, giving one thousand eco-aides and their families a gainful means of livelihood (Bennagen, Nepomuceno and Covar 2002). Still, notable as this achievement is, an Asian Development Bank study showed that only about 10 tons out of a potential daily production of some 1,000 tons of compost in Metro Manila are actually being composted each day (ADB 2004). 

A key issue in solid waste collection and disposal is the role of the government. In Metro Manila, the 17 local government units in the metropolis spend about $64 million a year on garbage collection and disposal. On the average, the local governments spend about $5.40 per day per person on garbage. However, the local units are able to collect only $0.45 per person per day in garbage fees, indicating an extremely high level of subsidy for the solid waste collection and disposal function. As a whole, only the private business sector and residents of high-income subdivisions are regularly assessed garbage collection fees. Thus, although from 2 to 24 per cent of total local government expenditures goes to solid waste collection and disposal, on the average only 1.5 per cent of local government income comes from garbage fees (ADB 2004).   

As far as solid waste management is concerned, the main policy issues of direct relevance to the urban poor include the following:
(1) The technologies for disposal of solid waste preferred in Asian cities, especially in very large ones, tend to be open dumps, sanitary land fills, and incineration (some with energy generation components). These approaches stress efficiency in dealing with large amounts of garbage. They are expensive, require capital from domestic and foreign sources, use up vast amounts of energy, and rely on imported technology. Also, they often neglect to consider and respond to the living conditions of the urban poor who live in areas not readily accessible to garbage trucks and who often cannot meet user charges. 
(2) Garbage collection in many Asian cities is often a municipal function but many local government units have started to contract out this function to private companies.  In some instances, political considerations (and graft and corruption) play a part in the awarding of such contracts. Private companies, interested in maximizing their profits often neglect to collect garbage from urban poor communities because these are not readily accessible, the poor do not place their garbage in receptacles and just threw it around where dogs and pigs scatter it, the garbage of the poor is wet, smelly and hazardous to health, and the poor are not able or willing to pay for garbage collection.

(3) Some NGOs and civil society groups in Asian cities have launched garbage recovery and recycling programs that have been beneficial to urban poor families. Many of these projects have been supported by foreign institutions committed to environmental sustainability and have achieved significant results. However, in many instances, private solid waste collection and disposal companies and local government units have not been supportive of these recovery and recycling efforts, often viewing civil society groups as overly critical and at times confrontational competitors. These environmentally-concerned efforts, therefore, have rarely been integrated with municipal solid waste management systems. 
Public Transport

The main policy issue in urban transport is how to achieve operational efficiency, lower energy consumption, safety, comfort, and less environmental pollution on the one hand and affordability by the urban poor, time-saving accessibility, and economic and social equity on the other. In general, Asian countries have tended to adopt transport models that favor motorized private transport systems based on automobiles, buses and other vehicles reliant on road infrastructure. The latest rage in Asian big cities, however, is for metro transit systems that have low per capita energy consumption, low noise levels, low accident rates, and cause less environmental pollution. Technological marvels, such as the magnetic levitation (maglev) train system recently inaugurated in Shanghai are the sought after “premium systems” by prestige-conscious local officials. 

The main problem in Asian cities is that the urban poor usually cannot afford the fares for road-based and rail-based systems even if these are heavily and publicly subsidized. Investing public funds in such systems has the double effect of cutting back on expenditures for education, health, affordable housing, and social welfare which is deleterious to the lives of the urban poor. In reality, the premium-level transport modes such as those noted above do not fit the travel behavior of the urban poor. Because of their low incomes, the urban poor in Asian cities get around by walking, riding bicycles, taking human-powered tricycles or rickshaws, riding on para-transit vehicles like tuktuks, betjaks, or jeepneys, or traveling in packed, overcrowded, smoke-belching and poorly maintained buses.  Poor people who somehow manage to increase their incomes buy motorbikes, mopeds or motorcycles. If their future incomes will allow it, they dream of trading in these vehicles for their own private cars.  

