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FOREWORD

The Human Settlements Global Dialogue Series provides a forum for publishing cutting-
edge policy oriented research in human settlements. The Series is managed by the Policy 
Analysis Branch of UN-HABITAT, which also serves as the Secretariat for the Global 
Research Network on Human Settlements (HS-Net). The purpose of the series is to encourage 
dialogue and exchange of ideas in the human settlements field. It keeps readers informed 
and up to date with trends and conditions in human settlements, but also contributes to 
the building of research capacity in developing countries. The target audience of the series 
includes researchers, academic institutions, public policy makers and non-governmental 
organizations.

The subject of the series is confined to the human settlements field, both urban and rural. 
Authors are encouraged to submit papers on topics within the thematic focus areas of the 
Habitat Agenda, i.e.: urban planning, development and management; land and housing; 
urban environment; water, sanitation, transport and other types of infrastructure; urban 
economic development; housing and municipal finance; risk and disaster management; social 
inclusion; as well as global monitoring of human settlements conditions and knowledge 
management.

All papers submitted for publication are reviewed by human settlements experts selected 
from within and outside HS-Net’s Advisory Board. Some five to ten papers are published 
annually and are also posted at the HS-Net website.

It is my hope that researchers, policymakers and practitioners will find the research papers 
in this series informative and useful. I urge researchers from all over the world to submit 
papers for publication. Guidelines for contributors are given at the back of this publication.

Anna Kajumulo Tibaijuka
Under-Secretary-General and Executive Director 
United Nations Human Settlements Programme
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http://www.unhabitat.org/hs-net
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Abstract

after br�ef d�scuss�on of governance as a context for approaches to combat�ng 
poverty, th�s paper presents tr�-sector partnersh�ps as an emerg�ng 
strategy w�th the potent�al of be�ng more effect�ve than more narrowly 
conce�ved publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps. these partnersh�ps, �nvolv�ng the 
publ�c sector, the pr�vate sector, and c�v�l soc�ety organ�zat�ons, are then 
exam�ned �n a systemat�c evaluat�on of such cases �ncluded �n the un-
haBitat (un�ted nat�ons human settlements programme) Best pract�ces 
database. the f�nd�ngs produce several spec�f�c pol�cy �mpl�cat�ons and 
the key conclus�ons that effect�ve partnersh�ps �nclude c�v�l soc�ety groups 
�n mean�ngful roles and funct�on around clustered programme doma�ns, 
the synerg�st�c �nterrelat�onsh�ps of wh�ch can be strengthened through 
appropr�ate pol�cy �ntervent�ons.

Key points

1). follow�ng a br�ef d�scuss�on of perspect�ves on governance and 
c�v�l soc�ety, th�s paper exam�nes newly emerg�ng, broad-based 
partnersh�ps (�nvolv�ng the publ�c and pr�vate sectors as well as c�v�l 
soc�ety organ�zat�ons) as a strategy for enhanc�ng urban l�veab�l�ty 
w�th a spec�al focus on the allev�at�on of urban poverty, based on 
an analys�s of cases from un-haBitat’s Best pract�ces database �n 
�nfrastructure �mprovements; access to serv�ces; affordable hous�ng; 
and job creat�on.

2). most of the 42 partnersh�ps exam�ned here (75 per cent) operate 
above the ne�ghbourhood level; most commonly, the�r focus �s on 
mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods (57 per cent).

3). on average, a partnersh�p operates s�multaneously �n seven 
programme doma�ns (e.g., affordable hous�ng construct�on, access 
to cred�t).

4). a partnersh�p averages just over f�ve part�c�pat�ng organ�zat�ons, but 
few of these organ�zat�ons have d�rect respons�b�l�ty for programme 
operat�ons.
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5). nearly half of the 42 partnersh�ps (45 per cent) �nd�cate affordable 
hous�ng as the�r pr�mary focus and 25 (almost 60 per cent) have a 
hous�ng component.

6). Job creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se development act�v�t�es rarely are the 
pr�mary foc� of programme act�v�t�es, but were rather �ncorporated 
as secondary act�v�t�es and pursued to support other programme 
efforts. Job creat�on was such a secondary act�v�ty �n 55 per cent 
of programmes w�th a d�fferent pr�mary focus; m�cro-cred�t was a 
secondary act�v�ty �n 50 per cent of other pr�mary programmes.

7). most �nternat�onal partners play a fund�ng, des�gn, techn�cal 
ass�stance and evaluat�on role, rather than assum�ng respons�b�l�ty 
for programme operat�ons.

8). susp�c�on of government or poor �ntergovernmental cooperat�on are 
ment�oned as a problem �n nearly 60 per cent of the cases. local ngos 
(non-governmental organ�zat�ons) are seen to prov�de an �mportant 
resource for enhanc�ng trust and part�c�pat�on among slum res�dents 
and help�ng to secure the comm�tment of external fund�ng sources.

9). pr�vate sector part�c�pat�on �n urban ant�-poverty programmes �s 
present �n nearly two-th�rds of all local programmes (64.3 per cent), 
wh�le CBos (commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons) part�c�pate �n 88 per 
cent of local partnersh�ps.

10). in many successful slum rehab�l�tat�on programmes susta�nab�l�ty and 
repl�cab�l�ty h�nge on the p�votal role of CBos �n def�n�ng programme 
object�ves and methods, and �n prov�d�ng the �nst�tut�onal l�nkages 
to the �ntended benef�c�ar�es.

11). the most common partnersh�p type �s that of state or local government 
w�th local ngos and CBos account�ng for nearly 75 per cent of 
all cases. there are no cases �n the hab�tat Best pract�ces database 
where state or local governments have undertaken programmes 
without the �nvolvement and support of local ngos or commun�ty 
based organ�zat�ons. urban ant�-poverty  pol�c�es and programmes 
�nev�tably and �nherently has a “local” component.
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12). the average programme exam�ned here:

a) has served about 450,000 households;

b) has cost about $190 m�ll�on;

c) has undertaken programme act�v�t�es �n more than 7 separate or 
l�nked sectors;

d) has been �n operat�on for over 9 years; and

e) Cost about $12.6 m�ll�on per year.

13). in more than three-quarters of all programmes (76.2 per cent), 
partnersh�ps assessed the�r programmes as be�ng susta�nable. 
two out of three partnersh�ps (66.7 per cent) �nd�cated that the�r 
programme act�v�t�es had been repl�cated e�ther w�th�n the or�g�nal 
c�ty or elsewhere �n the country.

14). the d�fference �n f�nanc�al costs per household benef�c�ary between 
susta�nable and unsusta�nable programmes �s not very large ($5,600 
versus $4,700). th�s suggests that relat�ve programme eff�c�ency �s 
unl�kely to be a “cause” of susta�nab�l�ty.

15). repl�cated programmes have lower per-benef�c�ary costs compared 
w�th those that are not ($5,059 versus $ 6,566).

16). new construct�on programmes tend to reach more people, but they 
cost a great deal more (by a factor of s�x) compared to slum upgrad�ng 
programmes. new construct�on also more than doubles the flow of 
funds per year and the project cost per household.

17). partnersh�p-based urban ant�-poverty programmes that focus on 
�nfrastructure �mprovements as e�ther a pr�mary or a secondary 
act�v�ty const�tute just over 70 per cent of the cases selected from the 
hab�tat Best pract�ces database (30 of 42 cases).

18). on average, partnersh�ps �nvolved w�th �nfrastructure �mprovement 
have more than four t�mes as many benef�c�ar�es (573,000 versus 
131,000 households) than partnersh�ps focused on d�fferent 
programme areas. they cost more than e�ght t�mes as much ($234 
m�ll�on versus $30 m�ll�on) and usually take longer to accompl�sh (10 
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years versus 8 years). the�r cost per benef�c�ary (household) �s about 
$6,500 compared w�th $2,500 per household for non-�nfrastructure 
programmes.

19). the greater complex�ty of �nfrastructure programmes requ�res the 
�nvolvement of a greater number of d�fferent types of partners to 
des�gn and �mplement these types of programmes and governmental 
overs�ght and coord�nat�on �s often �mportant. in one-half of these 
cases, state or local governments are manag�ng partners, compared 
w�th only 25 per cent �n non-�nfrastructure programmes.

20). 87 per cent of urban �nfrastructure programmes rely on “self help” 
part�c�pat�on by commun�ty res�dents. Because of th�s self-help 
component, the part�c�pat�on of commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons 
such as ne�ghbourhood assoc�at�ons, hous�ng cooperat�ves local 
development counc�ls and the l�ke are essent�al to the �mplementat�on 
of local �nfrastructure projects. twenty-e�ght of 30 �nfrastructure 
programmes stud�ed here (93.4 per cent) benef�t from �nvolvement 
by these groups.

21). n�ne out of ten partnersh�ps h�ghl�ght commun�ty organ�zat�on as 
a challenge, test�fy�ng to the �mportance of local capac�ty-bu�ld�ng. 
th�s �s “where the rubber meets the road” and where programme 
des�gn and operat�ons must doveta�l w�th the real�ty of commun�ty 
needs, pr�or�t�es and capab�l�t�es. 

22). soc�al serv�ce programmes are rarely the pr�mary focus of a 
partnersh�p. more than 95 per cent of these programmes are 
operated �n conjunct�on w�th act�v�t�es �n another sector, creat�ng a 
more comprehens�ve attack on poverty. 

23). local ngos support the del�very of soc�al serv�ce programmes �n 26 
out of 29 cases, w�th a large major�ty of them (69 per cent) hav�ng 
management roles. over 93 per cent of soc�al serv�ce programmes 
rely on CBos for des�gn and �mplementat�on.
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24). most partnersh�ps w�th a hous�ng programme (60 per cent) a�m at 
upgrad�ng ex�st�ng hous�ng �n slums and squatter settlements (in 
situ upgrad�ng), rather than bu�ld�ng new projects to replace derel�ct 
hous�ng. th�s f�nd�ng reveals the or�entat�on to and opportun�ty 
for more s�gn�f�cant roles by slum res�dents �n upgrad�ng than �n 
new bu�ld�ng through self-help act�v�t�es by households themselves 
or through the �nvolvement of CBos and other organ�zat�ons 
represent�ng the urban poor.

25). upgrad�ng programmes reach a much larger number of households, 
have a longer average durat�on (10.5 years vs. 6 years), and cost less 
per household than new construct�on ($6,035 vs. $9,188).

26). perhaps due to the�r complex�ty, cost and d�vers�ty of partner types, 
programmes of hous�ng-focused partnersh�ps are less frequently 
repl�cated than partnersh�p programmes �n other programme 
doma�ns (64 per cent versus 82 per cent).

27). hous�ng partnersh�ps exper�ence four t�mes as often challenges �n 
scal�ng up (40 per cent of the cases) than do partnersh�ps that are 
focused d�fferently. the reasons may be d�ff�cult�es �n form�ng 
more complex partnersh�ps and acqu�r�ng a larger resource base. 
however, scal�ng up �s less of a problem than aspects of commun�ty 
organ�zat�on, found �n 88 per cent of all cases, and �nst�tut�onal 
development, wh�ch �s ment�oned by 84 per cent of all hous�ng 
partnersh�ps.

28). Job creat�on �s frequently undertaken �n comb�nat�on w�th pr�mary 
act�v�t�es �n other sectors.

29). local organ�zat�ons and author�t�es can play �mportant roles �n job 
creat�on �f they can act �n concert w�th nat�onal or �nternat�onal 
partners and �f the�r jo�nt act�v�t�es �ncorporate job creat�on �n the 
context of act�v�t�es �n other sectors. 
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30). to allev�ate urban poverty, partnersh�ps typ�cally operate �n more 
than one sector. partnersh�ps tend to concentrate the�r efforts on 
part�cular sector comb�nat�ons. a factor analys�s reveals f�ve such 
“programme clusters.” pol�c�es and programmes support�ng the 
l�nkages among cluster components can max�m�ze synerg�st�c 
outcomes.
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Broad-based partnerships as a strategy for urban 
liveability: An evaluation of best practices

1. Introduction

governance �s of cr�t�cal �mportance �n creat�ng l�veable c�t�es. governance 
�s �neffect�ve �n c�t�es that are plagued by corrupt�on, where dec�s�on mak�ng 
�s not transparent, where those �n pos�t�ons of author�ty are not accountable 
to the c�t�zenry, where jur�sd�ct�ons are fragmented and where act�ons are 
not coord�nated. on the other hand, c�t�es enjoy good governance when 
dec�s�on mak�ng �s democrat�c, when resource allocat�on �s equ�table, when 
programme adm�n�strat�on �s non-d�scr�m�natory, and when act�ons are 
coord�nated across sectoral agenc�es and urban areas. poverty �s perhaps 
the most �mportant threat to urban l�veab�l�ty. Bad governance worsens 
urban poverty. good governance allev�ates �t. 

Bad governance means that bas�c serv�ces are absent, grossly def�c�ent or 
ava�lable only to those w�th the ab�l�ty to pay and l�ve separately from the 
rest of the populat�on. such c�t�es do not meet the needs of the urban poor 
concern�ng the prov�s�on of safe water, access to adequate san�tat�on, the 
collect�on of sol�d waste, ava�lab�l�ty of emergency serv�ces, health care and 
educat�on. 

these def�c�enc�es underm�ne l�veab�l�ty generally, but espec�ally so �n 
c�t�es. the reasons for th�s have to do w�th �mportant d�fferences between 
rural and urban poverty and the d�st�nct character�st�cs of poverty �n 
c�t�es.1 the greater concentrat�on of people and the greater concentrat�on 
of pollut�ng and waste-produc�ng act�v�t�es by households, enterpr�ses, 
and veh�cles �n c�t�es produce commensurately greater exposure to the 
�ll effects of pollut�on, contam�nat�on, and r�sks to health and safety. th�s 
vulnerab�l�ty �s he�ghtened when large numbers of the urban poor are 
relegated to areas that are prone to natural and man-made hazards, such as 
floods, mudsl�des, dangers ar�s�ng from �ndustry and traff�c.

1. see satterthwa�te and tac�ol� (2003) for an excellent d�scuss�on of rural-urban d�fferences 
and l�nkages �n poverty.
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on the other hand, �n c�t�es w�th good governance, there �s greater potent�al 
to address problems of urban l�veab�l�ty �n general and urban poverty �n 
part�cular. th�s �s so because �n c�t�es there �s a greater cr�t�cal mass of 
people to ach�eve econom�es of scale, thus mak�ng poss�ble a more eff�c�ent 
del�very of serv�ces. in add�t�on, urban households also typ�cally have 
greater monetary �ncomes to support more cost-effect�ve operat�ons. 

governance, therefore, plays a cr�t�cal role �n promot�ng l�veab�l�ty and 
redress�ng poverty �n c�t�es. it e�ther works to �mprove the l�ves of the 
urban poor, or �t makes them worse. in th�s l�ght, the un-haBitat global 
Campa�gn for urban governance can make �mportant contr�but�ons to the 
betterment of slum dwellers2. 

th�s paper exam�nes tr�-sector partnersh�ps �nvolv�ng the publ�c sector, the 
pr�vate sector and c�v�l soc�ety – as a strategy �n newly emerg�ng forms of 
urban governance to �ncrease the l�veab�l�ty of c�t�es w�th a spec�al focus on 
the allev�at�on of urban poverty and the �mprovement of l�veab�l�ty. W�th�n 
th�s w�der context, th�s report a�ms to der�ve pol�cy �mpl�cat�ons from an 
exam�nat�on of the roles of c�v�l soc�ety groups �n these partnersh�ps and of 
the relat�onsh�ps between the programme doma�ns �n wh�ch partnersh�ps 
operate. 

Before turn�ng to an analys�s of cases �n the un-haBitat Best pract�ces 
database, the follow�ng sect�ons br�efly rev�ew approaches to governance, 
g�v�ng part�cular attent�on to concepts of c�v�l soc�ety because �t �s the 
�nclus�on of c�v�l soc�ety groups �n partnersh�ps that �s d�fferent from the 
more establ�shed pr�vate-publ�c partnersh�ps. th�s �nclus�on �s a�med 
at the real�zat�on of the potent�als of the urban poor themselves as equal 
part�c�pants �n the formulat�on and �mplementat�on of pol�c�es and 
programmes to �ncrease l�veab�l�ty and reduce poverty (mayoux, 2005).

2. for more �nformat�on on the global Campa�gn for urban governance, see: http://www.
unhab�tat.org/campa�gns/governance/
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2. Approaches to governance

governance �nvolves mult�ple stakeholders, �nterdependent resources and 
act�ons, shared purposes and blurred boundar�es between the publ�c and 
pr�vate, formal and �nformal, state, market and c�v�l soc�ety sectors, greater 
need for coord�nat�on, negot�at�on and bu�ld�ng consensus. it must address 
three key tasks:

• coordinating a more complex and fragmented government 
landscape; 

• steering �nterdependent act�v�t�es through new barga�n�ng 
systems and �nst�tut�ons such as publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps or 
reg�onal confederat�ons �n order to ach�eve des�red outcomes— 
spec�f�cally, publ�c goods— by br�ng�ng the necessary actors 
to the table and then moderat�ng d�fferences and negot�at�ng 
cooperat�on; and 

• integrating and manag�ng d�verse networks rather than focus�ng 
pr�mar�ly on �nternal affa�rs. 

to th�s end, the reperto�re of strateg�es for d�str�but�ng the costs and 
benef�ts of mak�ng and carry�ng out dec�s�ons �ncludes markets, hierarchies, 
and networks. these three strateg�es have typ�cally been assoc�ated w�th, 
respect�vely, the pr�vate sector, the publ�c sector, and c�v�l soc�ety. The 
Global Report on Human Settlements 2001 d�scussed these three d�fferent 
approaches to urban governance �n the context of global�zat�on. each has 
�ts advantages as well as d�sadvantages �n deal�ng w�th urban poverty3. 

none of these strateg�es can be presumed to be pr�v�leged or outdated; 
all three are v�able, depend�ng on the problems and purposes at stake. in 
d�fferent ways, they reduce the costs of mak�ng dec�s�ons wh�le �ncreas�ng 
the capac�ty to act. the quest�on of “how” governance �s exerc�sed �s cruc�al: 
the cho�ce of governance strateg�es �nfluences who �s l�kely to be �ncluded 
or excluded. in th�s regard, enabl�ng strateg�es can play a key role �f they 

3. for a fuller d�scuss�on, see (un-haBitat, 2001), chapter 4 and the background paper for 
that report by susan Clarke.
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are developed more broadly than to enhance market funct�on�ng so as to 
support decentral�zat�on and capac�ty bu�ld�ng at the local level and �n 
c�v�l soc�ety, mak�ng poss�ble the representat�on and part�c�pat�on of slum 
res�dents and the urban poor. the role of publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps �n 
poverty allev�at�on has been much d�scussed, and often cr�t�c�zed for not 
meet�ng the needs of the urban poor and exclud�ng the�r representat�ve 
organ�zat�ons (Bond 2006), so that �t �s appropr�ate here to br�efly �ntroduce 
the concept of c�v�l soc�ety as background to cons�derat�on of �ts role �n the 
analyses to follow.

in recent years, the term “c�v�l soc�ety” has become �ncreas�ngly prom�nent 
�n development debates4. acknowledg�ng the �nab�l�ty or unw�ll�ngness of 
governments and market mechan�sms to address pers�stent and pervas�ve 
problems of poverty, pol�cy makers and researchers al�ke have jumped on 
the bandwagon �n a portrayal of c�v�l soc�ety as some sort of wonder drug 
or panacea. although generally seen as s�tuated beyond the household and 
understood as “the populat�on of groups formed for collect�ve purposes 
pr�mar�ly outs�de the state and marketplace,” (Van rooy 1998, p. 30; see 
also Keane, 1998). upon closer exam�nat�on �t �s clear that c�v�l soc�ety 
�s a concept w�th mult�ple mean�ngs. its usefulness as a pol�cy tool and 
analyt�cal construct depends on a correct understand�ng and appl�cat�on �n 
�ts development context. 