The training and educational backgrounds of transport planners in Asia is focused on achieving operational efficiency, economic viability, and environmental sustainability. As such, these planners prefer transport modes that have higher speed, longer distance links, barrier-free mobility that “saves time” for motor vehicle users, and less pollution. The issue of how to ease the travel of the urban poor is often neglected. Thus, an examination of transport projects financed by the World Bank in developing countries found that only 29 per cent of projects had poverty alleviation as an objective (Gannon and Liu 1997). 
A policy study carried out by the German organization GTZ divided the transport systems available in developing countries as follows (GTZ 2002):
(a) Group 1 Systems (using non-motorized modes like bicycles, tricycles and rickshaws as well as motorized modes like buses, and para-transit vehicles).

· Capacity: low, capable of carrying 2,500-5,000 persons/hour/one direction.

· Speed: from 5-10 kph

· Accessibility: can cover 2.5-5 km within 30 minutes

· Suitability: good as feeders to more advanced transport systems.

(b) Group 2 Systems (using exclusive busways, trams, light rail transit)

· Capacity: medium, capable of carrying 10,000-15,000 persons/hour/one direction.

· Speed: from 15-30 kph

· Accessibility: can cover 8-10 km within 30 minutes.

· Suitability: for cities of 1 to 1.5 million populations.

(c) Group 3 Systems (using elevated or underground metro, suburban railways).

· Capacity: high, capable of carrying 30,000 – 40,000 persons/hour/one direction.

· Speed: from 30-50 kph.

· Accessibility: 15 km or more within 30 minutes

· Suitability: for cities of 2 to 3 million populations and above.

Despite the fact that the great majority of urban residents in Asia rely on Group 1 systems, very few transport projects use this approach. In fact, there is a strong prejudice against bicycles, tricycles and rickshaws because they rely on human power. As Mark Twain observed a century ago while taking a rickshaw in Mumbai, he did not enjoy seeing another human being working like a horse. That same attitude persists to this day, with human-powered vehicles being regarded as demeaning and backward. 
An important consideration in urban transport is what people can afford. In most developing countries, even a simple bicycle is too expensive for the average urbanite. It is a fact that 90 per cent of the world’s bicycles are produced by only 12 countries. In India, Pakistan and Bangladesh, the price of a bicycle can be as high as ten times the average monthly income of poor households because many models are imported. In other Asian countries, people with improved incomes go for motorcycles, mopeds and motorbikes. However, even a $1,500 motorcycle is beyond the capacity to pay of an individual with an average income of $600 per year. It has been estimated that even by the year 2025, less than 5 per cent of households in India and China would be able to afford a car (GTZ 2002). 
Transport analysts estimate that every 1,000 inhabitants added to a city’s population generate 350 incidents of daily trips and that every sq km of space that is urbanized induces an additional 500 trips. Increased traffic volumes, however, need not necessarily result in traffic gridlock if the proper transport strategies are adopted. In particular, the transport modes used by the greatest majority of the population have to be fully considered in a transport strategy. Studies of modal splits have shown that the higher the number of urban poor residents in a city, the greater is the proportion of trips involving walking, non-motorized vehicles and para-transit modes. This is shown in Table 5 where walking and the use of non-motorized vehicles are important transport modes in cities like Dhaka and Delhi. 
Para-transit vehicles such as three-wheelers in Delhi and Calcutta and the jeepneys in Metro Manila are the main transport modes of the urban poor.  On the other hand, most of the trips in technologically advanced cities like Tokyo, Seoul and Osaka are taken by public transit systems or private cars. Interestingly, the proportion of trips taken by private automobile is relatively high in cities like Bangkok, Jakarta and Metro Manila where incomes are not as high as in Tokyo or Seoul but considerable status and prestige is attributed to people who drive cars and the price of gasoline is not as high. This phenomenon may be traced to taxation, importation, licensing,  and user-charges policies that favor elites rather than the urban poor.
Bicycles used to be very popular transport modes in Chinese cities like Beijing, Shanghai and Tianjin. Government programs subsidized the purchase, repair and maintenance of bicycles. Specific lanes were devoted to bicycle traffic. City planners encouraged bicycle use by locating residences as close as possible to job sites. However, since 1979, as China achieved rapid economic development, the use of bicycles has been rapidly declining in big cities. Bicycles have even been banned on major thoroughfares in Beijing, Shanghai and Tianjin. Increasingly affluent Chinese urbanites are buying private cars and big cities have been constructing rail-based rapid transit systems.  It is quite ironic that while most urban planners in Europe and North America are advocating the use of bicycles, most Chinese planners are banning bicycles from major streets 

Table 5
Modal Split of Urban Transport Trips in Asian Cities

	Asian City
	Walking
	Non-motorized

Vehicles
	Para-

transit
	Public

Transit
	Motorcycles,

motorbikes
	Private

Automobile

	Tokyo
	8
	
	
	53
	17
	22

	Osaka
	24
	11
	
	38
	8
	20

	Seoul
	5
	
	
	75
	5
	15

	Bangkok
	1
	5
	5
	40
	17
	32

	Jakarta
	23
	2
	3
	25
	13
	34

	Metro Manila
	12
	3
	39
	3
	13
	30

	Beijing
	12
	48
	6
	20
	2
	12

	Shanghai
	31
	33
	
	25
	6
	5

	Tianjin
	14
	64
	
	12
	
	10

	Calcutta
	15
	7
	40
	6
	10
	20

	Delhi
	20
	12
	53
	8
	
	7

	Dhaka
	40
	20
	8
	20
	4
	8

	Mumbai
	15
	3
	28
	9
	20
	25


Legend:  Non-motorized vehicles include bicycles, rickshaws, tricycles, betjaks, etc.

   Para-transit modes include motorized vehicles such as tuktuks, samlors, auto-rickshaws, three-wheelers, minibuses, and jeepneys.


   Public transit modes include buses, trams, light rail transit, heavy rail metros, dedicated busways, suburban railways.


   Motorcycles include mopeds and motorbikes. 

  Private automobiles include taxis and limousines.

The automobile industry in China is booming – in 2003, the country produced 2.02 million cars, an increase of 85 per cent over 2002. By the end of 2003, private automobiles owned by individuals had reached 4.89 million, an increase of 1.46 million cars over the previous year (People’s Republic of China 2004). Urban planning in modern cities like Shenzhen is geared to road-based transport, especially the private car. Technologically advanced rapid transit, such as the maglev system in Shanghai, are also becoming popular even if there are signs that the majority of citizens would not be able to afford regular trips on such systems.

A very important policy issue in transportation is the role of the private sector. In many Asian cities, buses and para-transit systems are owned and operated by private companies or individuals. There are many complaints that privately owned and managed public transport, however, tend to be inefficient and chaotic. Earnings from buses and para-transit systems tend to be low compared to investments and expenditures so drivers and operators often engage in certain negative and even illegal practices such as over-speeding, weaving in and out of traffic, picking up and letting off passengers in non-designated spots, bribing traffic police officials, not keeping their vehicles repaired or in good running order, and generally running their vehicles down to the ground. 

A number of Asian cities have entered into public-private partnership schemes for the construction and operation of rail-based rapid transit systems. Experience has shown, however, that privatization of rapid transit systems can increase costs significantly. Thus, it has been claimed that if the Karachi Circular Railway system is rehabilitated by  Pakistan Railways, the project would cost about Rs 5.5 billion and that the per trip cost to recover this investment within a period of 30 years could be Rs 6 to 8 per trip. However, if the circular railway system is undertaken by a private consortium using a B-O-T approach, the total cost would be Rs 18 billion and the per trip cost could be as high as Rs 16 to 20, which would not be affordable to urban poor passengers (Hasan 2003). 
As far as urban transport schemes and the urban poor are concerned, the main policy issues faced by urban authorities in Asia are the following:

(1) The urban poor are not able to use transport modes favored by urban authorities (road-based systems for cars and other vehicles, subways, rail-based rapid transit systems) because of low incomes. At the same time, the transport modes used by the poor (walking, bicycles, para-transit systems) are often ignored or not favored by urban authorities and transport planners. There is a need for comprehensive transport schemes that can integrate various transport modes so that all segments of the population (the rich and the poor) will be able to benefit from the main transport system used in the city.
(2) The urban poor tend to suffer a disproportionate share of the “external costs” of transport modes such as air, water, soil and noise pollution, delays caused by traffic jams, higher cost of goods and services due to transport difficulties, and high transit fares. As private motor vehicles increase in number, they displace non-motorized transport and reduce the variety of public transport available to the poor.