4. th�s d�scuss�on of d�ffer�ng concepts of c�v�l soc�ety draws w�th perm�ss�on of the author 
from a paper by dav�d lew�s of the Centre for C�v�l soc�ety, department of soc�al pol�cy, 
at the london school of econom�cs and pol�t�cal sc�ence, presented �n the colloqu�um 
ser�es of the develop�ng areas research and teach�ng programme at un�vers�ty of 
Colorado, Boulder, on apr�l 25, 2002. a rev�sed vers�on of th�s paper was publ�shed under 
the title Civil society in African contexts: Reflections on the usefulness of a concept in 
development and Change 33(4): 469-485, september, 2002.
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3. Concepts of civil society

3.1 Civil society as associational life and volunteering 

the work of alex�s de tocquev�lle has been w�dely �nfluent�al and has 
been used to support arguments ‘�n favour of’ c�v�l soc�ety (tocquev�lle 
1835(1994)). tocquev�lle’s pos�t�ve account of n�neteenth century 
assoc�at�onal�sm �n the un�ted states stressed volunteer�sm, commun�ty 
sp�r�t and �ndependent assoc�at�onal l�fe as protect�ons aga�nst the 
dom�nat�on of soc�ety by the state, and �ndeed as a counterbalance, wh�ch 
helped to keep the state accountable and effect�ve. th�s account tended to 
stress the role of c�v�l soc�ety as one �n wh�ch some k�nd of equ�l�br�um 
was created �n relat�on to the state and the market. the neo-tocquev�ll�an 
pos�t�on can now be seen �n current arguments �n many Western countr�es 
that the level of assoc�at�onal�sm w�th�n a soc�ety can be assoc�ated w�th 
pos�t�ve values of trust and co-operat�on. 

such �deas have been h�ghly �nfluent�al �n relat�on to efforts by development 
pol�cy-makers dur�ng the past decade to promote democrat�c �nst�tut�ons 
and market reforms �n develop�ng countr�es. th�s �s the so-called ‘good 
governance’ agenda wh�ch was made popular �n the early 1990s and wh�ch 
suggested that a ‘v�rtuous c�rcle’ could be bu�lt between state, economy 
and c�v�l soc�ety that balanced growth, equ�ty and stab�l�ty (archer 1994). 
indeed, much of the recent �nterest �n c�v�l soc�ety �s l�nked to the global 
dom�nance of neo-l�beral �deolog�es dur�ng the past decade, wh�ch env�sage 
a reduced role for the state and pr�vat�zed forms of serv�ces del�very 
through flex�ble comb�nat�ons of governmental, non-governmental and 
pr�vate �nst�tut�onal actors.

3.2 Civil society as negotiation among diverse interest groups 

there �s a d�fferent strand of c�v�l soc�ety th�nk�ng that has also been 
�nfluent�al �n some parts of the world. th�s strand has been �nfluenced by 
anton�o gramsc�, who argued that c�v�l soc�ety �s the arena, separate from 
state and market, �n wh�ch �deolog�cal hegemony �s contested, �mply�ng 
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that c�v�l soc�ety conta�ns a w�de range of d�fferent organ�zat�ons and 
�deolog�es that both challenge and uphold the ex�st�ng order (gramsc�, 
1971). these �deas were �nfluent�al �n the context of the analys�s and 
enactment of res�stance to total�tar�an reg�mes �n eastern europe and lat�n 
amer�ca from the 1970s onwards. gramsc�an �deas about c�v�l soc�ety can 
also be l�nked to the research on ‘soc�al movements’ that seeks to challenge 
and transform structures and �dent�t�es5. 

two d�ffer�ng c�v�l soc�ety trad�t�ons can therefore usefully be d�st�ngu�shed. 
however, �t has been the organ�zat�onal v�ew of c�v�l soc�ety, exempl�f�ed by 
de tocquev�lle, wh�ch has been most enthus�ast�cally taken up by agenc�es 
w�th�n development pol�cy d�scourse dur�ng the past decade (dav�s and 
mcgregor 2000). s�nce the early 1990s, the ‘good governance’ agenda 
has deployed the concept of c�v�l soc�ety w�th�n the w�der �n�t�at�ves of 
support�ng the emergence of more compet�t�ve market econom�es, bu�ld�ng 
better-managed states w�th the capac�ty to prov�de more respons�ve 
serv�ces and just laws, and �mprov�ng democrat�c �nst�tut�ons to deepen 
pol�t�cal part�c�pat�on. development donor support for the emergence and 
strengthen�ng of ngos has formed a central part of th�s agenda (archer, 
1994).

however, the essent�ally pol�t�cal nature of c�v�l soc�ety warns aga�nst 
l�m�t�ng the d�vers�ty of th�s concept and �ts pract�ce. hence, a key conclus�on 
�s the need for more m�cro-stud�es of actually ex�st�ng forms of c�v�l soc�ety. 
Wh�le there are many case stud�es of ngos and commun�ty development 
projects, there are fewer m�cro-level stud�es of more broadly def�ned, 
culturally var�ed types of ‘c�v�l soc�ety’ act�v�ty. there �s a need to focus 
less on h�gh levels of rhetor�c, abstract�on and ah�stor�cal general�zat�on 
and produce more close-up observat�on. We need an analys�s of actually 
ex�st�ng c�v�l soc�ety so as to understand �ts actual format�on, rather than 

5. see, for example, (escobar and alvarez, 1992) and (howell and pearce, 2001). Keane, 
(1998, p. 13), shows how, �n the 1960s, yosh�h�ko uch�da and the ‘c�v�l soc�ety school of 
Japanese marx�sm’). draw�ng also on gramsc�’s �deas, argued that Japanese c�v�l soc�ety 
was weak, because the patr�archal fam�ly and a culture of �nd�v�dual deference towards 
power allowed a specific Japanese capitalism to grow quickly, with very little social 
res�stance.



Willem Van Vliet–: Broad-Based partnerships as a strategy for urBan liVeaBility 7

merely as a prom�sed agenda for change (Comaroff and Comaroff, 1999, p. 
4; and mamdan�, 1996, p. 19)6. 

the rema�nder of th�s report exam�nes broad-based partnersh�ps that 
�nclude spec�f�c examples of c�v�l soc�ety funct�on�ng w�th�n the context of 
part�c�pat�on w�th the pr�vate and publ�c sector. th�s analys�s recogn�zes 
such partnersh�ps as a new framework for act�on, allow�ng each partner to 
play supplementary roles �n �nnovat�ve �n�t�at�ves, free�ng up synerg�st�c 
potent�al that leads to more effect�ve problem-solv�ng capac�ty. 

it �s �mportant to d�st�ngu�sh these new arrangements from more 
convent�onal publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps, wh�ch have a long h�story. the 
follow�ng sect�on br�efly rev�ews the d�st�nct�ve character�st�cs of these newly 
emerg�ng, tr�-sector partnersh�ps, before exam�n�ng how they funct�on �n 
efforts to promote urban l�veab�l�ty and allev�ate urban poverty.

6. although made or�g�nally w�th reference to afr�ca, these observat�ons apply more broadly 
as well.
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4. The emergence of partnerships

there �s a long h�story of partnersh�ps �n wh�ch actors �n the publ�c and pr�vate 
sector have jo�ned forces �n order to accompl�sh goals that would be out of 
reach or more costly �f e�ther one acted alone. such hybr�d�c arrangements 
have been espec�ally prevalent �n �ndustry, as seen, for example, �n Japan’s 
post-World War ii research and development consort�a, br�ng�ng together 
a small group of large f�rms and major government agenc�es to enhance 
the �nternat�onal compet�t�veness of �ts sem�-conductor and �nformat�on 
technology sectors (Ch�ang, 2000). s�m�larly, �n the trans�t�ons tak�ng place 
�n Ch�na, there are now many �nstances of �nterpenetrat�on of state and 
market sectors �nvolv�ng a prol�ferat�on of quas�-publ�c and quas�-pr�vate 
organ�zat�ons (franc�s, 2001). 

in relat�on to human settlement development there are early examples of 
publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps as well, and not only �n the western context. for 
example, technolog�cal �nnovat�on �n Valpara�so’s urban serv�ces dur�ng 
the 1850s, �nclud�ng the bu�ld�ng of the c�ty’s f�rst gas network and horse 
car l�ne, establ�shed a pattern of publ�c-pr�vate ventures that pers�sted and 
helped shape future development (martland, 2002). 

more recently, publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps came to be looked upon for a 
solut�on to two problems �n the plann�ng, development and management 
of human settlements. f�rst, many local governments �ncreas�ngly real�zed 
that they lacked the resources necessary to meet the needs of the�r rap�dly 
grow�ng and urban�z�ng populat�ons. prov�d�ng shelter and bas�c serv�ces 
s�mply exceeded the�r f�nanc�al capac�ty. in add�t�on, what resources d�d 
ex�st, were often d�rected f�rst to m�l�tary expend�tures or �nvestments �n 
�ndustr�al development, deemed to be more product�ve for the nat�onal 
economy than urban development. the second problem resulted from 
the unw�ll�ngness of pr�vate suppl�ers �n the market to respond to human 
needs that do not translate �nto a demand that generates prof�t. 

in the early stages of the global econom�c cr�s�s �n the m�d-1970s and onwards, 
nat�onal governments �ncreas�ngly began to devolve respons�b�l�t�es for 
welfare that they had trad�t�onally assumed to lower levels of government, 
�n part�cular local author�t�es, w�thout a commensurate transfer of 
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resources. many local governments responded by engag�ng cooperat�on 
from the pr�vate sector. us�ng the�r l�m�ted resources as leverage (e.g., land) 
and tak�ng advantage of the�r regulatory powers to create constra�nts (e.g., 
taxes) and �ncent�ves (e.g., abatements), they entered �nto partnersh�ps 
w�th pr�vate enterpr�ses as part�es from both s�des sought to create 
w�n-w�n s�tuat�ons (yamout, 2007; sarang�, 2002; Choe, 2002). Cities in a 
Globalizing World: The Global Report on Human Settlements 2001 rev�ews 
these developments w�th spec�al reference to the prov�s�on of hous�ng and 
the development of land7. 

in more recent years, along w�th the successes of publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps, 
the�r l�m�tat�ons have begun to rece�ve attent�on as well (sagalyn, 2007). 
in th�s regard, �t �s �mportant that the amb�gu�t�es and confl�cts are not 
necessar�ly between the publ�c and the pr�vate sector, but between these 
two sectors, on the one hand, and c�v�l soc�ety on the other hand8. it has 
become �ncreas�ngly clear that the outcomes of publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps 
do not always serve the best �nterests of low-�ncome groups �n part�cular9. 
as a result, the urban poor have �ncreas�ngly begun to organ�ze themselves 
�n networks, federat�ng themselves �n nat�onal and �nternat�onal networks 
and ally�ng themselves w�th government agenc�es and pr�vate organ�zat�ons 
�n negot�ated cooperat�ve arrangements that are more respons�ve to 
the�r needs. there �s not yet an accepted label or name for these types 
of arrangements, wh�ch have been called tr�-sector partnersh�ps and 
mult�-sector partnersh�ps (Caplan and others 2001). however, what �s 
emerg�ng are the contours of a new development parad�gm, broad-based 

7. see Chapter 14 �n part�cular.

8. for early observat�ons �n th�s regard, see ala�n durand-lasserve (1987) land and hous�ng 
�n th�rd World C�t�es: are publ�c and pr�vate strateg�es contrad�ctory? C�t�es, november, 
pp. 325-338.

9. for example, see the case study of a traumat�c mun�c�pal exper�ence �n a publ�c-pr�vate 
partnersh�p for sol�d waste management �n B�ratnagar, nepal, ‘Just manag�ng: pr�vate 
sector part�c�pat�on �n sol�d waste management �n B�ratnagar, nepal’ ghK Work�ng 
paper 442 02, by Janelle plummer and r�chard slater, January 2001, ghK internat�onal 
�n collaborat�on w�th the un�vers�ty of B�rm�ngham’s internat�onal development 
department, england.
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partnersh�ps �n wh�ch c�v�l soc�ety part�c�pates along w�th the publ�c and 
pr�vate sectors10. th�s new parad�gm has several character�st�cs.

f�rst, wh�le these new cooperat�ve arrangements are pragmat�cally 
or�ented to tang�ble outcomes, they tend not to be narrowly product-
dr�ven, but operate more �n frameworks that support current as well as 
future development processes. in other words, there �s a sh�ft�ng away 
from an exclus�ve concern w�th complet�ng an ad hoc project towards 
more �nst�tut�onal�zed forms of negot�at�on and cooperat�on �n wh�ch all 
of the part�es play complementary roles based on the�r ex�st�ng assets and 
long-term goals. second, there �s a trend for these types of mult�-sector 
partnersh�ps to go beyond a str�ctly local scale. the l�terature and the un-
haBitat Best pract�ces database prov�de many examples of partnersh�ps 
�n wh�ch local groups partner w�th one or more reg�onal, nat�onal or even 
�nternat�onal organ�zat�ons from both the publ�c and the pr�vate sector. 
other examples are transnat�onal �n the sense that they may �nvolve local 
groups from d�fferent countr�es, as �n the case of tw�nn�ng of mun�c�pal 
governments or commun�ty-based exchange of local exper�ence11. th�rd, 
these newly emerg�ng partnersh�ps d�st�ngu�sh themselves by seek�ng 
the �nclus�on of the urban poor and the�r representat�ve organ�zat�ons as 
empowered part�c�pants. 

unl�ke more establ�shed forms of publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps, these new 
types of tr�-sector partnersh�ps are st�ll very much �n the early stages of 
development. there has been very l�ttle evaluat�on of them (n�jkamp and 
others 2002) but pol�c�es and programmes �n support of them are be�ng 
establ�shed. for example, the publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps for the urban 
env�ronment fac�l�ty of the un�ted nat�ons development programme 

10. for a t�mely electron�c d�scuss�on see the contr�but�ons to partner�ng w�th C�v�l soc�ety, 
ava�lable at: http://www2.worldbank.org/hm/part�c�pate/�ndex.html#

11. mun�c�pal internat�onal Cooperat�on (miC) �s an umbrella term for po�nt-to-po�nt mun�c�pal 
knowledge exchanges across �nternat�onal borders.  such exchanges are des�gned to bu�ld 
�nst�tut�onal capac�ty and to �mprove mun�c�pal respons�veness and serv�ce del�very.  the 
worldw�de trend of devolv�ng power and resources from central to local author�t�es has 
generated more �nterest �n us�ng miCs.  new �nformat�on technolog�es now support the 
expans�on of b�lateral to mult�lateral arrangements (see also unChs 2001, ch. 14; askv�k, 
1999; Cremer and others 2001; hew�tt, 1999; and Jones and Blunt 1999).
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(undp) supports the development of �nnovat�ve partnersh�ps at the local 
level. focus�ng on ass�st�ng small and med�um-s�zed c�t�es, the fac�l�ty 
works w�th all potent�al stakeholders, �nclud�ng �nvestors, prov�ders, 
regulators, users, and experts to meet the challenge of prov�d�ng bas�c 
urban env�ronmental serv�ces12. the global learn�ng network �s a 
decentral�zed �nternat�onal partner network of �nd�v�duals, centres of 
excellence, �nst�tut�ons and programmes �nterested �n shar�ng knowledge 
and pool�ng resources for jo�nt act�v�t�es related to partnersh�ps at the 
local level. the network prov�des partners w�th serv�ces that close the gap 
between pract�cal exper�ence and theoret�cal analys�s through cont�nu�ng 
learn�ng from and exchange of best pract�ces and lessons learned from 
concrete project �mplementat�on13. 

the next sect�on rev�ews the role of partnersh�ps �n enhanc�ng urban 
l�veab�l�ty reduc�ng urban poverty. the sect�ons that follow �t w�ll exam�ne 
more closely the character�st�cs of such partnersh�ps operat�ng to �mprove 
slum cond�t�ons as documented �n the un-haBitat Best pract�ces 
database.

12. see: http://www.undp.org/pppue/�ndex.htm.

13. although pppue and the gln are �ntended to �nclude ngos and commun�ty 
representat�ves, the�r term�nology st�ll speaks of publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps (ppps).  th�s 
reflects the lack of general acceptance of an adequate new name such as Multi-Sector 
Partnerships, but also conflates commercial enterprises with households, treating both as 
pr�vate sector actors.
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5. The role of partnerships in alleviating urban 
 poverty 

urban poverty �ncludes many d�mens�ons as�de from monetary aspects. 
poverty �s more than lack of �ncome. people l�v�ng �n poverty tend to suffer 
from lack of access to safe water, adequate san�tat�on, educat�on, and 
healthcare, and they often l�ve �n areas where there are no proper waste 
d�sposal fac�l�t�es, and where they are at r�sk of natural and human-made 
hazards. furthermore, they often face d�scr�m�nat�on and psycholog�cal 
stress, and they may not have an effect�ve vo�ce �n dec�s�on-mak�ng 
processes. all of these are aspects of urban poverty. it �s �mportant to 
recogn�ze the mult�d�mens�onal�ty of urban poverty because the underly�ng 
causes are d�fferent. and just as the antecedent factors vary, so also do the 
local means to address them (satterthwa�te, 2002 for excellent coverage of 
these po�nts).

Consequently, urban poverty programmes around the world have been 
des�gned to address a correspond�ngly w�de range of �ssues, a�med at 
d�verse populat�ons at d�fferent scales. nowadays, many of these �n�t�at�ves 
�nvolve partnersh�ps among government agenc�es, ngos, CBos and 
the pr�vate sector. such partnersh�ps are d�fferent from more trad�t�onal 
publ�c-pr�vate partnersh�ps and can be seen as a newly emerg�ng parad�gm 
�n development pol�cy. they are usually undertaken because they are 
expected to leverage programme resources w�th respect to commun�ty 
part�c�pat�on and organ�zat�on among �ntended benef�c�ar�es, access to 
fund�ng, �nst�tut�onal cred�b�l�ty, susta�nab�l�ty, and repl�cat�on. 

however, there has been no systemat�c rev�ew of these collaborat�ve 
arrangements. the rema�nder of th�s paper seeks to do th�s through an 
exam�nat�on of a select�on of cases from the un-haBitat Best pract�ces 
database. th�s database �s descr�bed as conta�n�ng:

“over 2150 proven solutions from more than 140 countries to social, economic 
and environmental problems, commonly attendant to urbanization, and 
demonstrating the practical ways in which public, private and civil society 
sectors are working together to improve governance, eradicate poverty, provide 
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access to shelter, land and basic services, protect the environment and support 
economic development”14.

the database �s presented as a powerful tool for:

•	 analyz�ng current trends and emerg�ng �ssues; 

•	 network�ng w�th the people and organ�zat�ons �nvolved �n 
�mplementat�on;

•	 Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng �nclud�ng new knowledge management tools 
and methods.

•	 techn�cal Cooperat�on through the match�ng of supply w�th 
demand for proven expert�se and exper�ence

•	 pol�cy development based on what works15. 

for purposes of the analyses presented here, partnersh�ps were selected 
through a search of the Best pract�ces database. a search w�th “partnersh�p,” 
and “slum” or “squatter” as search cr�ter�a, y�elded 42 cases16. the next 
sect�on presents a summary of several �mportant character�st�cs of 
partnersh�ps w�th respect to programme scope; types of act�v�t�es; types 
of organ�zat�ons �nvolved; benef�c�ar�es and programme cost. subsequent 
sect�ons exam�ne partnersh�ps �n four sectors �n greater deta�l w�th respect 
to �nfrastructure �mprovements; access to serv�ces; affordable hous�ng; and 
job creat�on. in each case, the analys�s also cons�ders cross-sector l�nks w�th 
other partnersh�p programmes focused on, for example, tenure secur�ty, 
access to cred�t, capac�ty bu�ld�ng, env�ronmental qual�ty, and gender 
equ�ty. 

14. see: http://bestpract�ces.org/

15. ib�d. see note 4 supra, p. 50 ff., for commentary on the best pract�ces database.

16. see: append�x a for a l�st of these cases.
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6. Partnership characteristics

6.1 Scope

a major�ty of ant�-poverty programmes (79 per cent), carr�ed out by broad-
based partnersh�ps among governments, the pr�vate sector, and c�v�l 
soc�ety organ�zat�ons, are st�ll d�rected toward spec�f�c “projects” that �s, the 
del�very of spec�f�c products or serv�ces to spec�f�c benef�c�ary groups. the 
rema�nder are “umbrella” types of programmes that focus on enhanc�ng 
the capac�ty of the del�very system or �mprov�ng local governance. 
irrespect�ve of the�r scope, programmes tend to endure, w�th an average 
h�story go�ng back more than n�ne years. Because programme partnersh�ps 
d�ffer w�dely �n terms of the types of organ�zat�ons �nvolved, they tend to 
operate at a var�ety of scales (see table 1). only one programme focused on 
a s�ngle project w�th�n a ne�ghbourhood (Kenya’s env�ronment and urban 
development tra�n�ng project), wh�le three programmes were very large 
and operated �n several c�t�es s�multaneously (e.g., ind�a’s hous�ng and 
urban development Corporat�on l�m�ted (hudCo) programme). more 
commonly, ant�-poverty partnersh�ps address problems w�th�n mult�ple 
ne�ghbourhoods (57.1 per cent), across an ent�re metropol�tan area (9.5 
per cent) or �n mult�ple c�t�es (7.1 per cent). a substant�al m�nor�ty of the 
partnersh�ps, one out of four, operates at the ne�ghbourhood scale.

Just as partnersh�ps operate at var�ous scales, so do they also �nvolve mult�ple 
act�v�t�es and organ�zat�onal types. table 2 shows that partnersh�p-based 
ant�-poverty programmes address a m�n�mum of three d�fferent types or 

Table 1. Geographic scale of programmes

Scale of partnership programmes Percent Number

Below ne�ghbourhood 2 1
ne�ghbourhood 24 10
mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods 57 24
C�ty or metro-w�de 10 4
mult�ple c�t�es 7 3

total 100 42
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sectors of programme act�v�t�es—for example, affordable hous�ng, tenure 
secur�ty and access to cred�t �s a frequent comb�nat�on. at the other extreme, 
four of the rev�ewed programmes �ncluded act�v�t�es �n all 12 sectors 17. 

accord�ng to the case stud�es, the average partnersh�p arrangement 
�nvolves act�v�t�es �n more than seven sectors and enl�sts more than 
f�ve types of partner�ng organ�zat�ons18 — not �nclud�ng the “self-help” 
component found �n 37 of 42 programmes (88 per cent). however, many 
of the case stud�es reveal that, desp�te the broad range of �nvolvement 
among partner�ng organ�zat�ons, only a few of these partners have d�rect 
respons�b�l�ty for programme operat�ons (on average 1.9).

Table 2. Diversity of activities and types of organizations involved in 
partnerships

Minimum Maximum Mean N

number of programme act�v�ty 
sectors

3 12 7.3 42

types of partner�ng organ�zat�ons 2 8 5.2 42

organ�zat�ons w�th d�rect 
management respons�b�l�ty

1 4 1.9 42

17. these case stud�es �dent�fy e�ght types of partner�ng organ�zat�ons: internat�onal 
governments (e.g., the european un�on or C�ty of toronto); �nternat�onal ngos (un-
haBitat, Care, mult�-lateral banks, ford foundat�on); nat�onal governments (e.g., 
ind�a’s m�n�stry of local government); nat�onal ngos (e.g., nat�onal assoc�at�on 
of Cooperat�ve hous�ng un�ons �n Kenya); state and local governments (e.g., state 
of maharashtra �n ind�a,  c�ty of sao paolo, Braz�l);  local ngos (e.g., fundac�on de 
V�v�enda y Comun�dad �n Buenos a�res); local pr�vate sector organ�zat�ons (e.g., banks, 
real estate developers or other local bus�nesses);  commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons (e.g., 
neighbourhood associations, tenants associations within specific communities).

18. these case stud�es �dent�fy e�ght types of partner�ng organ�zat�ons: internat�onal 
governments (e.g., the european un�on or C�ty of toronto); �nternat�onal ngos (un-
haBitat, Care, mult�-lateral banks, ford foundat�on); nat�onal governments (e.g., 
ind�a’s m�n�stry of local government); nat�onal ngos (e.g., nat�onal assoc�at�on 
of Cooperat�ve hous�ng un�ons �n Kenya); state and local governments (e.g., state 
of maharashtra �n ind�a,  c�ty of sao paolo, Braz�l);  local ngos (e.g., fundac�on de 
V�v�enda y Comun�dad �n Buenos a�res); local pr�vate sector organ�zat�ons (e.g., banks, 
real estate developers or other local bus�nesses);  commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons (e.g., 
neighbourhood associations, tenants associations within specific communities).
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6.2 Activity Sectors

it �s poss�ble to class�fy partnersh�ps accord�ng to the doma�n or sector �n 
wh�ch they are act�ve. table 3 presents th�s �nformat�on, show�ng what 
percentage of partnersh�ps have a certa�n sector as the�r pr�mary and 
secondary foc�, as well as the total percentage of partnersh�ps act�ve �n each 
sector, regardless of �ts pr�or�ty19 . the partnersh�ps from the Best pract�ces 
database, selected for th�s analys�s, clearly emphas�ze affordable hous�ng 
and �nfrastructure (water and sewer systems, dra�nage, electr�f�cat�on, roads, 
etc.). nearly half of the 42 partnersh�ps (45 per cent) �nd�cate affordable 
hous�ng as the�r pr�mary focus and 25 (almost 60 per cent) have a hous�ng 
component. perhaps because they are more expens�ve, �nfrastructure 
construct�on or �mprovement �s less frequently l�sted as a pr�mary act�v�ty. 
however, �nclud�ng �t as a secondary act�v�ty boosts �ts frequency to 30 

19. for each partnersh�p, programme act�v�t�es were coded as:  not present=0, secondary 
focus=1 and pr�mary focus=2.

Table 3. Partnership activities

Type of partnership activity Primary 

focus (%)

Secondary 

focus (%)

Total partnerships 

(%)

affordable hous�ng 45 14 59

infrastructure 26 45 71

tenure secur�ty 19 33 52

env�ronmental qual�ty 19 36 55

gender equal�ty 19 31 50

Cred�t access 14 62 76

serv�ces 5 64 69

Capac�ty bu�ld�ng 5 71 76

development plann�ng 5 62 67

governance 5 41 45

Job creat�on 0 55 55

m�cro-enterpr�se 0 50 50
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20. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, shelter forum (Kenya), Case study.

cases, mean�ng that more than 70 per cent of all partnersh�ps undertake 
bu�ld�ng or �mprovement of �nfrastructure. 

hous�ng and �nfrastructure programmes are followed by tenure secur�ty, 
env�ronmental qual�ty (usually sol�d waste d�sposal) and gender equal�ty—
each w�th e�ght partnersh�ps hav�ng these sectors as pr�mary act�v�t�es. 
enhanced access to cred�t �s the s�xth most frequently ment�oned pr�mary 
partnersh�p goal. it �s often �ncluded as a secondary component of hous�ng 
programmes. in fact, after comb�n�ng pr�mary and secondary act�v�t�es, 
cred�t access (together w�th capac�ty bu�ld�ng) becomes the most frequent 
partnersh�p act�v�ty of all (32 of 42 programmes, or 76 per cent). 

although capac�ty bu�ld�ng �s rarely a pr�mary focus of partnersh�ps, �t �s 
nonetheless one of the most �mportant act�v�t�es of ant�-poverty approaches 
because �t helps to ensure that local programme sponsors and rec�p�ents 
can �mplement and benef�t from more spec�f�c programmes. 

Capac�ty bu�ld�ng �ncludes an array of d�verse act�v�t�es a�med at enhanc�ng 
human cap�tal and secur�ng part�c�pat�on, �nclud�ng grassroots pol�t�cal 
organ�z�ng �n order to draw attent�on to problems, obta�n programme 
benef�ts, and plan programmes; educat�on and tra�n�ng of local programme 
sponsors and benef�c�ar�es; and bu�ld�ng ne�ghbourhood assoc�at�ons 
and other local stakeholder �nst�tut�ons. Kenya’s shelter forum, for 
example, emphas�zes �ts role �n “fac�l�tat�ng tra�n�ng, �nformat�on shar�ng 
and group exchange v�s�ts that empower vulnerable commun�t�es to 
develop appropr�ate and affordable shelter20.” such empowerment �s a 
key component of capac�ty-bu�ld�ng efforts �n a major�ty of partnersh�p 
arrangements.

Job creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se development act�v�t�es rarely are the 
pr�mary foc� of programme act�v�t�es, but were rather �ncorporated as 
secondary act�v�t�es (55 and 50 per cent, respect�vely) and pursued to support 
other programme efforts. gender equ�ty programmes, for example, often 
�ncorporate job creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se development among women 
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and other d�sadvantaged groups to enhance the�r ant�-poverty efforts and 
the �ncrease the susta�nab�l�ty of the�r programmes21. 

6.3 Types of sponsoring organizations

ant�-poverty partnersh�ps world-w�de enl�st the support of a w�de 
var�ety of d�fferent types of organ�zat�ons. one useful way of class�fy�ng 
these organ�zat�ons �s to categor�ze them by: level of respons�b�l�ty 
(�nternat�onal, nat�onal, state/local, and commun�ty); and governmental or 
nongovernmental. us�ng th�s framework for compar�son, table 4 prov�des 
an overall summary of the d�str�but�on of partnersh�p arrangements 
across levels of respons�b�l�ty and governmental versus nongovernmental 
partners. it also shows �f partners were l�m�ted to part�c�patory act�v�ty 
or (also) had programme management respons�b�l�ty. for example, 24 of 
42 partnersh�ps (57.1 per cent) �nvolved �nternat�onal organ�zat�ons. of 
these, 18 �ncluded �nternat�onal governments, but only 2 (4.8 per cent) of 
these had programme management respons�b�l�ty. informat�on from the 
best pract�ces database shows that most �nternat�onal partners, such as the 
european un�on or Br�ta�n’s department for internat�onal development 
play a fund�ng, des�gn, techn�cal ass�stance and evaluat�on role, rather than 
assum�ng respons�b�l�ty for programme operat�ons. on the ngo s�de, �n 42 
programmes there were 22 part�c�pat�ng �nternat�onal ngos (52 per cent) 
but none of them reta�ned operat�onal control over the programmes. rather, 
they typ�cally acted as a source of fund�ng, or �n support of programme 
des�gn, techn�cal ass�stance or programme evaluat�on.

nat�onal level partners took part �n a total of 26 of 42 programmes. 
nat�onal governments are somewhat more �nvolved than nat�onal ngo 
counterparts (52 per cent vs. 40 per cent). the roles of both are about equally 
spl�t between part�c�pat�on versus programme management. largest was 

21. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, integrated approach to Women’s 
empowerment/ Kukatpally, ind�a and art�stry that shapes dest�n�es: seWa, lucknow, 
ind�a case stud�es.
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Table 4. Government/NGO programmes by type and level of partner 
involvement

Level Government partners NGO partners
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internat�onal 
level

n 16 2 18 22 0 22 24
% 38.1 4.8 42.9 52.4 0 52.4 57.1

nat�onal 
level

n 11 11 22 9 8 17 26
% 26.2 26.2 52.4 21.4 19 40.4 61.9

state/level n 21 18 39 10 27 37 42
% 50.0 42.9 92.9 23.8 64.3 88.1 100.0

Commun�ty 
level

local pr�vate 
enterpr�se

n 23 4 27 27
% 54.8 9.5 64.3 64.3

CBos n 27 10 37 37
% 64.3 23.8 88.1 88.1

household 
level

self help n 37
% 88.1

note: percentages �n table based on count of total programs (42); numbers do not add to 
42 because of mult�ple part�c�pants.

ind�a’s hudCo programme, wh�ch over the last 25 years has �nvested over 
$3 b�ll�on to help 6 m�ll�on fam�l�es22. 

Clearly, for the types of ant�-poverty partnersh�ps rev�ewed here, most 
of the act�on occurs at the state and local level. all 42 cases �nvolved 
state or local governments (39), local ngos (37) or both types of actors 
s�multaneously. Wh�le state and local governments are nearly equally 
spl�t between part�c�patory and management roles, local ngos play 
more act�ve roles as programme managers (64.3 per cent). the reason for 
th�s may be that �n some cases local governments “create” local ngos to 

22. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, innovat�ve hous�ng f�nance and del�very 
mechan�sms: the hudCo approach   (ind�a) Case study.
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carry out certa�n programmes. for example, �n santo andre, Braz�l, a local 
nongovernmental organ�zat�on was const�tuted spec�f�cally for the purpose 
of operat�ng the integrated programme of soc�al inclus�on w�th fund�ng, 
pol�cy gu�dance and programme des�gn prov�ded by local governmental 
partners and �nternat�onal ngos23. in many cases, local ngos �n�t�ate 
the projects themselves and then enl�st the support of local government 
agenc�es and other f�nanc�al partners24. in other cases, local governments as 
project �n�t�ators prefer to partner w�th pre-ex�st�ng local ngos �n order to 
enhance part�c�pat�on by external fund�ng sources, commun�ty-level actors 
and slum res�dents. susp�c�on of government or poor �ntergovernmental 
cooperat�on �s ment�oned as a problem �n nearly 60 per cent of the case 
stud�es. local ngos, therefore, prov�de an �mportant resource for 
enhanc�ng trust and part�c�pat�on among slum res�dents and help�ng to 
secure the comm�tment of external fund�ng sources25. 

the f�nd�ngs presented �n table 4 show how �mportant local commerc�al 
�nterests and CBos are for f�ght�ng poverty �n slums and squatter 
settlements. pr�vate sector part�c�pat�on �n urban ant�-poverty programmes 
�s present �n nearly two-th�rds of all local programmes (64.3 per cent), wh�le 
CBos part�c�pate �n 88 per cent of local partnersh�ps. Commun�ty banks are 
frequently enl�sted to prov�de cap�tal for slum �mprovement projects, e�ther 
as a d�rect source of funds (e.g., the Buenos a�res prov�nc�al Bank or the 
seWa Cooperat�ve Bank �n ahmedabad26 ), or as f�nanc�al �ntermed�ar�es 
to attract and manage programme funds (e.g., the consort�um of 25 
pr�vate sector f�nanc�al �nst�tut�ons part�c�pat�ng �n Colombo’s susta�nable 
townsh�ps programme27). in add�t�on to banks, many partnersh�ps rely 

23. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, integrated programme for soc�al inclus�on- 
Braz�l, Case study.

24. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, gender resource Centre (grC) V�jayawada, 
ind�a, Case study.

25. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, rehab�l�tat�on & upgrad�ng of the mansh�et 
nasser informal settlement (Ca�ro, egypt) Case study.

26. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, inter-s�tes and serv�ces programme �n gran 
Buenos a�res (argent�na) and ahmedabad: innovat�ve urban partnersh�ps Case stud�es.

27. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, susta�nable townsh�ps programme (stp), 
Colombo, sr� lanka, Case study.
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on the pr�vate sector for d�rect f�nanc�al support, techn�cal ass�stance, job 
development, contr�but�ons of mater�als for �nfrastructure and hous�ng, 
and management support. arv�nd m�lls, for example, �s a key contr�butor 
to the ahmedabad Innovative Urban Partnerships programme, prov�d�ng not 
only techn�cal ass�stance and management support, but also one-th�rd of 
the f�nanc�al resources28. 

although commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons are very �mportant and frequent 
partners �n the urban ant�-poverty programme del�very, compared w�th 
the�r local ngo counterparts, they tend to be less �nvolved �n programme 
management (24 per cent versus 64 per cent for local ngos). however, 
they are essent�al to programme success because they const�tute the 
v�tal l�nkage to the programmes’ ult�mate benef�c�ar�es—the res�dent 
of slums and squatter settlements themselves. much of the capac�ty 
bu�ld�ng requ�red of governments and ngos �n the del�very of projects 
and serv�ces focuses on the creat�on and support of v�able, self-susta�n�ng 
ne�ghbourhood organ�zat�ons, cooperat�ves, women’s assoc�at�ons, etc. 
CBos are a keystone of c�v�l soc�ety because they “can prov�de leg�t�macy, 
rel�able �nformat�on about the needs and f�nanc�al capac�t�es of these 
commun�t�es, and a soc�al del�very veh�cle that values the commun�t�es 
themselves29.” in many successful slum rehab�l�tat�on programmes—for 
example, the people’s part�c�pat�on programme �n mumba�30, susta�nab�l�ty 
and repl�cab�l�ty h�nge on the p�votal role of CBos �n def�n�ng programme 
object�ves and methods, and �n prov�d�ng the �nst�tut�onal l�nkages to the 
�ntended benef�c�ar�es. W�thout the �nvolvement of CBos few ant�-poverty 
programmes would be successful. f�nally, �t �s s�gn�f�cant that almost 
37 of 42 programmes (88.1 per cent) featured self-help by part�c�pat�ng 
households.

28. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, ahmedabad: innovat�ve urban partnersh�ps, 
(ind�a) Case study.

29. Baumann, t (2001) env�ronment & urban�zat�on, 13(2): 139-143.

30. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, people’s part�c�pat�on programme: 
access�ng land & shelter �n mumba�, Case study. 
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6.4 Partnership structures 

there ex�st many comb�nat�ons of partner types that may be harnessed 
�n programmes to erad�cate urban poverty. the number of partners �s 
s�gn�f�cantly and pos�t�vely correlated w�th the number of programme 
act�v�t�es undertaken31, the number of benef�c�ary households32, and 
total project cost33. the most common partnersh�p type �s that of state 
or local government w�th local ngos and CBos, account�ng for nearly 
75 per cent of all cases. there are no cases �n the hab�tat Best pract�ces 
database where state or local governments have undertaken programmes 
w�thout the �nvolvement and support of local ngos or commun�ty based 
organ�zat�ons. urban ant�-poverty �nev�tably and �nherently have a “local” 
component. on the other hand, �t �s also cr�t�cal to recogn�ze that there 
are relat�vely few cases where local programme sponsors dec�de to “go �t 
alone,” w�thout part�c�pat�on of nat�onal or �nternat�onal partners. Both the 
number of benef�c�ar�es and total project costs �ncrease substant�ally w�th 
the �nvolvement of nat�onal or �nternat�onal partners34. 