(3) The urban poor often walk long distances because they cannot afford motorized transport. Lack of attention in transport planning to safe sidewalks, well-marked and controlled pedestrian lanes, and the location of residences in relation to job sites generally work against the poor. Accident rates in Asian cities show that the poor tend to be disproportionately represented among vulnerable road users (pedestrians, bicycle riders and other users of non-motorized vehicles tend to be hurt in accidents more than those who ride in cars, buses and rapid transit).

(4) Public-private partnerships are increasingly proposed for financing and operating urban transport systems. Governments and financing authorities favor transport systems that are self-financing and do not require subsidies. However, without subsidies, most public transport systems will be priced way beyond the capacity to pay of the urban poor. Advocates of public transport argue that road-based systems that rely on private motorized vehicles actually enjoy considerable public subsidies. Thus, if road-based systems enjoy subsidies, public transport systems that avoid excessive external costs (like rail-based rapid transit) should also merit subsidies. 
Conclusion
As far as the access to infrastructure and urban services by the urban poor is concerned, there are four main factors that exert the utmost influence. These are: (a) location of urban poor settlements in the urban area; (b) the legality of tenure of the urban poor over land and shelter; (c) the resources available to the urban poor that they need to survive in an urban setting; and (d) planning and governance mechanisms. These factors are particularly important in the access to shelter, water and sanitation, solid waste collection and disposal, and transport on the part of the urban poor.

Where the Urban Poor Are
 In most Asian cities, the urban poor tend to congregate in communities either in the inner city or in the urban periphery. Inner city areas usually have old, dilapidated and poorly serviced houses that could be rented by the urban poor at very cheap rates. In these slum areas, water and sanitation are usually inadequate. Solid waste collection is also poor, with garbage often left decaying at street corners in uncovered receptacles. One advantage of inner city living, however, is that the poor are often not too far from their work places. They can walk, use bicycles or tricycles or take the bus. 

The poor who live in the urban periphery may tend to have more living space than those who live in the inner city. In China and Vietnam where former inner city residents have been resettled to suburban apartments, many people are quite happy with their larger housing units, piped in water, private kitchens and bathrooms, access to parks and open spaces, and other amenities. However, their main complaint is the additional transport cost from commuting as well as the time spent in traffic jams. In South Asian and Southeast Asian countries where the urban poor live in the urban periphery, they find that they usually lack water and sanitation, solid waste collection and disposal, and other amenities. Most of the time, there are no schools, health clinics, or social services in the isolated suburban settlements. The poor usually spend a considerable percentage of their already meager income for transport. Worst of all, the urban poor do not have employment opportunities in the urban periphery. 
 Legality of Tenure
 One of the main problems faced by the urban poor is the illegal tenure of their stay on public or private lands or housing structures. Quite a number of local government units refuse to extend infrastructure and urban services to urban poor areas, arguing that to do so would legitimize their unlawful occupancy. Happily, quite a number of Asian urban governments have agreed to regularize services to such areas and some have even revised land laws, zoning codes, building regulations and housing standards to recognize, accept, and accommodate the living conditions of urban poor communities.

Some economists have recognized that the largest addition to the housing stock in many Asian cities actually comes from home construction of the urban poor. The investment of the urban poor in housing construction represents a considerable economic resource. De Soto, for example, has estimated that the value of the houses built by the urban poor represents a huge amount of capital and that, if these investments are allowed to enter the financial markets, they could be a sizable contribution to developmental capital (de Soto 2002).