6.5 Beneficiaries, programme costs and flow of funds

Benef�c�ar�es, programme costs and flow of funds are three �mportant 
character�st�cs useful �n understand�ng the scale and outputs of urban 
ant�-poverty programmes35. for benef�c�ary data, the un�t of analys�s �s the 
household, and for cost data the un�t of analys�s �s total programme costs 
over the durat�on of the programme36. funds flow �s calculated as the total 

31. Pearson’s correlation coefficient, r=0.31.

32. Pearson’s correlation coefficient, r=0.49.

33. Pearson’s correlation coefficient, r=0.41.

34. For those cases with available data, the average number of programme beneficiaries in 
partnersh�ps that �ncluded nat�onal and/or �nternat�onal partners was 537,866, whereas �t 
was just 182,239 �n str�ctly local partnersh�ps. relatedly, average programme costs were 
us $237.2 m�ll�on vs. us $3.9.

35. unfortunately, many of the cases �n the hab�tat Best pract�ces database exam�ned here d�d 
not prov�de d�rect �nformat�on on these three var�ables. th�s sub-analys�s �s based on 30 
cases for beneficiary data, and 21 cases where cost data was supplied.

36. in some cases programme cost data were der�ved based on per-un�t costs mult�pl�ed by 
total programme un�ts (usually houses or households, but somet�mes �nd�v�duals).
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programme cost d�v�ded by the durat�on of the programme. it prov�des an 
�nd�cator of not only programme scale but can also be seen as a measure 
of susta�nab�l�ty37. table 5 shows that the average programme exam�ned 
here:

• has served 454,887 households;

• has cost $190,062,565 m�ll�on;

• has undertaken programme act�v�t�es �n 7.3 separate or l�nked 
sectors;

• has been �n operat�on for 9.2 years; and

• spent about $12.6 m�ll�on per year.

Table 5. Beneficiaries, programmes costs and flow of funds by geographic scale 

Geographic scale Number of 
households  

Total 
project 
cost 
($ 
million)

Number of 
activities

Programme 
duration 
(years)

Funds 
flow/year
($ million)

W�th�n 
ne�ghbourhood

n/a n/a 4.0 5.0 n/a

ne�ghbourhood 1,799 5.5 6.4 8.7 1.5

mult�ple 
ne�ghbourhood

106,833 56 7.5 7.6 7.8

metro-w�de 1237,000 90 8.5 16.3 14.5

mult�ple c�t�es 4,00,000 3000 7.7 16.3 120

mean 454,887 190 7.3 9.2 12.67

n 30 21 42 42 21

37. h�gher numbers over a longer per�od of t�me means, �t �s argued,  that programmes have 
attained a certain “momentum” of cash flow and experience to sustain the programme, 
as well as rel�able and cons�stent fund�ng resources (e�ther external or �nternal) and local 
organ�zat�ons to del�ver serv�ces. however, there �s an oppos�te �nterpretat�on to th�s ex-
post facto sustainability argument, according to which higher fund flow simply means 
h�gher programme cost requ�rements, wh�ch may be less susta�nable than a smaller scale 
programme w�th lower costs.
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the data �n table 5 also �nd�cate that the scale of programme results 
�ncreases dramat�cally w�th the geograph�c scale of operat�ons. W�th each 
step up �n geograph�c scale, the number of benef�c�ar�es, programme 
costs, act�v�t�es, programme durat�on and funds flow per year �ncrease 
as well. the �ncrease �n programme durat�on suggests another �mportant 
character�st�c of urban ant�-poverty partnersh�ps— that �s, a “natural” 
growth factor. as programmes mature and bu�ld on pr�or successes, they 
tend to expand both geograph�cally, through repl�cat�on, and �n terms of 
number of benef�c�ar�es, programme costs, act�v�t�es, and flow of funds per 
year.

Table 6. Programme cost per household ($)

geograph�c scale mean N

ne�ghbourhood 4,930 3

mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods 5,822 13

metro-w�de/1 6,111 1

mult�ple c�t�es/2 500 1

total 5,610 18

note 1: data from s�ngle case of Braz�l�an Women’s Conference, sao paolo and 
Contagem.
note 2: data from s�ngle case of hudCo �n ind�a.

38. Here and elsewhere, figures for costs per household are based on the overlap of cases 
where the best pract�ces database prov�des �nformat�on on both the number of household 
beneficiaries and total program costs (in most cases this number is a subset of each 
category), where household costs are calculated by d�v�d�ng total program costs by the 
number of households.

programme eff�c�enc�es are not necessar�ly enhanced w�th �ncreas�ng 
programme s�ze. if one d�v�des total programme costs by the number of 
benef�c�ar�es to der�ve costs per benef�c�ary, the follow�ng results as shown 
�n table 6 obta�n38. 
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part of th�s “counter” pattern may be due to the �ncreas�ng “m�x” of 
programmes, part�cularly �n the case of hudCo �n ind�a, wh�ch undertakes 
many act�v�t�es other than hous�ng and �nfrastructure at correspond�ngly 
lower per-benef�c�ary costs.

Because the types of act�v�t�es undertaken by d�fferent programmes can have 
substant�al �mpacts on per un�t costs, �t �s useful to ask how the numbers 
of benef�c�ar�es, programme costs, durat�on and funds flow vary by the 
pr�mary focus of programme act�v�t�es. table 7 prov�des a prel�m�nary 
answer to th�s quest�on.

only half of the 42 partnersh�ps rev�ewed here prov�ded programme cost 
data for the hab�tat Best pract�ces database. desp�te th�s, table 7 makes clear 
that hous�ng and �nfrastructure programmes tend to be far more expens�ve 
than other types of programmes, both �n terms of overall programme costs 
(average $318,293,667 and $447,079,886, respect�vely) and �n terms of funds 
flow per year and programme costs per benef�c�ary ($7,800 and $3,200 
per household, respect�vely). hous�ng and �nfrastructure programmes 
have many bu�lt-�n l�nks w�th “tenure secur�ty” programmes. indeed, 
�t �s �mportant to note that �n none of these 42 partnersh�ps d�d secure 
tenure act�v�t�es take place outs�de of hous�ng and �nfrastructure act�v�t�es. 
th�s �s log�cal s�nce lack of secure tenure w�ll underm�ne the rel�ance of 
hous�ng and �nfrastructure programmes on self-help approaches. the 
�ntertw�n�ng of programmes or�ented to tenure secur�ty w�th programmes 
focused on affordable hous�ng and �nfrastructure makes the tenure 
secur�ty programmes look expens�ve ($7,350 per household). th�s makes 
�t �mportant to cons�der susta�nab�l�ty and repl�cat�on as two �nd�cators of 
programme success.

6.6 Sustainability and replication

in more than three-quarters of all programmes (32 out of 42, or 76.2 per 
cent), partnersh�ps assessed the�r programmes as be�ng susta�nable. two 
out of three partnersh�ps (28 out of 42, or 66.7 per cent) �nd�cated that the�r 
programme act�v�t�es had been repl�cated e�ther w�th�n the or�g�nal c�ty or 
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elsewhere �n the country39. tables 8 and 9 show that susta�nable and repl�cable 
programmes are very d�fferent from the�r counterparts. programmes that 
are susta�nable tend to be substant�ally larger than unsusta�nable ones both 

Table 7. Partnership performance by primary focus of activities
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infrastructure 925,208 $447.1 12.0 $19,982,255 $3224

soc�al serv�ces 15250 n/a 7.0 n/a n/a

affordable 490,319 $318.3 10.0 18668316 7808

tenure secur�ty 203,387 $5.2 11.0 2438760 7350

Cred�t access 420,355  $23.0 9.0 2688523 1339

Capac�ty 
bu�ld�ng

30,000 n/a 9.5 n/a n/a

env�ronmental 
qual�ty

783,000 $11.0 9.0 18840000 120

development 
plann�ng 

n/a $0.65 4.0 216667 n/a

gender 
equal�ty

509,560 $36.2 12.0 9790895 2067

governance n/a $0.65 9.0 216667 n/a

mean for all 
programmes

455,120 $190.0 9.2 $12,606,517 $5,394

note: Job creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se development were not c�ted as a “pr�mary 
focus” of programme act�v�t�es

39. These findings will reflect a “selection bias” because their inclusion in the Best Practices 
database �s �n part because they were self-susta�n�ng and successfully expanded to other 
places.
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w�th respect to number of benef�c�ar�es and w�th respect to programme 
costs. By def�n�t�on, programme durat�on �s also much longer, and funds 
flow per year �s almost double among susta�nable programmes. however, 
the d�fference �n costs per household benef�c�ary between susta�nable and 
unsusta�nable programmes �s not very large ($5,600 versus $4,700). th�s 
suggests that relat�ve programme eff�c�ency as measured by costs per 
household �s unl�kely to be a “cause” of susta�nab�l�ty.

table 9 shows that partnersh�ps have sp�n-off effects, as the�r programmes 
grow through repl�cat�on, many t�mes �n new locat�ons. repl�cated 
programmes, therefore, tend to be larger than non-repl�cated ones w�th 
respect to the number of benef�c�ar�es, total programme costs, programme 
durat�on, and funds flow per year. an �mportant �ns�ght �s that repl�cated 
programmes have lower per-benef�c�ary costs compared w�th those that 
are not.

another feature that d�st�ngu�shes programme susta�nab�l�ty and repl�cab�l�ty 
�n terms of costs �s the substant�al d�fference between programmes focus�ng 
on �n s�tu upgrad�ng compared w�th those that focus on new construct�on. 
overall, 29 of 42 programmes focused on upgrad�ng ex�st�ng slums and 
squatter settlements, versus new construct�on (13 programmes). one 
reason for the preponderance of upgrad�ng �s undoubtedly related to cost. 
table 10 �ncludes only those cases for wh�ch cost data are ava�lable. it 
shows that new construct�on programmes tend to reach more people, but 
they cost a great deal more (by a factor of s�x) compared to slum upgrad�ng 
programmes. new construct�on also more than doubles the flow of funds 
per year and the project cost per household.
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Table 8. Sustainability of programmes
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Table 9. Programme replication 
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Table 10. Programme scale and cost by type   (new/existing)

Programme type
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upgrade 
ex�st�ng

mean 386,622 55.2 761,4396 3,606

n 18 11 11 9

new 
construct�on 

mean 557,283 338.4 18,097,851 7,615

n 12 10 10 9

total mean 454,887 190.0 12,606,517 5,611

n 30 21 21 18
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40. un-haBitat (2002) Best pract�ces database, rehab�l�tat�on & upgrad�ng of the mansh�et 
nasser informal settlement Case study.

Table 11. Geographic scale of infrastructure programmes

Geographic scale 

Infrastructure programmes

TotalIncluded with 
other programmes

Primary 
focus

W�th�n ne�ghbourhood 1 (5) 0 1 (3)
ne�ghbourhood 4 (21) 2 (18) 6 (20)
mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods 12 (63) 6 (55) 18 (60)
metro-w�de 1 (5) 2 (18) 3 (10)
mult�ple c�t�es 1 (5) 1 (9) 2 (7)
total 19 (100) 11 (100) 30 (100)

percentages are �n parentheses 

7. Partnerships by programme area

7.1 Infrastructure 

partnersh�p-based urban ant�-poverty programmes that focus on 
�nfrastructure �mprovements as e�ther a pr�mary or a secondary act�v�ty 
const�tute just over 70 per cent of the cases selected from the hab�tat 
Best pract�ces database (30 of 42 cases; see table 11). the absence of 
bas�c mun�c�pal serv�ces �n slums and squatter settlements (water, sewer, 
dra�nage, publ�c to�lets, roads and electr�f�cat�on) presents ser�ous health 
r�sks for the res�dents and underm�nes both l�veab�l�ty and l�vel�hoods. in 
large c�t�es such as Ca�ro, for example, half a m�ll�on people �n the mansh�et 
nasser squatter settlement “are exposed to a plethora of env�ronmental 
and health hazards due to absence of bas�c serv�ces40”. the lack of such 
serv�ces magn�f�es the r�sks of the spread of d�sease, f�re, flood�ng, med�cal 
emergenc�es, and poor health and nutr�t�on, w�th a correspond�ng decrease 
�n the qual�ty of l�fe and human cap�tal potent�ally ava�lable for the overall 
welfare of the c�ty. as demonstrated �n V�sakhapatnam, ind�a, large-
scale �nfrastructure �mprovement projects can have substant�al, d�rect 
and pos�t�ve �mpacts on the surv�val, secur�ty and qual�ty of l�fe of slum 
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res�dents (am�s 2001). the secondary benef�t �s that these res�dents can 
then part�c�pate more effect�vely �n the soc�al and econom�c l�fe of the c�ty 
w�th a commensurate reduct�on �n poverty levels.

7.1.1. Scale 

infrastructure programmes are, by def�n�t�on, “place-based” because they 
�nvolve the placement of phys�cal assets �n part�cular locat�ons. however, 
they are not always undertaken at the same scale w�th respect to the locus 
of programme act�v�t�es, l�nkages w�th other act�v�t�es, programme s�ze, 
or the number of partner�ng organ�zat�ons. of 30 urban ant�-poverty 
programmes �nvolv�ng partnersh�p �nfrastructure act�v�t�es, a major�ty (18 
cases or 60 per cent) occurs at a scale of mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods (see table 
11)41. few projects (7) are at the scale of a s�ngle ne�ghbourhood or below 
for a number of reasons42.

f�rst, the select�on of where mun�c�pal �mprovements take place �s a h�ghly 
pol�t�c�zed process not always amenable to log�cal determ�nat�ons of 
relat�ve need or benef�c�al �mpact43. second, slums and squatter settlements 
tend to be phys�cally cont�guous or t�ghtly �ntegrated so that water, sewer 
and dra�nage systems �n part�cular need to be undertaken over several 
ne�ghbourhoods s�multaneously, rather than separately. at the other end of 
the spectrum, only programmes w�th a very large resource base can afford 
to undertake projects because �nfrastructure projects are so expens�ve at 
th�s scale. only f�ve of the case stud�es exam�ned here were able to marshal 
the resources requ�red for undertak�ng �nfrastructure �mprovement at 

41. th�s does not mean that the �nstallat�on �n mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods was s�multaneous; 
rather that the programme was des�gned to serve mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods w�th 
�nstallat�ons frequently carr�ed out ser�ally.

42. in table 11, and other tables referenc�ng geograph�c scale, “w�th�n ne�ghbourhood” refers 
to an area smaller than and part of a larger ne�ghbourhood.

43. Because �nfrastructure projects represent substant�al allocat�ons of econom�c resources and 
manpower, the dec�s�on of where to locate mun�c�pal �nfrastructure �s h�ghly pol�t�c�zed.  
see, for example, hab�tat “Best pract�ces” database, people’s part�c�pat�on programme: 
access�ng land & shelter �n mumba�, ind�a.
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Table 12. Total partnerships with infrastructures as secondary focus

Primary focus N Per cent

affordable hous�ng 11 58

tenure secur�ty 5 26

Cred�t access 4 21

env�ronment 3 16

gender 3 16

serv�ces 2 11

Capac�ty bu�ld�ng 1 5

development plann�ng 1 5

a metropol�tan or mult�-c�ty scale44. Clearly, one of the key challenges �n 
the development and upgrad�ng �nfrastructure �s to f�nd ways �n wh�ch 
successful commun�ty-based approaches can be brought up to scale.

a second �mportant character�st�c of urban �nfrastructure programmes 
related to scale of operat�ons �s that they are frequently anc�llary to other 
partnersh�p efforts. n�neteen of 30 programmes (63 per cent) undertook 
�nfrastructure projects as part of or secondary to other partnersh�p act�v�t�es 
(see table 12).

44. they were “Comprehens�ve approach to urban development �n tam�l nadu”, “Cost-
effect�ve and appropr�ate san�tat�on systems (sulahb internat�onal)”,   “innovat�ve 
hous�ng f�nance and del�very mechan�sms: the hudCo approach”, “people’s 
part�c�pat�on programme: access�ng land & shelter �n mumba�”, and “poverty allev�at�on 
through Commun�ty part�c�pat�on: uBsp/ind�a.”

another d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�c of �nfrastructure programmes �s the�r 
s�ze w�th respect to the number of benef�c�ar�es, programme costs and 
durat�on, funds flow per year and cost per benef�c�ary. table 13 �nd�cates 
that �nfrastructure programmes, compared w�th other types of programmes, 
reach more households, cost more, take longer, �nvolve greater annual cash 
flows, and y�eld greater values per household benef�c�ary. on average, 
partnersh�ps �nvolved w�th �nfrastructure �mprovement have more than 
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four t�mes as many benef�c�ar�es (573,000 versus 131,000 households). they 
cost more than e�ght t�mes as much ($234 m�ll�on versus $30 m�ll�on) and 
usually take longer to accompl�sh (10 years versus 8 years, on average). 
even though they take longer, they st�ll �nvolve a h�gher flow of funds 
per year ($14 m�ll�on versus $8 m�ll�on). f�nally, the cost per benef�c�ary 
(household) �s about $6,500 compared w�th $2,500 per household for non-
�nfrastructure programmes.

these d�fferences have several �mpl�cat�ons. in general, compared w�th 
programmes �n other sectors, those focus�ng on �nfrastructure requ�re:

• greater access to fund�ng (not only for mater�als, labour and 
equ�pment, but also for management overhead, and debt serv�ce 
for bonds or other f�nanc�al �nstruments);

• greater techn�cal support for des�gn and construct�on;

• greater management capac�ty for log�st�cal support, f�nanc�al 
management, project management and programme overs�ght; 
and 

Table 13. Size comparison of infrastructure and non-infrastructure programmes
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�nfrastructure 
programmes

mean 131,463 $30.3 8 $8.3 $2,531

n 8 6 12 6 5

infrastructure 
programmes

mean 572,813 $254.0 10 $14.3 $6,964

n 22 15 30 15 13

total mean 455,120 $190.1 9 $12.6 $5,394

n 30 21 42 21 18
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Table 14. Involvement of national and international partners in infrastructure 
programmes

Partners Total projects National or 
international partners

Percent

National partners

infrastructure 30 20 67

non- infrastructure 12 6 50

total 42 26 62

International partners

infrastructure 30 18 60

non- infrastructure 12 6 50

total 42 24 57

• greater sk�lls �n commun�ty organ�zat�on and tra�n�ng dur�ng 
�nstallat�on—espec�ally where self-help construct�on �s �nvolved 
(87 per cent of the t�me) and ma�ntenance.

for these reasons, �nfrastructure programmes are more l�kely to �nvolve 
nat�onal or �nternat�onal level partners, e�ther government agenc�es or 
ngos. two-th�rds of �nfrastructure programmes �nvolve nat�onal partners 
and 60 per cent �nvolve �nternat�onal partners, compared w�th half of 
non-�nfrastructure programmes requ�r�ng nat�onal and/or �nternat�onal 
support (see table 14). 

7.1.2 Partnerships

the role of nat�onal and �nternat�onal partners �n �nfrastructure programmes 
ra�ses a more general quest�on: how do such programmes d�ffer from non-
�nfrastructure ones w�th respect to the number and types of partnersh�ps 
�nvolved �n the del�very of programme benef�ts? Because they tend to 
be much larger �n scale, one would expect �nfrastructure programmes to 
�nclude a more d�verse set of partner�ng organ�zat�ons. table 15 offers 
some support for th�s expectat�on.
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Table 15. Mean number of partner types for infrastructure and non-
infrastructure programmes

Programme 
type

Count of 
partner type

Count of 
participating 

 partners 

Partners with 
Management 
responsibility

N of cases

infrastructure 5.5 3.5 2.0 30

non- 
�nfrastructure

4.7 2.9 1.8 12

total 5.2 3.3 1.9 42

infrastructure programmes rely upon a somewhat larger number of 
partner types— on average 5.5 d�fferent types of organ�zat�ons, compared 
w�th 4.7 types for non-�nfrastructure programmes45. Both the count of 
“part�c�pat�ng” (non-management) and “manag�ng” partners are h�gher for 
�nfrastructure programmes than for the�r non-�nfrastructure counterparts. 
these data support the not�on that the greater complex�ty of �nfrastructure 
programmes requ�res the �nvolvement of a greater number of d�fferent 
types of partners to des�gn and �mplement these types of programmes.

45. for th�s rev�ew there are a max�mum of e�ght partner types: �nternat�onal, nat�onal, and 
state/local governments; �nternat�onal, nat�onal, and local ngos; local pr�vate sector 
enterpr�ses, and commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons (CBos).

further exam�nat�on of the data presented �n table 16, compares 
�nfrastructure programmes w�th programmes �n other sectors accord�ng to 
the �nvolvement of the e�ght pr�mary types of partners.

another d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�c of �nfrastructure programmes �s the�r 
s�ze w�th respect to the number of benef�c�ar�es, programme costs and 
durat�on, funds flow per year and cost per benef�c�ary. table 13 �nd�cates 
that �nfrastructure programmes, compared w�th other types of programmes, 
reach more households, cost more, take longer, �nvolve greater annual cash 
flows, and y�eld greater values per household benef�c�ary. on average, 
partnersh�ps �nvolved w�th �nfrastructure �mprovement have more than 
four t�mes as many benef�c�ar�es (573,000 versus 131,000 households). they 



Table 16. Infrastructure and other programmes by partner type involvement

International 
government

Participating Managing Not involved Total

infrastructure 13 (43) 2 (7) 15 (5) 30

non-�nfrastructure 3 (25) - 9 (75) 12

total 16 (38) 2 (5) 24 (57) 42

National government

infrastructure 8 (28) 10 (33) 12 (40) 30

non-�nfrastructure 3 (25) 1 (8) 8 (68) 12

total 11 (26) 11 (26) 20 (48) 42

State/local government

infrastructure 14 (47) 15 (50) 1 (3) 30

non-�nfrastructure 7 (58) 3 (25) 2 (17) 12

total 21 (50) 18 (43) 3 (7) 42

International NGOs

infrastructure 16 (53) - 14 (47) 30

non-�nfrastructure 6 (50) - 6 (50) 12

total 22 (52) 20 (48) 42

National NGOs

infrastructure 6 (24) 6 (24) 13 (52) 25

non-�nfrastructure 3 (18) 2 (12) 12 (71) 17

total 9 (21) 8 (19) 25 (60) 42

Local NGOs

infrastructure 7 (28) 15 (60) 3 (12) 25

non-�nfrastructure 4 (24) 12 (71) 1 (6) 17

total 11 (26) 27 (64) 4 (10) 42

Local commercial

infrastructure 17 (57) 3 (10) 10 (33) 30

non-�nfrastructure 6 (50) 1 (8) 5 (42) 12

total 23 (55) 4 (10) 15 (36) 42

CBOs

infrastructure 23 (77) 5 (17) 2 (7) 30

non-�nfrastructure 4 (33) 5 (42) 3 (25) 12

total 27 (64) 10 (24) 5 (12) 42

percentages are �n parentheses
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cost more than e�ght t�mes as much ($234 m�ll�on versus $30 m�ll�on) and 
usually take longer to accompl�sh (10 years versus 8 years, on average). 
even though they take longer, they st�ll �nvolve a h�gher flow of funds 
per year ($14 m�ll�on versus $8 m�ll�on). f�nally, the cost per benef�c�ary 
(household) �s about $6,500 compared w�th $2,500 per household for non-
�nfrastructure programmes.

these d�fferences have several �mpl�cat�ons. in general, compared w�th 
programmes �n other sectors, those focus�ng on �nfrastructure requ�re:

• greater access to fund�ng (not only for mater�als, labour and 
equ�pment, but also for management overhead, and debt serv�ce 
for bonds or other f�nanc�al �nstruments);

• greater techn�cal support for des�gn and construct�on;

• greater management capac�ty for log�st�cal support, f�nanc�al 
management, project management and programme overs�ght; 
and 

for these reasons, �nfrastructure programmes are more l�kely to �nvolve 
nat�onal or �nternat�onal level partners, e�ther government agenc�es or 
ngos. two-th�rds of �nfrastructure programmes �nvolve nat�onal partners 
and 60 per cent �nvolve �nternat�onal partners, compared w�th half of 
non-�nfrastructure programmes requ�r�ng nat�onal and/or �nternat�onal 
support (see table 14). 

four f�nd�ngs emerge from the compar�sons �n table 16. f�rst, as noted 
above, �nternat�onal governments are more �nvolved as partners, although 
not usually �n a management role. nat�onal governments play a more 
d�rect role as manag�ng partners (33 per cent of the t�me versus 8.3 per cent 
for non-�nfrastructure programmes). for example, �n the hudCo case �n 
ind�a: 

“In order to supplement the efforts for urban development including 
improvements of services, the Government of India decided to entrust the task 
of urban infrastructure financing to HUDCO which already had a strong 
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resource base, was organisationally and financially well established and had 
the necessary expertise to appraise and monitor such projects as well46.” 

l�kew�se, there �s the observat�on from the tam�l nadu case study that: 

“Generally speaking, urban development projects are both too large and too 
complex for the limited planning, engineering and implementation capacity of 
sub-national governments47.” 

second, �t �s noteworthy that �n one-half of the cases, state or local 
governments are manag�ng partners, compared w�th only 25 per cent �n 
non-�nfrastructure programmes. th�s �s no doubt due �n part to the �nherent 
respons�b�l�ty of local governments for the �nstallat�on and ma�ntenance of 
mun�c�pal serv�ce systems (water, roads, dra�nage, sewer, etc.). 

th�rd, �nternat�onal and nat�onal ngos part�c�pate �n local �nfrastructure 
programmes �n proport�ons roughly comparable to the�r part�c�pat�on 
�n non-�nfrastructure programmes. on the other hand, local ngos are 
somewhat less l�kely to be �nvolved as “manag�ng” partners (60 per cent 
versus 75 per cent for non-�nfrastructure programmes). th�s may be due 
�n part to a lack of the techn�cal or management expert�se among local 
ngos requ�red for compl�cated �nstallat�ons. however, as shown �n the 
case of project urban self help ii �n lusaka, Zamb�a the partnersh�p �tself 
can form the foundat�on for acqu�r�ng the needed techn�cal, f�nanc�al and 
management capac�ty to successfully complete large scale �nstallat�ons48. 

f�nally, at the commun�ty level, two f�nd�ngs stand out. f�rst, 87 per cent of 
urban �nfrastructure programmes rely on “self help” by commun�ty res�dents 
(not shown �n the table). due to th�s self-help component, the part�c�pat�on 
of commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons such as ne�ghbourhood assoc�at�ons, 
hous�ng cooperat�ves local development counc�ls and the l�ke are essent�al 
to the �mplementat�on of local �nfrastructure projects. twenty-e�ght of 30 
�nfrastructure programmes (93.4 per cent) benef�t from �nvolvement by 

46. un-haBitat “Best pract�ces” database (2002), innovat�ve hous�ng f�nance and del�very 
mechan�sms: the hudCo approach, ind�a Case study.

47. un-haBitat “Best pract�ces” database (2002), Comprehens�ve approach to urban 
development �n tam�l nadu, ind�a, Case study.

48. un-haBitat “Best pract�ces” database (2002), project urban self help (push ii), 
lusaka, Zamb�a, Case study.
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these groups. few of these groups (only one out of s�x) have the techn�cal 
and f�nanc�al capac�ty and local government support necessary to manage 
these ventures. in unusual cases, such as the commun�ty development 
counc�ls �n Colombo’s m�ll�on houses programme (russell, 2000):

“Necessary local capacity could only be increased if CBOs were actually given 
the freedom and responsibility to use project or financial management skills.” 

unfortunately, th�s effort to empower local commun�ty groups to control 
and manage such large-scale projects through “commun�ty act�on plann�ng” 
was short-l�ved, and d�ed w�th the change of government �n the m�d-90s.

7.1.3 Sustainability and replication

infrastructure programmes have approx�mately the same level of 
susta�nab�l�ty as non-�nfrastructure ones (75 per cent), but repl�cab�l�ty— 
expans�on of the programme �n other locat�ons �s sl�ghtly lower (63 per cent 
versus 75 per cent) – see table 17. g�ven the very h�gh project costs and 
rel�ance on a l�m�ted number of external, pr�mar�ly �nternat�onal fund�ng 
sources, �t �s perhaps surpr�s�ng that programme repl�cat�on �s even th�s 
h�gh49. it should also be noted that repl�cat�on �s not always “external” to 
a programme’s geograph�c or �nst�tut�onal boundar�es, but may take place 
�n other ne�ghbourhoods of the c�ty, or other c�t�es w�th�n a reg�on when 
add�t�onal project resources become ava�lable. the exper�ence of tam�l 
nadu’s �nfrastructure programme �s �llustrat�ve �n th�s regard: 

“The success of the comprehensive approach to urban development in Tamil 
Nadu has been built upon a strong policy base and commitment to reform, and 
emphasizes the concepts of scaling up and replication, based on a participatory 
and demand driven process which is expected to be relevant not only for Tamil 
Nadu, but for the whole of India50.” 

49. The findings with regard to these high levels of sustainability and replication are no 
doubt b�ased because of the �nclus�on of these cases �n the un-haBitat Best pract�ces 
database.

50. un-haBitat “Best pract�ces” database (2002), Comprehens�ve approach to urban 
development �n tam�l nadu, ind�a, Case study.
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7.1.4 Programme development issues

in rev�ew�ng the Best pract�ces case stud�es, seven d�fferent k�nds of �ssues 
or “lessons learned” were �dent�f�ed. they were:

•	 Issues of scale (typ�cally, problems encountered when programmes 
expanded to other ne�ghbourhoods or c�t�es w�thout appropr�ate 
organ�zat�onal capab�l�t�es).

•	 Social Issues (usually der�v�ng from confl�cts of “cultures” or the 
need to overcome �nd�genous pract�ces of soc�al exclus�on);

•	 Intergovernmental Cooperation (frequently a problem when new 
partnersh�ps among governmental and nongovernmental 
organ�zat�ons challenge pre-ex�st�ng local or supra-local patterns 
of control);

•	 Financial Issues (most often related to the search for, or d�str�but�on 
of, the f�nanc�al resources necessary to carry out programme 
object�ves);

•	 Institutional Barriers (usually encountered when creat�ng new 
organ�zat�ons or bu�ld�ng new partner�ng relat�onsh�ps that must 
be self-susta�n�ng, mutually benef�c�al and programmemat�cally 
v�able);

Table 17. Sustainability and replication of infrastructure programmes

Demonstrated sustainability No (%) Yes (%)

infrastructure 23 77
non- �nfrastructure 25 75
total (n) 10 32
% 24 76
Programme replicated 
infrastructure 37 63
non- �nfrastructure 25 75
total (n) 14 28
% 33 67
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•	 Internal Management Issues (referr�ng to the management capac�ty 
of organ�zat�ons respons�ble for the del�very of a programme’s 
products and serv�ces); and

•	 Community Development Issues (typ�cally reflect�ng the d�ff�cult�es 
of secur�ng adequate and self-susta�n�ng part�c�pat�on by, and 
comm�tment of, commun�ty res�dents benef�t�ng from the 
programme).

table 18 shows how �nfrastructure programmes d�ffer from and resemble 
non-�nfrastructure ones w�th respect to these seven categor�es of lessons 
learned. f�rst, �t �s clear that many of these �ssues overlap and are �nterrelated. 
for example, problems of “scal�ng up” to expand a programme �nto other 
geograph�c areas are often d�rectly l�nked to the adequacy of f�nanc�al 
resources or �nternal management capac�ty. on average, �nfrastructure 
programmes encountered a comparable number of types of �ssues as non-
�nfrastructure ones (4.6 versus 4.4, bottom of table 18). however, th�s does 
not �mply that the absolute number of problems encountered �n programme 
operat�ons were s�m�lar; only that the d�vers�ty of the types of �ssues faced 
�s comparable. 

second, �nfrastructure programmes appear much more l�kely to confront 
�ssues of scale (40 per cent versus 0 per cent for non-�nfrastructure 
programmes), and �nternal management �ssues (60 per cent versus 42 per 
cent for non-�nfrastructure programmes). these d�fferences are, no doubt, a 
funct�on of the greater complex�ty and s�ze of programme operat�ons.

th�rd, �nfrastructure programmes appear to encounter somewhat less often 
�ssues related to �ntergovernmental cooperat�on (57 per cent versus 67 per 
cent) and f�nanc�al �ssues (63 per cent versus 75 per cent). the former may 
reflect the fact that nat�onal and state/local governments are more l�kely to 
assert or ma�nta�n control of operat�ons, thereby assur�ng fewer problems 
of cooperat�on. in the latter case, wh�le a major�ty of partnersh�ps �n both 
the �nfrastructure and non-�nfrastructure sectors exper�ence f�nanc�al 
challenges, pr�or exper�ence w�th large �nfrastructure projects, together 
w�th the �nvolvement of nat�onal and �nternat�onal partner�ng agenc�es 
may offset to some degree a shortage of resources to complete projects.
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Table 18. Issues faced by infrastructure and non-infrastructure partnerships

Issues Infrastructure Non-infrastructure Total

issues of scale 12 (40) 0 (0) 12 (29)

soc�al �ssues 20 (67) 9 (75) 29 (71)

intergovernmental cooperat�on 17 (57) 8 (67) 25 (60)

f�nanc�al �ssues 19 (63) 9 (75) 28 (67)

inst�tut�onal development 26 (87) 11 (92) 37 (88)

management �ssues 18 (60) 5 (42) 23 (55)

Commun�ty organ�zat�on 27 (90) 11 (92) 38 (91)

total programmes 30 (100) 12 (100) 42 
(100)

types of �ssues faced (mean) 4.6 4.4 4.6

percentages are �n parentheses

f�nally, �t �s s�gn�f�cant that the h�ghest frequency of �ssues faced occurs 
�n the commun�ty organ�zat�on category. for both �nfrastructure and non-
�nfrastructure programmes th�s �s “where the rubber meets the road” and 
where programme des�gn and operat�ons must doveta�l w�th the real�ty of 
commun�ty needs, pr�or�t�es and capab�l�t�es. the fact that n�ne out of ten 
partnersh�ps h�ghl�ght these types of �ssue test�f�es to the �mportance of 
local capac�ty-bu�ld�ng act�v�t�es.

7.2 Services

one of the d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�cs of urban slums and squatter 
settlements �s the w�despread absence or �nadequacy of bas�c soc�al serv�ces 
�nclud�ng educat�onal fac�l�t�es, health cl�n�cs, publ�c transportat�on, 
recreat�on, pol�ce and f�re protect�on, and other emergency serv�ces51. the 

51. the Best pract�ces cases from the un hab�tat database d�st�ngu�shed “bas�c soc�al and 
mun�c�pal serv�ces” from the �nfrastructure �nstallat�ons for water, sewer, dra�nage, 
roads, street lighting and electrification discussed earlier.
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52. un-haBitat (2002) “Best pract�ces” database, poverty allev�at�on through Commun�ty 
part�c�pat�on: uBsp, ind�a.

negat�ve consequences are an �mportant d�mens�on of urban poverty and 
closely l�nked not only to the phys�cal attr�butes of slums and squatter 
settlements (�nadequate �nfrastructure and hous�ng), but also to the soc�o-
econom�c def�c�ts of �ll-health, �nadequate �ncomes, lack of educat�on, and 
soc�al exclus�on (anzorena and others 1998). recogn�t�on of the connect�ons 
between soc�al serv�ces and urban poverty, have g�ven r�se to programmes 
such as the urban Bas�c serv�ces for poor (uBsp) �n ind�a wh�ch reaches an 
est�mated 10 m�ll�on urban poor and wh�ch �s a central component of that 
nat�on’s ant�-poverty efforts. uBsp centres around “a part�c�patory process 
of plann�ng and act�on w�th women from poor ne�ghbourhoods to �mprove 
health, educat�on; env�ronment, access to cred�t and �mproved �ncomes and 
other bas�c r�ghts for the�r ch�ldren, themselves and the�r fam�l�es52.” 

7.2.1 Scale

urban ant�-poverty partnersh�ps frequently undertake the creat�on or 
upgrad�ng of var�ous soc�al serv�ces. nearly 70 per cent of the 42 cases 
exam�ned here �ncluded the prov�s�on of soc�al serv�ces as part of the�r 
act�v�t�es. desp�te th�s, �n more than 95 per cent of the cases, soc�al serv�ce 
programmes are operated �n conjunct�on w�th act�v�t�es �n another sector. 
they are rarely the pr�mary focus of a programme (only 3 of 29 cases or 3.3 
per cent; see table 19). the largest example of these �s the uBsp programme 
�n ind�a. 

the prov�s�on of soc�al serv�ces may occur at var�ous scales w�th respect 
to the locus of programme act�v�t�es, l�nkages w�th other act�v�t�es, 
programme s�ze and number of partner�ng organ�zat�ons. table 19 shows 
that a large major�ty of soc�al serv�ce programmes operate at the level of 
one or more ne�ghbourhoods (83 per cent), w�th only f�ve programmes 
undertaken on a metropol�tan scale (three programmes) or a nat�onal scale 
(two programmes). th�s may be due �n part to the l�nkage of soc�al serv�ces 
w�th other pr�mary and secondary act�v�t�es that occur at the level of 
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mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods or below. a second reason may be the complex�ty 
of serv�ce prov�der networks that must be establ�shed locally �n order to 
support soc�al serv�ces �n slums and squatter settlements. th�s suppos�t�on 
�s supported by the observat�on that soc�al serv�ces programmes often 
�nvolve CBos, wh�ch are used to help �nvolve res�dent benef�c�ar�es and 
coord�nate serv�ce act�v�t�es.

Table 19. Geographic scale of social service programmes

Geographic scale Secondary to other 
programmes

Primary focus Total

ne�ghbourhood 6 (23) 0 (0) 6 (21)

mult�ple ne�ghbourhoods 16 (63) 2 (67) 18 (62)

metro-w�de 3 (12) 0 (0) 3 (10)

mult�ple c�t�es 1 (4) 1 (33) 2 (7)

total 26 (100) 3 29

percentages are �n parentheses

a second d�st�ngu�sh�ng feature of soc�al serv�ce programmes �s that they 
are often comb�ned w�th other programmes that are secondary to the 
pr�mary focus of other programmes. these comb�nat�ons create a more 
comprehens�ve attack on the causes and consequences of urban poverty. 
table 20 l�sts these other pr�mary act�v�ty areas �n the order of the�r 
frequency. the top s�x are affordable hous�ng, �nfrastructure, tenure secur�ty, 
env�ronmental qual�ty, gender equ�ty and cred�t ava�lab�l�ty. the fact that 
soc�al serv�ce act�v�t�es are �ncluded as programme components �n more 
than half of these cases �llustrates the comprehens�veness of most partner-
based ant�-poverty programmes �n urban areas. it appears to conf�rm an 
acknowledgment that slum upgrad�ng programmes that prov�de �mproved 
�nfrastructure and self-help hous�ng ass�stance are �nsuff�c�ent �n the�r own 
r�ght to erad�cate the d�verse causes and consequences of poverty. soc�al 
serv�ce programmes are also necessary.

soc�al serv�ce programmes also tend to be assoc�ated w�th large-scale 
programmes d�rected toward other aspects of urban poverty. from the 
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Table 20. Size comparison of partnership with and without social service  
  activities

Social service 
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yes mean 577,535 290.9 10 17.6 7,487

n 22 13 29 13 11

no mean 127,537 26.2 7 4.6 2,106

n 9 8 13 8 7

total mean 446,890 190.1 9 12.6 5,394

n 31 21 42 21 18

ava�lable case study data �t �s not poss�ble to d�st�ngu�sh the separate costs 
or number of benef�c�ar�es of the soc�al serv�ces component from overall 
programme costs or total benef�c�ar�es. as a proxy, one can only exam�ne 
total benef�c�ar�es and programme costs when soc�al serv�ce act�v�t�es are 
�ncluded or not �ncluded. table 21 shows the mean number of benef�c�ar�es, 
total programme costs, programme durat�on, funds flow per year and 
programme cost per benef�c�ary for programmes that �ncorporate soc�al 
serv�ces as part of the programme m�x.