The Resources of the Poor

 The urban poor may often not have enough income to meet their most basic needs but, when acting together (and empowered by government and civil society support), they can usually marshal sufficient resources to avail themselves of resources for their infrastructure and service requirements. In Asian societies, where social traditions of self-help, mutual aid and community cooperation are alive and well, people can get together to provide services such as communal artesian wells, toilets, local schools, and community policing and firefighting activities. In some instances, as in the Orangi pilot project, community-built water and sanitation projects could be linked to metropolitan systems. Home ownership could be enhanced by a small-scale credit system such as the Community Mortgage Program in the Philippines. Neighborhood groups could enhance mobility in congested urban poor communities by the construction and improvement of footpaths as in Indonesia’s Kampung Improvement Program. Drainage could also be improved by voluntary cleaning and dredging of canals and streams and the digging of drainage ditches. Households could embark on garbage sorting, collecting, recycling and composting projects. As the UNCHS global program on a “World Without Slums” recognizes, the urban poor are not the problem but the ultimate solution to the issues of urban infrastructure and services in developing country cities. 
Planning and Governance Mechanisms
Two approaches to urban and regional planning have traditionally been used in Asia: master planning and comprehensive strategic planning. In master planning it is assumed that conditions in the future are knowable and that preferred scenarios can be formulated, goals and targets can be set, specific programs and projects can be adopted, and financial and other resources can be mobilized to achieve development objectives. The master plan is shaped by physical infrastructure, with the road system and transport network forming its skeleton and the delivery of basic services its lifeblood. Based on the master plan, zoning codes, subdivision regulations, and safety and performance standards are set to implement the master plan provisions.
As experienced in many Asian cities, master plans have proved to be too rigid and unresponsive to people’s needs. Lack of sound data and poor analytical techniques have led to incorrect scenarios. Being primarily expert-driven and providing very limited opportunities for involvement of people (especially the urban poor), master planning has failed to accurately anticipate future developments. Not surprisingly, many master plans have been abandoned and judged unworkable.
Comprehensive and strategic planning considers a broader array of economic, social, and environmental aspects of city-region development. It seeks to base plans on ongoing streams of information that are continuously gathered and analyzed so that the evolving plans could be adjusted to fit changing circumstances. As anticipated and unanticipated developments occur, the plans are calibrated to fit the changing circumstances. Careful attention is given to making the planning process fully participatory, ensuring that actors, stakeholders and concerned groups are consulted. As such, comprehensive and strategic plans usually take the form of rolling plans that are regularly updated.
Comprehensive and strategic plans can integrate various elements that make up urban infrastructures. A comprehensive housing plan, for example, considers not only the building of houses but the provision of water, sanitation, transport and solid waste management. It includes houses and services provided by the people themselves, the private sector, and the government. It pays special attention to the spatial location of housing units in the context of mobility between residence and work sites as well as access to public services, shopping and entertainment. Housing finance comprehensively provides for the resources of the urban poor, civil society, the private business sector and the government.

Similarly, a comprehensive and strategic transport plan realistically looks into the transport modes taken by all segments of society. It integrates all these modes in such a way that walking and various modes of non-motorized transport can act as feeders to more efficient systems that allow for faster, longer-distance travel based on motorized vehicles. It gives more attention to the capacity to pay of the urban poor and designs transport modes accordingly. Most important of all, the transport scheme is placed in the total context of economic, social and other activities in the city-region is such a way that accessibility, affordability, efficiency and equity are given equal emphasis.

In choosing governance systems for city-regions, the choice has been between systems that stress decentralization and local autonomy on the one hand and unified governance and effective service coordination on the other. Interestingly, governmental systems that were based on central planning, like China and Vietnam, are in the process of adopting more decentralized and participatory decision making while systems that are more market-oriented are seeking ways of centralizing key urban infrastructure and services to effect better coordination. A number of Asian city-regions have sought to balance these two approaches by centralizing and unifying key urban infrastructure such as water and sewerage, transport and planning, electricity, and solid waste disposal and at the same time decentralizing other functions like peace and order, fire fighting, garbage collection, schools, and road maintenance to local units. In some instances, urban functions have been allocated at specific levels such as when garbage is sorted at the household level, collected at the neighborhood level, hauled at the municipal level, and disposed of at the regional level. Some water utilities have vested authority for impounding and purifying water to regional authorities, distribution to municipal authorities, and collection of water charges to community and neighborhood units. Thus, the twin goals of achieving efficiency based on economies of scale and other benefits of concentration and consolidation and accountability on the one hand and equity by providing for the participation and involvement of the people themselves on the other are attempted by the institution of governance mechanisms that function at various levels.
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