Clearly, �t �s not poss�ble to conclude from these data that soc�al serv�ces 
as a component of comprehens�ve ant�-poverty programmes are causes of 
the relat�vely larger scale of such programmes. a more conservat�ve and 
accurate �nterpretat�on would suggest that larger ant�-poverty efforts that 
serve a greater number of benef�c�ar�es are more l�kely to have a soc�al 
serv�ces component �n order to address health, educat�on, publ�c safety and 
other welfare �ssues that contr�bute to the poverty cycle. greater resources 
make �t poss�ble not only to serve a larger number of benef�c�ar�es, but 
also prov�de a w�der range of serv�ces to confront the mult�ple def�c�ts 
exper�enced by the res�dents of slums and squatter settlements. indeed, 
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partnersh�ps �nvolved �n soc�al serv�ce act�v�t�es, on average, undertake 
act�v�t�es �n 8.3 d�fferent sectors, compared w�th an average of just f�ve 
sectors when they do not �nclude soc�al serv�ces.

7.2.2 Partnerships

governments’ partners are more often �nvolved �n management roles 
�n soc�al serv�ce programmes than �n other programmes. nat�onal 
governments are �nvolved �n a management capac�ty �n 31 per cent of soc�al 
serv�ce programmes (versus 15.4 per cent for non-serv�ce programmes), 
and for state and local governments the contrast �s even greater (51.7 
per cent versus 23.1 per cent for non-serv�ce programmes; see table 22). 
in fact, state and local governments are �nvolved �n some capac�ty �n all 
partnersh�ps carry�ng out soc�al serv�ces programmes, and they also are 
more than tw�ce as l�kely to help manage these programmes. 

one reason for th�s may be that �n most countr�es government �s 
const�tut�onally bound to protect and enhance the health, safety and 

Table 21. Primary programme activities with a social services component

Primary focus Number of 
programmes

Number with 
service component

Percent

affordable hous�ng 19 14 74

infrastructure 11 9 82

tenure secur�ty 8 7 88

env�ronmental qual�ty 8 6 75

gender equ�ty 8 5 63

Cred�t ava�lab�l�ty 6 3 50

Capac�ty bu�ld�ng 2 2 100

development plann�ng 2 0 0

governance 1 0 0

note: there are no partnersh�ps �n the database w�th job creat�on or m�cro-enterpr�se 
development as pr�mary act�v�t�es.



Table 22. Social services and other programmes by partner type involvement

International  
government

Participating Managing Not involved Total

serv�ces 11 (38) 2 (7) 16 (55) 29
non-serv�ces 5 (39) - 8 (62) 13

total 16 (38) 2 (5) 24 (57) 42

National government

serv�ces 7 (24) 9 (31) 13 (45) 29

non-serv�ces 4 (31) 2 (15) 7 (54) 13

total 11 (26) 11 (26) 20 (48) 42

State/local government

serv�ces 14 (48) 15 - 29

non-serv�ces 7 (54 3 (23) 3 (23) 13

total 21 (50) 18 (43) 3 (7) 42

International NGOs

serv�ces 14 (48) - 15 (52) 29

non-serv�ces 8 (62) - 5 (39) 13

total 22 (52) - 20 (48) 42

National NGOs

serv�ces 7 (24 5 (17) 17 (59) 29

non-serv�ces 2 (15) 3 (23) 8 (62) 13

total 9 (21) 8 (19) 25 (60) 42

Local NGOs

serv�ces 6 (21) 20 (69) 3 (10) 29

non-serv�ces 5 (39) 7 (54) 1 (8) 13

total 11 (26) 27 (64) 4 (10) 42

Local commercial

serv�ces 17 (59) 2 (7) 10 (35) 29

non-serv�ces 6 (46) 2 (15) 5 (39) 13

total 23 (55) 4 (10) 15 (36) 42

CBOs

serv�ces 22 (76) 5 (17) 2 (7) 29

non-serv�ces 5 (39) 5 (39) 3 (23) 13

total 27 (64) 10 (24) 5 (12) 42

percentages are �n parentheses



48 human settlements gloBal dialogues series, no. 2

welfare of the populat�on even though �ts efforts may not meet the needs of 
vulnerable populat�ons �n slums and squatter settlements.

on the ngo s�de of serv�ce partnersh�ps, table 22 shows that �nternat�onal 
ngos are less l�kely to be �nvolved �n soc�al serv�ce programmes (48 
per cent versus 62 per cent for non-serv�ce programmes), and, l�ke the 
�nfrastructure programmes d�scussed �n sect�on 6.1, play a s�gn�f�cant role 
�n prov�d�ng f�nanc�al support, programme des�gn, techn�cal ass�stance and 
evaluat�on, but somewhat less so �n day-to-day programme operat�ons. 
overall, nat�onal-level ngos are as l�kely to be �nvolved �n serv�ce as �n 
non-serv�ce programmes counterparts (about 60 per cent), but they act 
less �n management roles (17 per cent versus 23 per cent for non-serv�ce 
programmes; see table 23). s�nce soc�al serv�ce programmes must be 
adapted to meet the welfare needs of local populat�ons, �t �s not surpr�s�ng 
that local ngos support the del�very of serv�ce programmes �n 26 out of 29 
cases, w�th a large major�ty of them (69 per cent) hav�ng management roles 
�n the partnersh�p (compared w�th 54 per cent for non-serv�ce programmes; 
see table 23). th�s pattern repl�cates the h�gh levels of part�c�pat�on among 
local ngos for �nfrastructure and hous�ng programmes (87 per cent and 88 
per cent, respect�vely), but d�ffers from those patterns �nsofar as nearly 70 
per cent of serv�ce programmes �nvolve local ngos as manag�ng partners, 
versus 60 per cent for both �nfrastructure and hous�ng programmes. 

Wh�le pr�vate sector part�c�pat�on �s the same for serv�ce and non-serv�ce 
types of act�v�t�es (65 per cent versus 62 per cent), table 22 prov�des clear 
ev�dence of the �mportance of commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons �n the 
del�very of soc�al serv�ces �n slums and squatter settlements). over 93 per 
cent of soc�al serv�ce programmes rely on such organ�zat�ons for des�gn 
and �mplementat�on, although the�r role as managers �s less common than 
�n non-serv�ce programmes (17 per cent versus 39 per cent). as noted 
prev�ously, the self help �nvolvement of commun�ty res�dents �n these 
programmes (26 of 29 cases) requ�res that ne�ghbourhood assoc�at�ons and 
other commun�ty groups be closely �nvolved �n the des�gn and del�very 
of soc�al serv�ce programmes. CBos are an essent�al l�nkage between 
programme resources and commun�ty needs. th�s �mportant po�nt �s 
�llustrated by many of the cases, �nclud�ng the exper�ence of teres�na, 
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Braz�l, where a partnersh�p focused on self-help hous�ng, �nfrastructure 
and soc�al serv�ce networks, us�ng CBos as jo�nt programme managers 
w�th the mun�c�pal government: 

Although the [slum upgrading] transformation process requires a longer 
period, the operational conditions that sustain the project, particularly the use 
of service networks installed at the municipal entities, have produced a return 
well above expectations. It should be emphasized that community involvement 
has facilitated or even been responsible for accelerating, although at an initial 
scale, the definition of priorities and the periods required for actions53. 

7.2.3 Sustainability and replication

although partnersh�p act�v�t�es �n the soc�al serv�ces sector are as 
susta�nable as the�r act�v�t�es �n other sectors54, the�r serv�ce act�v�t�es are 
less often repl�cated (see table 23). the reasons for th�s are l�kely related 
to d�fferences �n scale: programmes w�th a larger number of benef�c�ar�es, 
and requ�r�ng a larger resource base and greater cash flow are less l�kely to 
be repl�cated, even though the�r relat�ve eff�c�ency (cost per benef�c�ary) �s 
comparable.55

53. un-haBitat (2002) “Best pract�ces” database, hous�ng, infrastructure and poverty 
erad�cat�on �n slum areas (teres�na, Braz�l), Case study.

54. data not shown.

55 data not shown.

Table 23. Replication of partnership programmes that include social services

Programmes replicated No Yes Total

serv�ces  n 1 18 29

% 38 62 100

non-serv�ces n 2 11 13

% 15 85 100

total n 13 29 42

% 31 69 100
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7.2.4 Programme development issues

partnersh�ps prov�d�ng soc�al serv�ces tend to encounter commun�ty 
organ�zat�on �ssues (93 per cent versus 85 per cent), soc�al �ssues (79 per 
cent versus 54 per cent), and management �ssues (66 per cent versus 31 per 
cent) more frequently than partnersh�ps not �nvolved �n the soc�al serv�ces 
sector (see table 24). a reason for th�s may have to do w�th the�r larger s�ze 
and the�r greater rel�ance on CBos that need to be �nvolved �n programme 
des�gn and del�very. as noted �n the Inter-Sites and services programme �n 
gran Buenos a�res, argent�na “B�g projects (more than 100/150 s�tes) are 
hard to follow and produce a very �mportant �mpact �n the surround�ngs 
caus�ng confl�cts at ne�ghbourhood and mun�c�pal levels56.” 

Table 24. Challenges faced by partnerships with and without service 
programmes

Issues Service 
programmes 

Non-service 
programmes

Total 
programmes

issues of scale 11 (38) 1 (8) 12 (29)

soc�al �ssues 22 (79) 7 (54) 29 (71)

intergovernmental cooperat�on 17 (59) 8 (62) 25 (60)

f�nanc�al �ssues 17 (59) 11 (85) 28 (67)

inst�tut�onal development 26 (90) 11 (85) 37 (88)

management �ssues 19 (66) 4 (31) 23 (55)

Commun�ty organ�zat�on 27 (93) 11 (85) 38 (91)

total programmes 29 (100) 13 (100) 42 (100)

percentages are �n parentheses

soc�al serv�ces programmes appear less l�ke to encounter problems w�th 
respect to f�nanc�al �ssues (59 per cent versus 85 per cent), perhaps because 
they are already large �n terms of programme resources and funds flow 
and have a dependable and suff�c�ent resource base. they are comparable 

56. un-haBitat (2002) “Best pract�ces” database, inter-s�tes and serv�ces programme �n 
gran Buenos a�res, argent�na, case study.
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to non-serv�ce programmes w�th respect to �ntergovernmental cooperat�on 
(60 per cent) and �nst�tut�onal development (85 per cent).

7.3 Housing

a major�ty of the 42 partnersh�ps selected for analys�s are �nvolved �n the 
upgrad�ng or construct�on of hous�ng for slum res�dents (60 per cent). most 
of these have hous�ng as a pr�mary focus (n=19 or 76 per cent), wh�le the 
rema�n�ng 24 per cent �nclude hous�ng as a secondary act�v�ty (see table 
25). far most of these partnersh�ps (21) have a project focus d�rected at 
spec�f�c hous�ng problems, wh�le 4 partnersh�ps (Consol�dat�ng innovat�ve 
alternat�ves of mun�c�pal management �n d�adema, Braz�l; integrated 
programme of soc�al inclus�on �n santo andre, Braz�l; the shelter forum 
�n Kenya; and the mumba� all�ance �n ind�a) are better character�zed 
as umbrella programmes that focus s�gn�f�cantly on bu�ld�ng all�ances 
among governmental and nongovernmental programme managers 
toward more effect�ve partnersh�ps and �mproved management of ex�st�ng 
programmes.

Table 25. Type of programme activity by partnership focus

Programme type No Yes Primary 
focus

Total

umbrella type % w�th�n the 
house  

n 5 1 3 9

% 29 17 16 21

project  focus % w�th�n the 
house

n 12 5 16 33

% 71 83 84 79

total w�th�n the house n 17 6 19 42

% 100 100 100 100

a large major�ty of partnersh�ps w�th a hous�ng programme (15 of 25 
partnersh�ps or 60 per cent) a�m at upgrad�ng ex�st�ng hous�ng �n slums 
and squatter settlements (in situ upgrad�ng), rather than bu�ld�ng new 
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Table 26. Upgrading versus new construction by partnership focus

Programme type No Yes Primary 
Focus

Total

new/upgrade ex�st�ng % 
w�th�n the house 

n 14 4 11 29

% 82 67 58 69

new construct�on % w�th�n the 
house

n 3 2 8 13

% 18 33 42 31

total w�th�n the house n 17 6 19 42

% 100 100 100 100

projects to replace derel�ct hous�ng. th�s f�nd�ng �s part�cularly �mportant 
because �t reveals the or�entat�on to and opportun�ty for s�gn�f�cant roles 
by slum res�dents through self-help act�v�t�es by households themselves 
or through the �nvolvement of CBos and other organ�zat�ons represent�ng 
the urban poor (see table 26). such self help �s very common (�n 92 per cent 
of all cases, see table 27). Where hous�ng �s a primary focus of programme 
act�v�t�es, a somewhat larger proport�on of the partnersh�ps undertakes new 
construct�on (up to 43 per cent from 33 per cent, or 8 of 19 programmes).

there �s no apprec�able d�fference between the scale of operat�ons for 
partnersh�ps that are act�ve �n the hous�ng sector and others that are not. 
as shown �n table 28, �t �s most common that �nvolvement �s at the level of 
several ne�ghbourhoods (56 per cent), followed by a s�ngle ne�ghbourhood 
(24 per cent). these results are another conf�rmat�on of the �mportance of the 
local commun�ty to these partnersh�ps, stress�ng further the �mportance of 
capac�ty bu�ld�ng at the commun�ty level. they also po�nt to the s�gn�f�cance 
of network�ng across d�fferent commun�t�es �n the same c�ty to establ�sh a 
cr�t�cal mass and effect�ve networks to exchange �nformat�on and mob�l�ze 
resources.
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Table 27. Prevalence of self-help in partnerships by involvement in housing

Self-help No Yes Total

no n 2 2 4

% 8 12 10

yes n 23 15 38

% 92 88 91

total n 25 17 42

% 100 100 100

7.3.1 Involvement in housing by partnerships with a  
 primary focus in another sector

partnersh�p-based urban ant�-poverty programmes w�th hous�ng act�v�t�es 
are strongly l�nked w�th �nvolvement related to secure tenure, �nfrastructure 
and access to cred�t, and less so w�th serv�ces, gender and env�ronment types 
of act�v�t�es. all e�ght partnersh�ps focused pr�mar�ly on enhanc�ng secure 
tenure also have a hous�ng component, e�ther as a pr�mary or secondary 
act�v�ty. e�ght of 11 �nfrastructure-or�ented partnersh�ps have a hous�ng 
component (73 per cent), and half of the partnersh�ps w�th a pr�mary focus 
of cred�t access have a hous�ng component (table 29).

Table 28. Scale of partnership activity by involvement in housing

Geographic scale Yes No

<ne�ghbourhood % w�th�n any hous�ng programme 0 (0) 1 (6)

ne�ghbourhood % w�th�n any hous�ng programme 6 (24) 4 (24)

ne�ghbourhood % w�th�n any hous�ng programme 14 (56) 10 (59)

metro-w�de % w�th�n any hous�ng programme 3 (12) 1 (6)

metro-w�de % w�th�n any hous�ng programme 2 (8) 1 (6)

total % w�th�n any hous�ng programme 25 (100) 17(100)

percentages are �n parentheses 
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Table 29. Primary partnership foci with secondary housing component

Partnerships with 
primary focus on:

Partnerships with a housing component

All 
partnerships

N %

tenure secur�ty 8 8 100
infrastructure 11 8 73
Cred�t access 6 3 50
serv�ces 3 1 33
gender 8 2 25
env�ronmental qual�ty 8 1 13
Capac�ty bu�ld�ng 2 0 0
development plann�ng 2 0 0
governance 1 0 0

note: the database had no partnersh�ps w�th job creat�on or m�cro-enterpr�se development 
as a pr�mary focus

7.3.2 Scale 

on average, programmes w�th hous�ng components are much more 
expens�ve than non-hous�ng programmes57. the�r average project cost �s 
$278 m�ll�on compared w�th $14.4 m�ll�on for non-hous�ng programmes. 
as a result, the funds flow per year �s nearly four t�mes that for non-
hous�ng programmes. at the same t�me, the average number of households 
served by hous�ng programmes �s smaller (370,000 versus 587,000), the cost 
per household �s substant�ally larger ($7,292 versus $461 for non-hous�ng 
programmes), wh�le average programme durat�on �s very s�m�lar. as seen �n 
table 29, hous�ng programmes are more often �ntertw�ned w�th partnersh�p 
act�v�t�es �n other sectors such as secure tenure, �nfrastructure and access 
to cred�t, mak�ng them also more complex and costly to �mplement and 
ma�nta�n table 30). these d�fferences have �mportant �mpl�cat�ons for the 
requ�red capac�ty of sponsor�ng organ�zat�ons to des�gn and manage these 
larger scale programmes. 

57. these h�gher costs may �n part be expla�ned by s�multaneous �nvolvement �n other sectors, 
whose costs cannot always be separated.
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Table 30. Size comparison of programmes with and without housing activities
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hous�ng 
programmes

mean 370,046 $277.9 9 $16.5 $7,292

n 20 14 25 14 13

non-hous�ng 
programmes

mean 586,606 $14.4 9 $4.8 $461

n 11 7 17 7 5

total mean 446,890 $190.1 9 $12.6 $5,394

n 31 21 42 21 18

there �s a s�gn�f�cant d�fference �n scale of operat�ons between partnersh�ps 
that focus pr�mar�ly on new construct�on and those that focus pr�mar�ly on 
upgrad�ng of the ex�st�ng hous�ng stock. upgrad�ng programmes reach a 
much larger number of households, have a longer average durat�on (10.5 
years vs. 6 years), and cost less per household ($6,035 vs. $9,188, see table 
31).

7.3.3 Partners

g�ven that partnersh�ps w�th hous�ng act�v�t�es tend to operate somewhat 
more often at the level of the metropol�tan area or several c�t�es at the 
same t�me than do others focus�ng on d�fferent sectors, one m�ght expect 
that there would be greater �nvolvement by nat�onal and �nternat�onal 
sponsors �n these types of programmes. th�s expectat�on �s supported 
by the data �n table 32 although the d�fference �s not very large. hous�ng 
programmes more l�kely �nclude nat�onal-level partners (governmental 
and non-governmental) – 68 per cent versus 53 per cent for non-hous�ng 
programmes. 
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perhaps because of the�r �ncreased complex�ty and cost, hous�ng 
programmes tend to �nvolve a more d�verse partnersh�p structure, made up 
of a somewhat greater number of d�fferent partners. hous�ng programmes 
on average �nvolve 5.4 types of partner�ng organ�zat�ons compared 
w�th non-hous�ng programmes that �nvolve 5.0 types, wh�le relat�vely 
these organ�zat�ons also operate somewhat more often �n programme 
management roles (see table 33).

a further exam�nat�on of the types of partners �nvolved �n collaborat�ve 
arrangements �n slum hous�ng produces several f�nd�ngs. table 34 shows 

Table 32. National and international partners in housing programmes

Programme type Total 
programmes

Programmes with 
national partners

Percentage 
of all 

programmes

hous�ng programmes 25 17 69

non-hous�ng 
programmes

17 9 53

total 42 26 62

Table 31. Programme size comparison: new construction versus upgrading
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new/ 
upgrade 
ex�st�ng 

mean 186,028 $93.3 10.5 $9.8 $6,035

n 7 5 11 5 5

new 
construct�on 

mean 7513 $50.5 6.0 $7.9 $9,188

n 7 7 7 7 7

total mean 96,771 $68.3 8.7 $8.7 $7,875

n 14 12 18 12 12
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Table 33. Mean of partner types for housing and non-housing programmes

Housing focus Number of 
partner types

Participating 
partners

Partners with 
management 
responsibility

no mean 5.4 3.4 2.0

n 25 25 25

yes mean 5.0 3.2 1.8

n 17 17 17

total mean 5.2 3.3 1.9

n 42 42 42

that governmental organ�zat�ons at all three levels are more often �nvolved 
than �n programmes �n other sectors. in vary�ng degrees, th�s �s the case at 
all levels: �nternat�onal, nat�onal and state/local. furthermore, government 
agenc�es are more l�kely to play manag�ng, as opposed to part�c�patory 
roles. in no programmes do �nternat�onal ngos play a management role. 
in l�ne w�th the prevalence of nat�onal level actors �n hous�ng-focused 
partnersh�ps, nat�onal non-governmental organ�zat�ons are also frequent 
partners. includ�ng management roles, they part�c�pate �n 48 per cent of the 
partnersh�ps act�ve �n hous�ng (versus 29 per cent of all other partnersh�ps) 
and when they part�c�pate, they are more than tw�ce as l�kely to do so 

�n a manag�ng capac�ty (24 per cent versus 12 per cent). these f�nd�ngs 
parallel the results presented earl�er for soc�al serv�ce programmes. local 
non-governmental organ�zat�ons have a somewhat lesser presence �n 
partnersh�ps �n the hous�ng sector than �n other sectors, but there st�ll 
�s a very h�gh level of part�c�pat�on (88 per cent), most of �t related to 
programme management. the local pr�vate sector also has less part�c�pat�on 
�n hous�ng, but rema�ns an �mportant partner that �s present �n 60 per cent 
of all partnersh�ps. at the local level as well, hous�ng-focused partnersh�ps 
rely heav�ly on the �nvolvement of commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons but 
more as part�c�pants �n the hous�ng del�very system (68 per cent) than as 
programme managers (20 per cent).



Table 34. Partners involved in housing and non-housing programmes

International government Participating Managing
Not 

involved
Total

hous�ng programmes 10 (40) 2 (8) 13 (52) 25
non-hous�ng programmes 6 (35) - 11 (65) 17

total 16 (38) 2 (5) 24 (57) 42

nat�onal government
hous�ng programmes 7 (28) 8 (32) 10 (40) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 4 (24) 3 (18) 10 (59) 17

total 11 (26) 11 (56) 20 (48) 42

state/local government
hous�ng programmes 13 (52) 11 (44) 1 (4) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 8 (47) 7 (41) 2 (12) 17

total 21 (50) 18 (43) 3 (7) 42

internat�onal ngos
hous�ng programmes 13 (52) - 12 (48) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 9 (53) - 8 (47) 17

total 22 (52) - 20 (48) 42

nat�onal ngos
hous�ng programmes 6 (24) 6 (24) 13 (52) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 3 (18) 2 (12) 12 (71) 17

total 9 (21) 8 (19) 25 (60) 42

local ngos
hous�ng programmes 7 (28) 15 (60) 3 (12) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 4 (24) 12 (71) 1 (6) 17

total 11 (26) 27 (64) 4 (10) 42

local commerc�al
hous�ng programmes 12 (48) 3 (12) 10 (40) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 11 (65) 1 (6) 5 (29) 17

total 23 (55) 4 (10) 15 (36) 42

CBos
hous�ng programmes 17 (68) 5 (20) 3 (12) 25

non-hous�ng programmes 10 (59) 5 (29) 2 (12) 17

total 27 (64) 10 (23) 5 (12) 42

percentages are �n parentheses
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7.3.4 Sustainability and replication 

a large major�ty of the best pract�ces partnersh�ps w�th act�v�t�es related to 
slum hous�ng reports be�ng susta�nable. th�s �s the case �n three out of four 
programmes, only sl�ghtly less than programme act�v�t�es �n non-hous�ng 
sectors. however, perhaps due to the�r complex�ty, cost and d�vers�ty 
of partner types, programmes of hous�ng-focused partnersh�ps are less 
frequently repl�cated than partnersh�p programmes �n other sectors (64 per 
cent versus 82 per cent, see table 35).

7.3.5 Programme development issues

f�nally, w�th respect to programme development �ssues, �t appears 
that there are no major d�fferences between partnersh�ps that concern 
themselves w�th aspects of slum hous�ng versus those that pr�mar�ly 
occupy themselves w�th urban ant�-poverty act�v�t�es �n other sectors, as�de 
from one area. the f�nd�ngs suggest that partnersh�ps �n the hous�ng sector 
exper�ence four t�mes as often challenges �n roll�ng the program out to a 
larger number of benef�c�ar�es, so called “scal�ng up,” (40 per cent of the 
cases), a d�fference that no doubt ar�ses from d�ff�cult�es �n form�ng more 
complex partnersh�ps and acqu�r�ng a typ�cally larger resource base for 
the�r act�v�t�es. however, scal�ng up �s less of a problem than �ssues �n other 
areas, �n part�cular aspects of commun�ty organ�zat�on, wh�ch surface �n 88 
per cent of all cases, and �nst�tut�onal development, wh�ch �s ment�oned by 
84 per cent of all hous�ng partnersh�ps (see table 36).

7.4 Jobs

programmes that create jobs or support m�cro-enterpr�se development �n 
slums and squatter settlements are �mportant to the l�vel�hoods of the urban 
poor. they have the most d�rect �mpacts on monetary poverty because 
they generate �ncome that would otherw�se not be ava�lable58. therefore, �n 
na�rob�’s mathare 4a project, for example, “�nternat�onal donor agenc�es 

58. for a d�scuss�on of the relat�onsh�p between “poverty allev�at�on” and d�rect “poverty 
reduct�on” see anzorena and others, 1998.
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Table 36.  Programme development challenges faced by partnerships with and 
without housing programmes

Challenge Programme type Yes (N) Percent

issues of scale hous�ng programmes 10 40
non-hous�ng programmes 2 12

soc�al �ssues hous�ng programmes 18 75
non-hous�ng programmes 11 65

intergovernmental 
cooperat�on

hous�ng programmes 15 60
non-hous�ng programmes 10 59

f�nanc�al �ssues hous�ng programmes 16 64
non-hous�ng programmes 12 71

inst�tut�onal development hous�ng programmes 21 84
non-hous�ng programmes 16 94

management �ssues hous�ng programmes 15 60
non-hous�ng programmes 8 41

Commun�ty organ�zat�on hous�ng programmes 22 88
non-hous�ng programmes 16 94

urge governments to employ pol�c�es that comb�ne shelter prov�s�on w�th 
job creat�on” espec�ally �n conjunct�on w�th ngos, commun�ty-based 
organ�zat�ons and commun�ty res�dents (self-help) �n order both to address 
shelter needs and ra�se standards of l�v�ng (K�goch�e 2001, p. 223). 

Table 35. Sustainability and replication among housing and non-housing 
programmes

Demonstrated sustainability No (%) Yes (%) Total

hous�ng programmes 24 76 100

non-hous�ng programmes 12 88 100
total 8 34 42
% 19 81 100
programme repl�cated 
hous�ng programmes 36 64 100
non-hous�ng programmes 18 82 100
total 12 30 42
% 29 71 100
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a rev�ew of partnersh�p-based ant�-poverty programmes �n slums and 
squatter settlements shows that such comb�ned approaches (e.g., shelter 
and �ncome generat�on) are common. over 60 per cent of programmes w�th 
hous�ng and �nfrastructure act�v�t�es as pr�mary foc� have job creat�on and/
or m�cro-enterpr�se development as a secondary act�v�ty (see table 37). 

however, the data also show that job creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se 
development are rarely undertaken as pr�mary act�v�t�es, but are rather 
�ncorporated as secondary to shelter �mprovement projects. part of the 
reason for th�s may be that, at least �n the case of job creat�on, nat�onal, 
state and local governments have assumed respons�b�l�ty for large-scale 
econom�c growth and labour pol�c�es related to structural adjustments 
�ntended to fac�l�tate bus�ness expans�on and reduce unemployment �n 
the formal sector59. programmes to reduce unemployment and generate 
new jobs, at least �n the formal job market, requ�re s�gn�f�cant resources 
and thus often are the pr�mary respons�b�l�t�es of central governments’ 

Table 37.  Primary programme activities with jobs component

Programmes with primary 
activity in:

Total 
programmes

With job creation 
component

Percent

hous�ng 19 12 63
infrastructure 11 7 64

gender equ�ty 8 6 75

Cred�t access 6 4 67

env�ronment 8 4 50

tenure 8 3 38

serv�ces 3 2 68.

Capac�ty bu�ld�ng 2 1 50

development plann�ng 2 0 0

pr�mary governance 1 0 0

59. there �s no quest�on that the “m�cro” cr�ses of slums �n an urban development context are 
�nt�mately connected to large-scale macro-econom�c sh�fts occas�oned by global�zat�on. 
see, for example, f�rman, 1999.
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labour m�n�str�es, orchestrated out at nat�onal or reg�onal off�ces. it �s not 
surpr�s�ng, therefore, that local efforts �n job creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se 
development are �n�t�ated �n comb�nat�on w�th, and secondary to, slum 
�mprovement programmes �n other sectors. 

it �s noteworthy that there �s s�gn�f�cant overlap between the partnersh�p 
act�v�t�es a�med at job creat�on and those support�ng m�cro-enterpr�se 
development. table 38 shows that of the 25 partnersh�ps that undertake 
one or both of these act�v�t�es, 20 do both at the same t�me. the follow�ng 
analyses focus on job-creat�on although many of the same f�nd�ngs also 
apply to m�cro-enterpr�se development.

as ment�oned above, job creat�on �s frequently undertaken �n comb�nat�on 
w�th pr�mary act�v�t�es �n other sectors. table 37 shows that the four most 
frequent comb�nat�ons are w�th hous�ng, �nfrastructure, gender equ�ty, 
and cred�t access. twelve out of 19 hous�ng programmes and 7 out of 11 
�nfrastructure programmes have job creat�on components. Cons�der�ng 
that almost all of these partnersh�p programmes �nclude a self-help 
component (>90 per cent), job creat�on for slum res�dents �s an �ntegral 
part of the�r des�gn and �mplementat�on. s�m�larly, 75 per cent of gender 
equ�ty programmes, and 67 per cent of cred�t access programmes have job 
creat�on components. at the other end of the spectrum, capac�ty bu�ld�ng, 
development plann�ng and governance are rarely comb�ned w�th creat�ng 
jobs.

Table 38.  Overlap of jobs and micro-enterprise programmes

Programme combinations Number of combinations Percent 

ne�ther jobs nor m�cro-enterpr�se 17 40.5

Jobs only 4 9.5

m�cro-enterpr�se only 1 2.4
Both jobs & m�cro-enterpr�se 20 47.6

total 42 100.0
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Table 39.  Geographic scale of partnership programmes with job creation 
activities

Geographic scale Yes No Total

<ne�ghbourhood 0 (0) 1 (6) 1 (2)

ne�ghbourhood 5 (21) 5 (28) 10 (24) 

mult�ple ne�ghbourhood 14 (58) 10 (57) 24 (57)

metro-w�de 4 (17) 0 (0) 4 (10)

mult�ple c�t�es 1 (1) 2 (11) 3 (7)

total % w�th�n any hous�ng 
programme

24 (100) (18) 100 (42) 100

percentages are �n parentheses 

7.4.1. Scale

Because job creat�on �s so closely l�nked w�th hous�ng and �nfrastructure 
programmes, the geograph�c scale of operat�ons tends to track those of 
hous�ng and �nfrastructure. table 39 shows that of the 24 programmes w�th 
a jobs component, about 80 per cent were undertaken at the scale of mult�ple 
ne�ghbourhoods or above. the comparable f�gure for non-jobs programmes 
was 67 per cent. as noted, generat�ng employment typ�cally requ�res access 
to s�gn�f�cant fund�ng and such fund�ng �s not usually ava�lable at the local 
ne�ghbourhood level. potent�ally, the relat�vely larger geograph�c scale of 
programmes w�th job creat�on act�v�t�es fac�l�tates the match�ng of people 
w�th job prospects �n a larger job market—albe�t predom�nantly �n the 
�nformal sector. 

as �s the case w�th hous�ng and �nfrastructure, programmes w�th job creat�on 
act�v�t�es tend to: be d�rected toward a larger number of benef�c�ar�es; cost 
more; be undertaken over a longer per�od of t�me; �nvolve greater annual 
cash flows; and have a lower project cost per household, when compared 
w�th the programmes that do not �nclude employment generat�on. the 
large d�fferences shown �n table 40 between programmes w�th and w�thout 
job creat�on are part�ally due to the �nclus�on of ind�a’s $3 b�ll�on hudCo-
programme (wh�ch has a strong employment component and has served 
over 6 m�ll�on households); however, even w�th the exclus�on of that case, 
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Table 40. Scale of partnership programmes with job-creation activities

P
ro

gr
am

m
e 

ty
p

e

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
h

ou
se

h
ol

d
s

T
ot

al
 p

ro
je

ct
 c

os
t 

($
 m

il
li

on
s)

P
ro

gr
am

m
e 

d
u

ra
ti

on

Fu
n

d
 fl

ow
/y

ea
r 

($
 

m
il

li
on

s)

C
os

t/
h

ou
se

h
ol

d
 

($
)

no Job 
Creat�on

mean 249,109 $37.2 7.1 $6.3 7,546
n 11 9 10 9 8

Job 
Creat�on 

mean 555,670 $281.3 10.9 $16.0 3,458

n 20 13 24 13 11
total mean 446,890 $181.4 9.2 $12.0 5,179

n 31 22 42 22 19

the same patterns hold true. the �mpl�cat�ons of larger scale for programmes 
structure and operat�ons �nclude greater management complex�ty, a more 
d�verse range of partnersh�p types and greater d�ff�culty �n secur�ng 
commun�ty part�c�pat�on �n the programme.

7.4.2 Partnerships

employment generat�on has typ�cally requ�red relat�vely s�gn�f�cant 
fund�ng not ava�lable at the local level. hence, one would expect to f�nd 
strong representat�on of nat�onal and �nternat�onal level partners �n job-
creat�on programmes. however, th�s �s not what the case stud�es from the 
Best pract�ces database show. in fact, the most frequent partners �n job-
creat�on programmes are local non-governmental organ�zat�ons (96 per cent, 
mostly �n programme management roles), commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons 
(83 per cent, mostly �n part�c�patory roles) and local or state government 



Willem Van Vliet–: Broad-Based partnerships as a strategy for urBan liVeaBility 65

(91 per cent, w�th respons�b�l�t�es about evenly d�v�ded). although local 
organ�zat�ons and agenc�es are common partners, there are very few 
job creat�on partnersh�ps that do not have any partner at the nat�onal or 
�nternat�onal level, e�ther a government agency or a non-governmental 
organ�zat�on. for example, 13 of the 24 partnersh�ps that are �nvolved �n 
job-creat�on act�v�t�es �nclude an �nternat�onal ngo partner pr�mar�ly 
for fund�ng, techn�cal ass�stance and evaluat�on. th�s f�nd�ng may have 
�mportant �mpl�cat�ons for reduc�ng poverty �n slums. it suggests that local 
organ�zat�ons and author�t�es can play �mportant roles �n job creat�on �f 
they can act �n concert w�th nat�onal or �nternat�onal partners and �f the�r 
jo�nt act�v�t�es �ncorporate job creat�on �n the context of act�v�t�es �n other 
sectors. the local pr�vate sector also frequently part�c�pates �n partnersh�ps 
that a�m to produce jobs for slum res�dents. it acts mostly as a source of 
employment and job tra�n�ng (see table 41).

7.4.3 Sustainability and replication

partnersh�ps w�th job-creat�on roles c�te the�r act�v�t�es much more often as 
be�ng susta�nable than do partnersh�ps not seek�ng to produce employment 
(92 per cent versus 67 per cent). the reasons for th�s are not clear. it could 
be s�mply a reflect�on of the l�nkage w�th programmes of these partnersh�ps 
�n other sectors. it also reflects a part�cular v�ew of susta�nab�l�ty as be�ng 
l�nked to the ava�lab�l�ty of s�gn�f�cant fund�ng, as one would expect to f�nd 
�n the case of partnersh�ps that have produced jobs over a suff�c�ently long 
per�od of t�me to have become �nst�tut�onal�zed and warrant �nclus�on �n the 
hab�tat Best pract�ces database. employment-generat�on programmes are 
also somewhat more often repl�cated than programmes w�thout job creat�on 
components, but the d�fference �s small, perhaps because repl�cat�on of such 
programmes requ�res unusually large fund�ng (see table 42).
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Table 41. Jobs programmes by partner type

International government Participating Managing Not involved Total

Jobs programmes 10 (42) 1 (4) 13 (54) 24
non-jobs programmes 6 (33) 1 (6) 11 (61) 18

16 (38) 2 (5) 24 (57) 42

National government

Jobs programmes 7 (29) 5 (21) 12 (50) 24

non-jobs programmes 4 (22) 6 (33) 8 (44) 18

total 11 (26) 11 (26) 20 (48) 42

State/local government

Jobs programmes 11 (46) 11 (46) 2 (8) 24

non-jobs programmes 10 (56) 7 (39) 1 (6) 18

total 21 (50) 18 (43) 3 (7) 42

International NGOs

Jobs programmes 13 (52) - 12 (48) 25

non-jobs programmes 9 (53) - 8 (47) 17

total 22 (52) - 20 (48) 42

National NGOs

Jobs programmes 6 (25) 17 (71) 1 (4) 24

non-jobs programmes 5 (28) 10 (56) 3 (17) 18

total 11 (26) 27 (64) 4 (10) 42

Local NGOs

Jobs programmes 6 (25) 3 (13) 15 (63) 24

non-jobs programmes 3 (17) 5 (28) 10 (56) 18

total 9 (21) 8 (19) 25 (60) 42

Local commercial

Jobs programmes 15 (63) 1 (4) 8 (33) 24

non-jobs programmes 8 (44) 3 (17) 7 (39) 18

total 23 (55) 4 (10) 15 (38) 42

CBOs

Jobs programmes 17 (71) 3 (13) 4 (17) 24

non-jobs programmes 10 (56) 7 (39) 1 (6) 18

total 27 (64) 10 (24) 5 (12) 42

percentages are �n parentheses
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7.4.4 Programme development Issues

although the average number of �ssues addressed �n the des�gn and 
�mplementat�on of programmes w�th job creat�on components �s 
comparable to that of programmes that do not produce jobs (4.7 versus 
4.3 out of 7 �ssue types), there are d�fference �n the types of �ssues that are 
most frequently encountered. Job programmes are espec�ally more l�kely 
to have to deal w�th �ssues of commun�ty organ�zat�on (100 per cent), 
�nst�tut�onal development (92 per cent), and soc�al �ssues (87 per cent). on 
the other hand, they are less l�kely to encounter d�ff�cult�es �n the areas of 
�ntergovernmental cooperat�on and �nternal programme management (see 
table 43). 

Table 42. Sustainability and replication of programmes with and without job 
creation activities

Demonstrated Sustainability No (%) Yes (%) Total

Job programmes 8 93 100
non-job programmes 33 67 100
total (n) 8 34 42
% 19 81 100
programme repl�cated 
Job programmes 25 75 100
non-job programmes 33 67 100
total (n) 12 30 42
% 29 71 100
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Table 43. Issues faced by partnerships with job-creation programmes

Issue Job-
programmes

Non job-
programmes

Total

issues of scale n 8 4 12
% 33 22 29

soc�al �ssues n 20 9 29
% 87 50 71

intergovernmental 
cooperat�on

n 12 13 25
% 50 72 60

f�nanc�al �ssues n 16 12 28
% 67 67 67

inst�tut�onal 
development

n 22 15 37
% 92 83 88

management �ssues n 12 11 23

% 50 61 55

Commun�ty 
organ�zat�on

n 24 14 38

% 100 78 91
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8. Conclusion

in the past, partnersh�ps have often been between the publ�c and the pr�vate 
sector, frequently result�ng �n outcomes that have not benef�ted local 
commun�t�es. inclus�on of c�v�l soc�ety groups as partners �n cooperat�ve 
programmes w�th the publ�c and pr�vate sector holds greater potent�al for 
the allev�at�on of poverty and �mprov�ng the l�veab�l�ty of the env�ronments 
of the urban poor. the analyses reported here prov�de a systemat�c 
evaluat�on of such tr�-sector partnersh�ps, based on cases �ncluded �n the 
un-haBitat Best pract�ces database. the f�nd�ngs show not only the 
s�gn�f�cant roles played by c�v�l soc�ety groups but also demonstrate the 
�mportance of cross-sectoral programmes.

urban redevelopment pol�c�es have often taken a sectoral approach, 
focus�ng on problems �n s�ngle doma�ns such as sewage or water prov�s�on, 
health care, hous�ng, and so forth. development agenc�es operat�ng along 
these l�nes have typ�cally allocated funds from d�fferent sources and 
mob�l�zed personnel from d�fferent d�v�s�ons, �n each case for spec�f�c 
projects. not only has th�s h�ndered coord�nat�on and produced waste, �t 
has also prevented synerg�st�c outcomes that would occur �f work �n one 
sector were �ntegrated w�th efforts �n another sector. 

the f�nd�ngs reported �n prev�ous sect�ons of th�s paper show that the 
prov�s�on and operat�on of �nfrastructure and serv�ces and the product�on 
and upgrad�ng of hous�ng are pr�me examples of opportun�t�es for such 
�ntegrat�on. in these s�tuat�ons, �t �s often poss�ble to draw on the local 
populat�on for the necessary workforce, thus creat�ng jobs as well. do�ng 
so allows res�dents to earn �ncomes that enable them to purchase mater�als 
and serv�ces, wh�ch, �n turn, ass�sts �n cost recovery and further st�mulates 
the local economy. in add�t�on, such employment may help people acqu�re 
new sk�lls and strengthen local soc�al networks, thus bu�ld�ng soc�al cap�tal 
and �ncreas�ng commun�ty capac�ty (un�ted nat�ons human settlements 
programme (unChs) and internat�onal labour organ�zat�on (ilo) 1995). 
a clear �mpl�cat�on that follows from these �ns�ghts �s that pol�c�es should 
support the development and ma�ntenance of appropr�ate cross-sectoral 
programmes and the part�c�pat�on of local res�dents �n them.
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the �nvolvement of small-scale enterpr�ses �n �nfrastructure prov�s�on �n 
slum upgrad�ng and dwell�ng construct�on usually produces local �ncome 
mult�pl�ers. therefore, pol�c�es should extract the max�mum amount 
of employment from the prov�s�on and operat�on of urban serv�ces 
commensurate w�th eff�c�ency. th�s may �nvolve redes�gn�ng the hardware 
of �nfrastructure to allow �t to be constructed by small-scale contractors 
us�ng labour-based methods. exper�ence of storm-water dra�ns �n south 
afr�ca shows how many jobs can be created and less costly mach�nery 
can be used by chang�ng from spun concrete p�pes to l�ned and covered 
channels (unChs/ilo, 1995). 

in these s�tuat�ons, local author�t�es can act as manag�ng contractors 
to prov�de superv�s�on and tra�n�ng for the labour-based contractors. 
involvement as commun�ty contractors or pa�d workers �n �nfrastructure 
�mprovements �n the�r ne�ghbourhood �s not the same as expect�ng 
res�dents to offer ‘voluntary’ labour �n a sp�r�t of communal endeavour. 
indeed, �t �s �mportant that a fa�r wage should be g�ven to labour �nvolved 
�n �nfrastructure works (unChs/ilo 1995). 

infrastructure, such as waste d�sposal and recycl�ng, local d�str�but�on 
and ma�ntenance of water supply, supply and care for publ�c to�lets, and 
supply of fuel can also be effect�vely operated by local commun�ty-based 
enterpr�ses �n partnersh�p w�th local government. to make these s�tuat�ons 
work, publ�c agenc�es need to change the�r role from suppl�er to superv�sor, 
regulator and trouble-shooter. these arrangements w�ll help generate more 
jobs and �ncome for people l�v�ng �n low-�ncome ne�ghbourhoods. in many 
places, serv�ces such as nurser�es, �nfant educat�on, fam�ly plann�ng adv�ce, 
and somet�mes pr�mary health care, are also prov�ded through local small-
scale enterpr�ses.

the analys�s of tr�-sector partnersh�ps work�ng to allev�ate poverty and 
�mprove l�veab�l�ty, presented �n the forego�ng, shows that �t �s common 
for such partnersh�ps to operate �n more than one sector. however, 
�t �s also clear that there ex�st clusters of programme doma�ns �n wh�ch 
partnersh�ps tend to comb�ne the�r act�v�t�es and on wh�ch they concentrate 
the�r efforts. these factors are seen �n table 44, wh�ch suggests that 
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Table 44. Clustering of partnership activities across programme sectors

Programme 
sector

Component

1 2 3 4 5

Housing+ 
Tenure+ 
Credit

Jobs 
+Micro + 
Capacity

Infrastructure+ 
Environnent+ 

Planning

Service+ 
Gender

Governance

infrastructure .200 -.155 .730 .432 .027

serv�ces .122 .126 .202 .875 .171

affordable 
hous�ng 

.918 -.033 .223 .030 .074

secure tenure .884 -.089 .143 .230 .107

access to 
cred�t 

.836 .166 .049 -.136 -.298

Capac�ty 
bu�ld�ng

-.239 .691 .014 .307 -.306

env�ronment -.482 .446 .602 .062 .263

Job creat�on .143 .910 -.083 -.003 .124

m�cro-
enterpr�se

.016 .885 -.191 .038 .112

development 
plann�ng 

.292 -.178 .811 .024 .121

gender -.178 .325 -.550 .513 -.320

governance -.080 .106 .189 .111 .901
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there are f�ve such clusters60. hous�ng, secure tenure and Cred�t access 
programmes cons�stently “hang together” (Component1), as do Capac�ty 
Bu�ld�ng, Jobs Creat�on and m�cro-enterpr�se development (Component 
2) w�th a weak connect�on to env�ronment and gender programmes. the 
th�rd cluster cons�sts of partnersh�p programmes focused on development 
plann�ng, infrastructure, and env�ronment �ssues (Component 3). serv�ce 
programmes tend to be l�nked w�th programmes a�med at address�ng 
gender concerns, although the l�nkage �s not very strong (Component 4). 
governance programmes are �n a category by themselves, and do not often 
comb�ne w�th partnersh�p act�v�ty �n any other sector (Component 5). 

pol�c�es and programmes to allev�ate urban poverty and enhance urban 
l�veab�l�ty should strengthen the l�nkages among cluster components �n 
order to max�m�ze the potent�al of synerg�st�c strateg�es. in do�ng so, �t �s 
�mportant that these pol�c�es and programmes recogn�ze and support the 
�mportant roles of c�v�l soc�ety groups represent�ng the urban poor, found 
�n the analyses of partnersh�p programmes reported here.

60. f�ve-Component factor matr�x account�ng for 83.6 per cent of var�ance. factor analys�s 
of 12 programme types (all coded:  0=not present, 1=present). Cutoff at e�genvalue=1+ 
y�eld�ng 5 pr�nc�pal components w�th var�max rotat�on. extract�on method: pr�nc�pal 
Component analys�s.  rotat�on method: Var�max w�th Ka�ser normal�zat�on. rotat�on 
converged �n 7 �terat�ons.
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Appendix:  List of Reviewed Partnership 
Programmes

Country City Programme Name Programme  

Cost (US$)

House-

holds

Partner 

Types

Africa

Botswana gaborone hous�ng low 
income people �n 
Botswana

n/a 1,700 4

egypt Ca�ro rehab�l�tat�on 
& upgrad�ng 
of the mansh�et 
nasser informal 
settlement

$760,000 760 5

Kenya 15 c�t�es env�ronment 
and urban 
development 
tra�n�ng project-
(eudtp)

n/a n/a 6

Kenya mathare 
Valley

mathare youth 
self-help slum 
and env�ronmental 
Cleanup project

n/a 30,000 5

Kenya nakuru 
town

 the integrated 
urban hous�ng 
project

n/a 400 5

Kenya nat�onal shelter forum (sf) n/a n/a 6

Kenya Vo� Vo� Commun�ty 
land trust

n/a 3,000 6

morocco agad�r shelter upgrad�ng 
�n agad�r

$14,000,000 1,400 4

n�ger�a ibadan susta�nable ibadan 
project (sip)

n/a n/a 6

Zamb�a lusaka project urban self 
help (push ii)

$18,000,000 600,000 6
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Asia

ind�a ahmedabad ahmedabad: 
innovat�ve urban 
partnersh�ps

n/a 40,000 8

ind�a Chenna� soc�al and f�nanc�al 
empowerment of 
poor Women �n ind�a

$8,262,500 500,000 7

ind�a hyderabad integrated approach 
to slum improvement

$363,500,000 73,000 6

ind�a indore slum network�ng: 
us�ng slums to save 
C�t�es

$11,040,000 92,000 6

ind�a Kukatpally integrated approach 
to Women’s 
empowerment

$11,559,929 n/a 4

ind�a lucknow art�stry that shapes 
dest�n�es: seWa 
lucknow

$459,459 5,000 2

ind�a mumba� people’s part�c�pat�on 
programme: 
access�ng land & 
shelter �n mumba�

n/a 1,200,000 4

ind�a mumba� mumba� all�ance n/a n/a 6

ind�a nat�onal Cost-effect�ve 
and appropr�ate 
san�tat�on systems

n/a 2,500,000 8

ind�a nat�onal innovat�ve hous�ng 
f�nance and del�very 
mechan�sms: the 
hudCo approach

$3,000,000,000 6,000,000 8

ind�a nat�onal  poverty allev�at�on 
through Commun�ty 
part�c�pat�on: uBsp

n/a 2,000,000 7
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ind�a new delh� eco development, 
management, 
Conservat�on and 
pol�cy reform

n/a 500,000 4

ind�a tam�l nadu Comprehens�ve 
approach to urban 
development �n tam�l 
nadu

$70,000,000 n/a 8

ind�a V�jayawada gender resource 
Centre (grC)

$50,788,450 24,800 4

pak�stan lahore lahore san�tat�on 
programme

n/a n/a 4

ph�l�pp�nes Cebu Women, home 
and Commun�ty 
-the Bantay Banay 
programme

n/a n/a 5

ph�l�pp�nes man�la organ�z�ng for land 
and hous�ng, soc�al 
inclus�on and human 
development

n/a n/a 4

ph�l�pp�nes negros soc�al�zed and 
incremental hous�ng 
project

$11,545,700 2,630 7

sr� lanka Colombo susta�nable 
townsh�ps 
programme (stp)

$9,343,200 687 6

sr� lanka Colombo nat�onal hous�ng and 
urban development 
author�ty (m�ll�on 
houses programme)

n/a n/a 6
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South 

America

argent�na Buenos 
a�res

inter-s�tes 
and serv�ces 
programme �n 
gran Buenos a�res

$1,029,600 936 4

Braz�l d�adema d�adema: 
Consol�dat�ng 
innovat�ve 
alternat�ves 
of mun�c�pal 
management

n/a 14,000 4

Braz�l londr�na  rev�val project 
- proJeto 
renasCer

$60,000,000 20,000 3

Braz�l nat�onal team Work of 
female-headed 
households

$110,000,000 11,000 5

Braz�l palme�ra improved Bank�ng, 
palme�ra

n/a 870 2

Braz�l santo andre integrated 
programme of 
soc�al �nclus�on

n/a 500 6

Braz�l santo andre rec�proc�ty 
Waste recycl�ng 
programme

n/a n/a 4

Braz�l sao paolo internat�onal 
mun�c�pal 
Cooperat�on- 
integrated 
operat�ons

$71,285,509 7,413 5

Braz�l sao paolo Commun�ty 
hous�ng 
product�on 
programme

$72,600,000 11,000 4
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Braz�l teres�na hous�ng, 
infrastructure 
and poverty 
erad�cat�on �n 
slum areas

$15,489,589 2,039 4

peru lur�gancho urban d�str�ct 
Consult of 
lur�gancho 
Chos�ca

$650,000 n/a 4

USA

Chattanooga affordable 
hous�ng, 
Chattanooga

$91,000,000 3,460 6

Source: un-haBitat Best Practices Database.
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The UN-HABITAT Lecture Award

the un-haBitat lecture award �s an annual award organ�zed by the global 
research network on human settlements (hs-net) to recogn�ze outstand�ng 
and susta�ned contr�but�on to research and th�nk�ng �n the human settlements 
f�eld. upon select�on, the award w�nner w�ll be �nv�ted to del�ver a thought-
provok�ng lecture dur�ng a sess�on of the World urban forum or another 
major �nternat�onal event. the award w�nner w�ll also be presented w�th a 
commemorat�ve plaque engraved w�th h�s/her name and a pr�ze of $10,000.
the award seeks to st�mulate global d�alogue on human settlements �ssues 
and capture and d�ssem�nate new th�nk�ng and trends �n address�ng the mult�-
faceted challenges of susta�nable human settlements. furthermore, the award 
�s des�gned to enhance the v�s�b�l�ty of the hab�tat agenda and of human 
settlements �ssues �n general. it also keeps un-haBitat up to date w�th current 
research and th�nk�ng on human settlements thereby enr�ch�ng the content of 
the Global Report on Human Settlements.

the lecture award �s open to any �nd�v�dual w�th an outstand�ng and susta�ned 
track record of research �n the human settlements f�eld, both urban and rural. 
the �deal cand�date w�ll:
1). have made a s�gn�f�cant and or�g�nal contr�but�on to human settlements 

research, th�nk�ng and pract�ce;
2). have a susta�ned record of research and publ�cat�on �n reputable refereed 

journals, or �n the form of books and book chapters;
3). have a substant�ve reputat�on, ev�denced by w�despread peer recogn�t�on, 

e�ther globally or reg�onally;
4). Be engaged �n �nnovat�ve research on current human settlements �ssues; 

and
5). Be a c�t�zen or permanent res�dent of a country �n the reg�on des�gnated for 

the lecture award for the relevant calendar year.

inst�tut�ons or �nd�v�duals can nom�nate cand�dates for the award. ind�v�duals 
may also nom�nate themselves. the hs-net adv�sory Board, composed of 
exper�enced researchers �n the human settlements f�eld, serves as the select�on 
comm�ttee for the award.
the theme for the lecture may be related to the theme of an upcom�ng Global 
Report on Human Settlements, or �t may be a top�cal �ssue, as determ�ned by the 
award w�nner �n consultat�on w�th the hs-net adv�sory Board. the lecture �s 
w�dely d�ssem�nated through var�ous med�a, and a wr�tten copy of the lecture �s 
posted at the hs-net webs�te.

For further information, and to nominate candidates, 
visit the HS-Net website at http://www.unhabitat.org/hs-net



UN-HABITAT Lecture Award winners

Year Award winner Title of lecture

2006 John 
fr�edmann

the wealth of c�t�es: towards 
an assets-based development of 
urban�z�ng reg�ons

2007 martha 
schte�ngart

urban problems and pol�c�es 
�n lat�n amer�ca:  truths and 
fallac�es

V�s�t the hs-net webs�te at 
http://www.unhabitat.org/hs-net 
to access a copy of the lecture. 



the hs-net secretar�at welcomes submission of manuscr�pts for cons�derat�on 
at any t�me. By subm�ss�on of a manuscr�pt, an author cert�f�es that the work �s 
or�g�nal and �s not be�ng cons�dered s�multaneously by another publ�sher. it �s 
expected that papers w�ll reflect the w�de spectrum of d�sc�pl�nes found w�th�n 
the human settlements f�eld. the subm�ss�on of papers from pract�t�oners and 
scholars �n the f�eld who represent the pol�cy commun�ty as well as the academ�c 
commun¬�ty �s encouraged. art�cles should be methodolog�cally r�gorous w�th 
e�ther quant�t¬at�ve or qual�tat�ve soph�st�cat�on as necessary. all contr�but�ons 
are refereed. only those rece�v�ng favourable recommendat�on w�ll be accepted 
for publ�cat�on.

Manuscripts should be typed on one s�de of the paper, double spaced, w�th 
ample marg�ns, and bear the t�tle of the paper and name(s) of the author(s) on a 
separate sheet of paper. all pages should be numbered. papers should normally 
be 15,000 to 20,000 words �n length, and should be wr�tten �n the engl�sh 
language. only manuscr�pts subm�tted electron�cally (us�ng ms Word) through 
the hs-net webs�te (at http://www.unhab�tat.org/hs-net) w�ll be accepted. 

manuscr�pts should conta�n a l�st of all acronyms and spec�al terms used. 
sect�on head�ngs should be numbered (e.g., i.a.1.a.�.). do not abbreviate names 
of countr�es, geograph�cal reg�ons or areas. reduce other abbrev�at�ons to a 
m�n�mum. use “per cent” �nstead of “%”, unless �t �s �n a quote.

Tables, graphs, maps, diagrams, and other illustrations essent�al to the subject of 
the paper should be subm�tted (�n black and wh�te only — no colour �llustrat�on 
w�ll be accepted) �n a cond�t�on su�table for publ�cat�on. each of these should 
be numbered consecut�vely and referenced �n the text. footnotes should be 
used only for substant�ve observat�ons and should be numberedconsecut�vely. 
endnotes should not be used.

References to books, art�cles and stat�st�cal sources should be �dent�f�ed at the 
appropr�ate po�nt �n the text by surname of author, year of publ�cat�on and 
(where appropr�ate) page reference, as follows: “un-haBitat (2003:23)” or “ 
(un-haBitat, 2003:23-25)”. in cases where there are more than one reference to 
an author �n the same year, d�st�ngu�sh them by use of letters (a,b,c) attached to 
the year of publ�cat�on: (e.g., “2003a”). Quotations �n the text should have double 
quotat�on marks. if a quote �s more than three l�nes, �t should be �ndented.

all references used �n the text should be l�sted �n full at the end of the paper as 
�nd�cated below. all �tems should be alphabet�cally l�sted by author’s surname 
and �n�t�al, (prov�d�ng the full l�st of mult�ple authors), date of publ�cat�on, full 
t�tle of book, publ�sher and place of publ�cat�on. for journal art�cles prov�de 
author’s surname and �n�t�al, date, full t�tle of art�cle and of journal, volume, 
number and page reference. t�tles of journals should not be abbrev�ated. urls 
should be �ncluded when ava�lable.
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